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Abstract of Dissertation 
 
 

A Sense of Place: The Role of Organizational Identity 
in the Service-Oriented Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

of Frontline Service Employees 
 

Problem. With the high level of importance placed on service quality, and a lack 

of studies on the service behaviors of frontline service employees, this study was 

conducted to explore the influences of organizational identity (OI) on the service-oriented 

organizational citizenship behaviors (SOCB) of frontline service providers. Few studies 

of OI have explored its influence on organizational behaviors; in addition, most OI 

studies have been conducted from a positivist framework in the not-for-profit sector. 

Similarly, service studies reside more prominently in positivist methodologies conducted 

in the retail and marketing sectors or in fast food restaurants, hospitals, and hotels.  

Procedures. This qualitative case study involved a luxury-level restaurant. Data 

were gathered through 12 on-site individual semi-structured interviews with service staff 

of varied roles and tenure, as well as through direct observation, field notes and 

journaling, and document analysis. The data were recorded, transcribed, analyzed, and 

interpreted while iteratively triangulated by the sole researcher. 

Findings. The site’s OI claims influenced SOCB characteristics aligned with the 

construct attributes of participation, loyalty, and service delivery. The three OI claims 

were that the organization is guest focused, focuses on and maintains a gold standard of 

quality, and is employee focused. Additionally, it was found that a present and highly 

engaged founder was instrumental to leading, inspiring, and developing staff using a 

congruent organizational philosophy and core values supported through a rigidly defined 
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formal structure while paradoxically balanced by an informal structuring of employee 

empowerment facilitated through communications and collaboration.  

Conclusions. The OI claims that surfaced in the study were congruent with and 

influenced SOCB attributes in a dynamic and iterative manner. In addition to the OI 

claims and SOCB characteristics identified, the chef/founder’s image, organizational 

philosophy and core values, and organizational structure were important groundings for 

both OI claims and SOCB. The Hatch and Schultz (2002) OI dynamics model facilitated 

analysis and interpretation of the iterative cycling between organizational culture and 

external image. This study contributes to OI, SOCB, and OI dynamics research, 

particularly in offering a better understanding of the influences of OI on the SOCB of a 

group of employees. In practice, this study is relevant for hospitality operators and 

practitioners seeking to better understand influences on the extra-role behaviors of 

frontline service employees and to enhance service quality.  
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

Terroir, loosely described in English as a sense of place, is a French term 

originally used to describe the distinctive characteristics of wine from a specific place 

based on influences of the natural environment, such as soil, climate, and topography, 

which make it unique (“Terroir,” n.d.). Though some in the wine community have 

debated the legitimacy or true impact of terroir on the product, terroir is not about what 

the vineyard managers or farmers do in or to the vineyard, but the influence that 

environmental factors naturally contribute to the flavor and aroma characteristics of that 

wine. Recently, this term has been applied to other crops such as tea, coffee, chocolate, 

tobacco, and cannabis, to name a few. 

As the term terroir has grown in popularity and become commonplace in 

association with many quality agricultural products, so have studies of organizational 

identity (OI) grown and evolved in management studies over the past three decades. 

Conceptually similar to terroir, and central to this study, OI is defined as the 

organizational characteristics central to the organization, that make it distinct from other 

organizations in the same or similar industry or category, and that are enduring, or 

temporally continuous (Albert & Whetten, 1985). Specific to the focused interest of this 

study, it has been demonstrated in identity research that OI provides a framework to better 

understand, shape, and constrain an organizational member’s actions (Dutton & 

Dukerich, 1991; Gioia, 1998; Whetten, 2006).  

Though terroir is an apt metaphor for OI, it is used prolifically in fine dining and 

luxury-level restaurants, where a high level of product knowledge held by frontline 
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service staff is crucial to delivering knowledgeable high-quality service. The importance 

of quality service as delivered by frontline service employees has been directly linked 

with outcome variables such as overall customer satisfaction (Davidson, 2003; Heskett, 

Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1997) and organizational competitive advantage and 

operational/performance success (Curtis & Upchurch, 2008; Dawson & Abbott, 2011; 

Ford & Heaton, 2001; Gazzoli, Hancer, & Park, 2010; Kemp & Dwyer, 2001; Roberts, 

2001; Schneider & Bowen, 1995; Sharabi & Davidow, 2010). This commitment to a 

service role identity, such as with frontline or customer-contact employees delivering 

service in a restaurant setting, includes not only individual factors but also the 

organizational factors that influence their service orientation. Curtis and Upchurch (2008) 

emphasized that based on their research findings, hospitality organizations with strong 

service cultures are beneficial to the establishments and employees by improving job 

satisfaction, thereby increasing retention and lowering turnover rates while raising levels 

of customer satisfaction.  

More recently, service-oriented organizational citizenship behaviors (SOCB), or 

the extra-role behaviors employees display or perform that are not specifically defined and 

are focused on representing the organization, have been identified and used in exploring the 

relation of service-employee behaviors and perceived service quality and/or performance 

(Bettencourt, 2001; Wu & Liao, 2015). SOCBs are defined as three specific areas—being 

positively conscientious, detail oriented, and selfless—in helping colleagues in order to 

meet an end goal of serving external guests (Bettencourt, 2001). However, despite 

previous positive linkages between frontline customer-contact employees and both 

customer satisfaction and improved organizational performance, little research has 
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focused on what influences the quality service behaviors of these employees (Bettencourt 

& Brown, 2003). 

Therefore, OI was the focus of this study in order to explore its relationship to the 

SOCB of frontline service employees in the setting of a world-renowned luxury-level 

restaurant. It is in a luxury-level restaurant environment where exemplary quality of service 

is paramount to the overall experience expected by guests and where the organizational 

terroir, or sense of place, is very much part of the experience.  

Statement of Potential Significance 

OI research has become one of the more significant areas of study in organization 

and management research in order to “better understand organizations and their 

interactions with the environment” (He & Brown, 2013, p. 38). The understanding of 

identity, whether individual or organizational, is intended to make sense of, understand, 

and explain actions (Gioia, Patvardhan, Hamilton, & Corley, 2013). Despite considerable 

work over three decades on the conceptual and empirical areas of OI, there is much to be 

further explored, particularly in “explaining the behaviors of individuals, groups and 

organizations” (He & Brown, 2013, p. 38).  

This study contributes to the OI literature through a social constructionist framing 

and use of practical value and “analytical utility” to explain the construct in organizations 

(Whetten, 2006, p. 227). The study further contributes to understanding of the use of the 

OI dynamics model as an additional interpretivist lens that further supports the 

importance of organizational image and culture (to a lesser extent), as well as the 

sensemaking and sensegiving aspects of OI (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006).  
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The study contributes to organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) research 

primarily in its exploration of SOCB as a focused form of OCB and its implications on 

organizational effectiveness, as recommended by He and Brown (2013) and Organ 

(2017). Additional contributing factors of this study are its use of a qualitative social 

constructionist framework and single case study methodology. In a review of trends and 

developments in OCB, Organ (2017) claimed that the methodology not needed in OCB 

research is that of “same time, same source, self-report measures” due to issues of 

response bias (p. 304).  

SOCB-related contributions are in the needed areas of the exploration of factors 

influencing service employees’ behaviors related to service quality (Bienstock, 

DeMoranville, & Smith, 2003) and of the influences on food service employees’ 

customer-oriented behaviors (Bettencourt & Brown, 2003). Additionally, this research 

responds to the call for studies that explore the moderating effects of organizational 

characteristics in relation to OCB and organizational effectiveness (Walz & Niehoff, 

1996). Few studies have explored the influences on employee SOCB, and those that exist 

have a positivist paradigm, such as a recent survey study of the impact of perceived 

external prestige on customer-oriented OCB in luxury hotels in South Korea. Though it 

has been demonstrated that organizational reputation as an antecedent can have 

significant influence on SOCB (Kang & Bartlett, 2013), the issue has not been addressed 

in qualitative studies, which offer a deeper understanding. Therefore, this study 

contributes to diversifying methodological practices and findings.  

In practice, this study will likely be most relevant to hospitality operators and 

practitioners seeking generalizable concepts to better understand the influences on the 
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extra-role behaviors of frontline service employees in order to improve and/or enhance 

service quality.  

Statement of the Problem 

There is one sort of labour, which adds to the value of the subject upon which it is 
bestowed: there is another, which has no such effect. The former, as it produces 
value, may be called productive; the latter, unproductive labour. Thus the labour 
of a manufacturer adds, generally, to the value of the materials which he works 
upon, that of his own maintenance, and of this master’s profit. The labour of a 
menial servant, on the contrary, adds to the value of nothing. . . . His services 
generally perish in the very instant of their performance, and seldom leave any 
trace of value behind them, for which an equal quantity of services could 
afterwards be procured. (Smith, 1937, Book II, pp. 314-315) 

Since Adam Smith’s time of unproductive labor, or service and services 

perceived as having no value, there has been an ongoing rise in the importance of service. 

Services have exceeded manufacturing and material goods or products in gross domestic 

product measures globally since the 1950s (Fuchs, 1968). At that time, the National 

Bureau of Economic Research described the economy as a service economy, and for the 

first time more than half of the labor force in the United States was employed in services 

rather than commodities (Fuchs, 1968). Examples of service industries are utilities, 

education, health, retail, and travel and tourism, including hotels and restaurants. In the 

United States, restaurants and food service jobs numbered 14.7 million, making up 10% 

of the U.S. workforce; the industry generated approximately $799 billion in sales in 2017, 

with yearly growth projections at nearly 4% annually (National Restaurant Association, 

2017).  

Globally in 2017, travel and tourism made up as much as 10.4% of the world’s 

gross domestic product, with growth projected to be as much as 3.8% in 2018 (World 

Travel and Tourism Council, 2018). Nearly 313 million jobs, or 1 in 10 worldwide, are in 
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travel and tourism, further demonstrating the importance of the service delivery processes 

of this particular industry for economic development and employment worldwide (World 

Travel and Tourism Council, 2018).  

The impact of service delivery on restaurants in the United States is considerable, 

with 87% of the National Restaurant Association’s 2013 national household survey 

respondents claiming that good service is the top attribute in choosing a full-service 

restaurant, ahead of value, atmosphere, and variety of offerings among other key items 

(National Restaurant Association, 2014). Ninety percent of unsatisfied restaurant 

customers choose to never return to a dining establishment based on one poor experience 

(Sulek & Hensley, 2004), with service again topping the list as the attribute of most 

dissatisfaction in a dining experience (National Restaurant Association, 2013). As further 

pressure on restaurateurs, not only do unhappy customers rarely return, but many turn 

their dissatisfaction into unwanted negative marketing of the operation by vocalizing 

their discontent with as many as 9 to 15 others (Technical Assistance Research Programs, 

1986), not including today’s onslaught of social media outlets. Regardless, word of 

mouth is still the most common means of “assessing” services (Kandampully, 2007, 

p. 44), with as many as 9 out of 10 consumers, or 92% of National Restaurant 

Association’s 2013 restaurant trends survey respondents, considering the recommendations 

of friends and/or family before other sources (National Restaurant Association, 2014).  

Service is becoming one of the most important research and education areas in 

hospitality for better understanding how to meet and exceed customer expectations and 

remain competitive (Keillor, Parker, & Pettijohn, 2000; Solnet, 2011), as frontline service 

employees are the critical link between customers and an organization (Dawson & 
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Abbott, 2011; Heskett et al., 1997). It has been recognized that the core of service 

delivery is the customer contact or the employee’s behavioral and attitudinal interactions 

with customers and that these interactions have the most direct correlation with the 

customer’s perceived service quality and resulting overall satisfaction (Bebko, 2000; 

Dawson & Abbott, 2011; Heskett et al., 1997). Additionally, it is the intangibility, or that 

which is unable to be touched or grasped and may be vague and abstract (“Intangible,” 

n.d.) such as with service, that is the primary differentiation between products and 

services. Service is also difficult to process and measure due to gray performance 

measurement methods, variation in customer expectations, and the inherent risk 

associated with not having a tangible item to review in the prepurchase decision-making 

process (Bebko, 2000). Bebko found that as intangibility increased, so did customer 

expectations of service quality in the dimensions of reliability, assurance, responsiveness, 

and empathy. Regardless, Heskett et al. (1997) highlighted that many organizations stand 

by the old business adage that what gets measured gets managed, whereas outside of 

process quality the intangibles of service are often overlooked if not disregarded until a 

dissatisfied customer appears.  

Service quality research and exploration has resided largely in marketing and 

retail studies, with growing areas in hospitality management, albeit nearly all studies are 

based on quantitative methods surrounding guest satisfaction measures. More recently, 

service studied as SOCB has broadened the service research landscape and begun to 

address behavioral aspects of frontline service employees, although these studies are also 

primarily grounded in quantitative methodologies (Bell & Menguc, 2002; Bettencourt, 

Gwinner, & Meuter, 2001; Nasurdin, Ling, & Fun, 2011; Kim, O’Neill, & Cho, 2010; 
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Raub, 2008; Tang & Tang, 2012). SOCB is based on the general concept of OCB, 

defined by Organ (1988) as “individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or 

explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and that in the aggregate promotes the 

effective functioning of the organization” (p. 4). However, despite the direct impact of 

frontline service employees’ behaviors on customer satisfaction and perceptions of an 

organization, as highlighted in the previous section, little research has been focused on 

organizational culture factors such as OI and its influence on the customer-oriented 

behaviors of food service employees (Bettencourt & Brown, 2003).  

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000) found in their review of the 

OCB literature and empirical resources that OCB had the highest level of influence on 

customer service; it was responsible for 38% of variance in customer service indicators. 

Helping behaviors were found to enhance all areas of performance except for customer 

complaints. Regardless, there has been little empirical linkage of OCB to organizational 

performance, despite the fact that OCB has a positive influence on customer satisfaction 

(Walz & Niehoff, 2000) and that positive customer satisfaction has a direct link to 

organizational performance (Heskett et al., 1997). Therefore, based on the importance 

placed by customers upon service in the restaurant interaction, this study focused on the 

influence of OI on the SOCB of frontline service employees in a luxury-level or fine 

dining restaurant.  

Purpose of the Study and Research Question 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore and better understand the role 

of OI in the SOCB of frontline service restaurant employees. Service is a relational, 

complex, and dynamic interaction that has research roots grounded largely in the 
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positivistic paradigm. Based on their review of service research, Tronvoll, Brown, 

Gremler, and Edvardsson (2011) asserted that this narrow paradigmatic focus has limited 

the development of research in this area. Accordingly, Tronvoll et al. (2011) strongly 

suggested the exploration of nonpositivistic paradigms to not only expand understanding 

of service but also successfully evolve service research into its own discipline. Similarly, 

He and Brown (2013) and Ravasi and Canato (2013) in their reviews of OI literature and 

OI research methods, respectively, emphasized the dominance of positivist research 

practices in organization studies—or what He and Brown (2013, p. 7) claimed to be 

“oversocialized views” that essentially ignore the complexities of sensemaking, cognition, 

and power relations. He and Brown (2013, p. 38) also suggested that future OI research, in 

addition to applying other integrated theories of nonpositivist paradigms, explore the role 

of OI in extra-role behaviors and performance. SOCB studies have been conducted 

exclusively in positivistic paradigms with findings that “organizational reputation can be a 

significant antecedent in increasing SOCB performance”; however, the mechanisms 

leading to this effect have yet to be explored (Kang & Bartlett, 2013).  

With the high level of importance placed on service quality, and the lack of 

studies on the service behaviors of frontline service employees, this study was conducted 

to explore the influences of OI on the SOCB of frontline service employees. OI was 

foundational to this study and was interpreted through the lens of the Hatch and Schultz 

(2002) OI dynamics model. This model closely mirrors the expected roles and 

relationships of frontline service employees of hospitality organizations, in terms of both 

in-role and extra-role duties. With this conceptual basis, the study had one primary 

research question: 
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RQ:  What is the role of OI in the SOCB of frontline service employees in a luxury-

level restaurant?  

Conceptual Framework and Theoretical Foundation 

The conceptual models of OI (Albert & Whetten, 1985) and SOCB (Bettencourt 

et al., 2001) provide the theoretical foundation for this study, as both focus on the internal 

and external constituent relationships that potentially influence the employee behaviors 

that were the focus of this study. The Hatch and Schultz OI dynamics model (2002) was 

used to aid in interpretation. For this study, OI was viewed through a social 

constructionist qualitative lens to explore and seek answers to the question “who are we” 

as an organization in order to better understand OI’s role in SOCB. The overall 

conceptual framework is presented in Figure 1.1.  

 

 

Figure 1.1. The study’s conceptual framework. 

 

Organizational identity 
Service-oriented 

organizational  

citizenship  

behaviors 

Identity Claims 

 

(Luxury level restaurant with  

globally recognized service and food) 

RQ: What is the role of 

organizational identity in 

the service-oriented 

organizational citizenship 

behaviors of frontline 

service employees of a 

luxury restaurant?  
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Organizational Identity 

The OI literature is grounded in the seminal concept introduced by Albert and 

Whetten (1985), which defined OI as core characteristics of an organization that are 

enduring, or temporally continuous, and differentiate it from other similar organizations 

in an industry (Corley et al., 2006). Several reviews of the OI literature have appeared in 

recent years (Gioia et al., 2013; He & Brown, 2013; Ravasi & Canato, 2013) as 

researchers have taken stock of the empirical work and discussion surrounding OI in 

order to lay the foundation for further research. The conversation related to OI over the 

past three decades has been robust, with the recent review of the OI literature by Gioia et 

al. (2013) noting the ontological and epistemological debates surrounding OI and with 

Ravasi and Canato (2013) reviewing research methods used. Both reviews made similar 

recommendations for future studies, strongly suggesting avoiding what Burrell and 

Morgan (1979, p. 226) called “ontological oscillation” by aligning ontologically and 

epistemologically to build more solid research foundations of the concept.  

 Gioia et al. (2013) posited that OI is at the deepest level of culture and constitutes 

part of the basic assumptions of an organization. In the debate on whether identity is a 

component of culture or the basis of culture, Gioia et al. (2013) viewed identity as 

preceding culture in the process of identity formation, whereas Hatch (1993) argued that 

organizational culture is the context for forming identity. More recently, Hatch, Schultz, 

and Skov (2015) called for renewed and continued study of the interrelatedness of OI and 

organizational culture, adding that the constructs are related based on the increasing 

belief that OI is an interpretive phenomenon wherein humans rely on organizational 

culture for interpretation and understanding. Though not central to this study, I found the 
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most plausible proposal of OI/organizational culture interrelations in the dynamics of OI 

by Hatch and Schultz (2000, 2002), who argued that “interpretations of OI are 

contextualized by OC [organizational culture] and that OC thereby provides meaning that 

can be used to construct both OI and OI claims” (Hatch et al., 2015, p. 63).  

Much of the research on Albert and Whetten’s (1985) seminal concept has 

proposed that identity is a relational construct formed from interactions with others, both 

internal and external to the organization. Similar to Smircich’s (1983) discussion of 

culture as variable or metaphor, Hatch and Schultz (2000, 2002) argued that culture is 

foundational to OI and needs to be viewed and interpreted as a context for the 

explanation of development and maintenance rather than being treated as a variable to be 

measured and controlled. Hatch and Schultz (2002) further described the incorporation of 

organizational “reflections” in outgoing discourse, or marketing and communications, 

which allow for organizational members to communicate both internally and externally 

about themselves.  

Hatch and Schultz (2002) defined their OI dynamics model (Figure 1.2) as a set of 

processes that interrelate culture and image via a set of processes that continuously cycle 

within and between cultural self-understandings and images formed by organizational 

others. The OI dynamic model provides a foundational model to better understand the 

role of OI and guided the development of collecting employees’ perceptions of what the 

organization stands for in the context of this study and how OI might influence their 

service-oriented behaviors and actions. The OI dynamics model also reinforces the 

proposition that OI is socially constructed. It is based on Mead’s (1934) individual 

identity analogs of I and Me, where it is often through a strategic projection of images, 



13 

symbols, and artifacts that an expressed identity of cultural understandings and 

impressions is formed. 

 

 

Figure 1.2. Organizational identity dynamics model. From “Identity and the 
Organization,” by J. D. Wrench and V. Punyanunt-Carter, in An Introduction to 

Organizational Communication (Section 8.1). Retrieved from 
http://2012books.lardbucket.org/books/an-introduction-to-organizational-
communication/s10-organizational-identity-and-di.html. 
 
 

Service-Oriented Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Bettencourt et al. (2001) identified three types of customer service–related 

OCB—loyalty, participation, and service delivery (conscientiousness)—based primarily 

on the work of Van Dyne, Graham, and Dienesch (1994). Van Dyne et al. (1994) 

redefined the OCB construct based on Graham’s (1991) use of civic citizenship and the 

concept that organizational citizenship is global and to be perceived as inclusive of in-

role as well as organizationally functional extra-role behaviors, political behaviors, and 

organizational participation; the construct is grounded in philosophy, political science, 

and social history. Bettencourt et al. (1996) drew upon the types of boundary-spanning 
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behaviors that frontline service employees might perform that link the internal 

(organization) to the external (current and potential customers). They used the OCB 

construct and focused on service-oriented organizational behaviors using the three 

dimensions of loyalty, or external representation; participation, or internal influence; and 

service delivery, or conscientiousness. Loyalty is defined as the demonstration and 

promotion of the organization’s services, products, and image, which provides a 

connection between the internal and external environments and more specifically conveys 

a model of service quality expectations. Participation is grounded in an employee taking 

individual initiative through communications to improve service of the organization. 

Lastly, service delivery is defined as the level of service attentiveness and concern 

employees extend to guests and their attention to detail. In both the organizational 

citizenship literature and the SOCB literature, these behaviors have been linked to 

organizational factors such as organizational culture.  

Summary of Methodology 

This research was conducted using a case study design to explore and better 

understand how frontline service employees perceive the OI of the organization they 

work for and its role in their SOCB. With a social constructionist framework grounded in 

a subjectivist ontology, a descriptive case study approach was used to identify emergent 

themes that describe the social interactions of actors who are part of an organization 

charged with crossing boundaries and providing luxury-level service and hospitality.  

According to Katz and Kahn (1966), organizations should be studied initially at 

the social system level, where the observations of individual behavior and attitude inform 

future data collection variables and analysis. At this level of exploration, researchers are 
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able to better understand how meanings and actions are shaped by the unique 

environments in which they occur (Maxwell, 2005). Therefore, based on the study’s 

research question, the level of analysis used for this case study was the organizational 

level. 

The site for this research study was a luxury-level restaurant in Northern 

California. There are no defined determinants of luxury level and/or fine dining 

restaurants. Therefore, the following criteria were used based on industry understanding: 

holding any level of the Michelin Guide, Forbes, or Relais and Chateaux ratings for 

restaurants; being recognized by popular media as a luxury or fine dining–level restaurant 

with exceptional service (major city restaurant reviews); and being recognized by past 

guests as a highly regarded and rated dining experience (e.g., Zagat, Top 50 Restaurants 

in the World ratings). The study site met the highest levels of all criteria. It held 3 stars 

with Michelin, held 5 stars with Forbes, was a recognized member of Relais and 

Chateaux, had the highest ratings with the San Francisco Chronicle, maintained high 

Zagat ratings in food and service, and has been listed among San Pellegrino World’s Top 

50 Restaurants for several years.  

At this site, a sample of full-time frontline service employees was recruited. Prior 

researchers of OCB in restaurant organizations have suggested studying full-time 

employees of full service (non–fast food) operations where frontline service employees 

may be more likely to view service positions as careers and are provided more 

opportunity to exercise initiative in a less constrained environment (Bienstock et al., 

2003; Stamper & Van Dyne, 2001). Additionally, OCB researchers Podsakoff, Whiting, 

Podsakoff, and Blume (2009) suggested carefully selecting for OCB research employees 
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who have a strong propensity to display OCB. In contrast to fast-food employees who 

work in environments with rigid service delivery standards and very short service 

interactions of about 3 minutes, frontline service employees of luxury-level restaurants 

are expected to represent the organization at all times and deliver the highest levels of 

service when interacting with a guest over a period of 3 or more hours. Therefore, it was 

assumed that this sampling group would have a strong propensity to display OCB.  

Data for the case study were collected through individual interviews, direct 

observations, and document review. In-person, one-on-one interviews were conducted 

with 12 service staff members using a semi-structured interview protocol. Documents 

included a prospective and new employee welcome packet, online guest satisfaction 

survey data, social media and press materials, and organizational publications such as 

cookbooks and magazines. Direct observations were made during pre- and post-service 

periods of restaurant operations while service staff prepared the dining room for service 

as well as preservice menu meetings and actual meal period service.  

To improve the study’s trustworthiness, several techniques were employed, such 

as maximum variation in the sample (e.g., hourly, managerial, and leadership positions of 

differing service roles and tenure), use of research activity memos and field journals, 

member checking, peer review, and triangulation of data sources. The data were analyzed 

through both manual and qualitative software coding, categorical aggregation, and the 

establishment of patterns and categories. Thematic interpretations and conclusions were 

drawn using the OI dynamics model and SOCB conceptual framework.  
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Limitations, Delimitations, and Assumptions 

The following are recognized limitations, delimitations, and assumptions of the 

study. Limitations of this study include a lack of overall generalizability and 

transferability associated with the exploration of a privately held restaurant organization 

examined through a single case study analysis. Though generalizability is noted as a 

limitation, the study was intended to develop knowledge in the areas of OI and SOCB as 

well as provide partial generalizations to similar populations. Time constraints also 

limited the breadth and depth of data collection and subsequent analysis of the 

organization, further detracting from the desire to create in-depth knowledge in this area. 

Additionally, my insider lens from having worked in the restaurant industry for over 30 

years, though also an asset, posed a limitation; therefore, reflexivity was crucial for me to 

view the organization as an informed outsider.  

One delimitation of this study was its exclusive involvement of frontline service 

staff, whereas it could be argued that any and all employees of the restaurant organization 

should have been studied for full representation of OI and influences on SOCB 

organizationally. In addition, this study focused exclusively on OI rather than associated 

constructs of organizational identification and organizational image. Regardless, 

participants referenced organizational image frequently, and the Hatch and Schultz 

(2002) OI dynamics model, which includes organizational image, was used as an 

interpretive lens in analysis.  

Assumptions I brought to the study represented both my beliefs and thoughts prior 

to implementing the research study, as well as key interpretivist paradigm components of 

Burrell and Morgan (1979). Additionally, I approached this study from the perspective 
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that OI is socially constructed. Lastly, I assumed that OI would provide a positive 

influence on the SOCB of frontline service employees, and particularly at this site, as I 

perceived that the more pronounced service excellence is in OI, the stronger the SOCB 

that will be displayed.  

Definition of Key Terms 

Back of the house. The non–customer-contact areas and employees of hospitality 

organizations (e.g., kitchen, service hallways, chefs, cooks, ware washing and 

sanitation crew, food preparation staff, etc.).  

Front of the house. The customer-contact areas of hospitality organizations or employees 

in customer-contact positions (e.g., dining rooms, front desk areas, dining room 

management, servers, greeters, sommeliers, bartenders). 

Lagniappe (lan-yap). A small gift given to a customer by a merchant at the time of a 

purchase; more broadly, something given or obtained by way of good measure. A 

little something extra (“Lagniappe,” n.d.). 

Maître d’hotel or maître d’ (mā-trə-ˈdē)- The head of the dining room staff of a 

restaurant or hotel (“Maître d’hotel,” n.d.). 

Mise en place (mē-ˌzäⁿ-ˈpläs). Everything in its place (“Mise en place,” n.d.).  

Organizational citizenship behavior. “Individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly 

or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and that in the aggregate 

promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). 

Organizational core values. An alignment of value systems (Abreu, Macedo, & 

Camarihna-Matos, 2009). 
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Organizational culture. “A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as 

it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has 

worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new 

members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those 

problems” (Schein, 2010). 

Organizational identity. A set of statements that organization members believe to be 

central, distinctive, and enduring to their organization (Albert & Whetten, 1985).  

Organizational image. The way organizational members believe others see them (Dutton 

& Dukerich, 1991). 

Organizational reputation. Being known, known for something, or having a generalized 

favorability (Lange, Lee, & Dai, 2011). 

Service orientation. “The disposition to be helpful, thoughtful, considerate, and 

cooperative and . . . an aspect of non-technical performance that is important in a 

variety of jobs” (Hogan, Hogan, & Busch, 1984, p. 176). 

Service-oriented organizational citizenship behavior. Citizenship behaviors performed by 

customer-contact employees that are aimed at the customer (Bettencourt et al., 

2001).  

Sommelier (sə-məl-ˈyā). A wine steward or service staff member in a restaurant who is in 

charge of wine and its service (“Sommelier,” n.d.). 

Terroir (ter-ˈwär). A combination of factors including soil, climate, and sunlight that 

gives wine its distinctive flavor and character (“Terroir,” n.d.).  
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CHAPTER 2: 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Based on the research question—What is the role of organizational identity (OI) 

in the service-oriented citizenship behaviors (SOCB) of frontline service employees in a 

luxury-level restaurant?—this chapter provides a review of the theoretical and empirical 

literature on OI and SOCB, as well as the study’s context of luxury-level restaurant 

service. 

OI is a fairly young theoretical concept, spanning approximately the past three 

decades, with several reviews of the literature published in recent years surveying the 

conceptual evolution and ongoing paradigmatic and methodological debates. Similarly, 

the SOCB concept originated around the same period and has also experienced 

conceptual evolution and debate. Articles on SOCB were dispersed across the discipline 

areas of retail, human resource management, marketing, hospitality, and psychology, 

mirroring the publishing distribution of articles on organizational citizenship behavior 

(OCB). Scholarly books and journal articles were accessed through databases including 

JSTOR, ERIC, Google Scholar, dissertation and theses databases, as well as general 

searches in all databases. Key word searches and phrases used for this study were OI, 

service-oriented organizational citizenship behaviors, customer-oriented organizational 

citizenship behaviors, organizational citizenship behaviors, luxury restaurants, luxury 

service, service quality, and OI dynamics. Bibliographies and reference lists of seminal 

and highly relevant articles and documents were used as further resources. 
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Organizational Identity 

The OI portion of the literature review focuses on the foundations of OI, the core 

features discussed in the literature, primary theoretical perspectives, and research 

approaches to the study of OI. Attributed to Albert and Whetten’s (1985) seminal work, 

OI centers on a set of identity claims, or what members perceive, think, and feel about 

their organization regarding commonly shared understandings of the characteristics, or 

features, considered central, enduring, and distinctive (CED) of that organization. Identity 

as a statement of central character must also be based on important and essential elements 

that distinguish the organization from others in its industry. Grounded in social identity 

theory, Albert and Whetten’s (1985) OI concept and definition have been widely adopted 

by most organizational studies scholars—but not without ongoing discussion and debate 

surrounding the conceptual definition as well as paradigmatic groundings and subsequent 

research methodologies.  

Over 30 years strong, the OI conversation is seemingly entering yet another 

phase, or wave as described by Ravasi and Canato (2013) and Gioia et al. (2013) in their 

recent reviews of the OI literature and research. In the current wave, several reviews of 

the OI literature have suggested a resurgence of interest in the topic, as researchers are 

taking stock of the empirical work and discussions surrounding OI in order to lay the 

foundation for further research and continued conversations. Gioia et al. (2013, p. 167) 

suggested that as OI research has evolved, first developmentally as a concept and then in 

discussions of research methods, it is transitioning from being studied as a phenomenon 

to being used “as a useful lens for understanding other phenomena” such as 

organizational change, strategy, and decision making. They also claimed that renewed 
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interest in identity research among institutional theorists is connected to a shift towards 

the dynamic versus enduring aspects of organizations, increased interest in exploring the 

micro processes and foundations of macro phenomena of institutions, and a shift in 

interest from the normative foundations of institutions to the “cultural-cognitive” aspects 

(Gioia et al., 2013, p. 171).  

OI Foundations 

OI, conceptually derived just three decades ago, developed out of concepts and 

theories spanning over a century, beginning with James’s (1923) concept of the I-self and 

Me-self and followed by Cooley’s (1902) looking glass self, Mead’s (1934) I and Me, 

Goffman’s (1959) dramaturgical performances, and more recently social identity theory 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1985). James’s concepts of the I-self and Me-self were the primary 

influences on self-identity and individual identity theories. In Principles of Psychology 

(1923), James furthered his previous discussions of the phenomenal self, the self-thought, 

and personality by introducing three concepts: the material self, the social self, and the 

spiritual self. The constituents of the self make up the material self, including the body, 

clothing, family, and property (“a man’s Self is the sum total of all that he CAN call 

his”); the social-self, or the recognition a person receives from friends and others; and the 

spiritual self, or the person’s inner or subjective being and psychic faculties (James, 1923, 

p. 29).  

Building on James’s concept of self, Cooley (1902) conceptualized the looking 

glass self, which was a foreshadowing, or bridging, to Mead’s discussion of the “I” and 

“Me.” Cooley’s (1902) work, a foundational component in sociological theory, argues that 

people develop their self-image based on how they see themselves via their reflections and 



23 

perceptions of how others see them. Reflecting or mirroring surrounds three steps: (1) how 

we imagine we appear to others; (2) how we imagine the judgments others make of us 

based on how we might appear; and (3) how we imagine others feel about us based on the 

judgment they have made based on how we appear (Cooley, 1902). Individuals may alter 

their behavior based on how they feel they are being received or perceived.  

Further developing Cooley’s (1902) theory, Mead (1934) asserted that the concept 

of the “I” and the “Me” together make up the entire person or the self, and it is the whole 

community or social group, or what he termed the “generalized other,” that gives to the 

individual his unity of self (p. 164). According to Mead (1934), the “Me” is learned in 

interaction with the generalized other and the environment of their attitudes and, once 

internalized, it becomes the “Me,” or a sense of self, derived from observing who one is 

based on the responses and actions of others. Simultaneously, it is the “Me” that tempers 

the “I” and allows for it to remain balanced socially as the “I” responds to the social 

community’s attitude. Based on this reciprocal interaction, Mead (1934) distinguished the 

“Me” as the social self and the “I” as a response to the “Me.” 

Further building on individual identity theories, sociologist Erving Goffman 

(1959) explored social interaction from a dramaturgical view, where he described the 

“performances” of individuals in their interactions with others and the impression 

management and information gathering that take place while individuals are on the front 

stage. Goffman used the terms front-stage, back-stage, and off-stage when referencing 

the settings actors use to create coherence in their private and public impressions while 

adapting according to the setting.  
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Social identity theory is based on the social psychological theory works of Tajfel 

(1978, 1982) and Tajfel and Turner (1985), who theorized that people tend to categorize 

themselves and develop a sense of membership with others, which leads to defining 

characteristics of the group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Social identity theory is also a 

means of explaining group processes and relations that describe and prescribe attributes 

of group members (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995). This describing and prescribing of 

attributes is foundational to this theoretical concept, where humans categorize themselves 

and each other by subconsciously forming what Tajfel and Turner (1985) coined in-

groups and out-groups.  

Core Features of OI 

The core features of OI as defined by Albert and Whetten (1985) are those that are 

central to the organization, which make it distinct from other organizations in the same or 

similar industry or category, and are enduring, or more commonly called temporally 

continuous, over time (Albert & Whetten, 1985). Features, or claims, that are deemed to be 

central to the character or self-image of an organization are often the core values, products, 

services, or practices that are essential to self-defining who we are (Gioia et al., 2013) as an 

organization. Legitimate identity claims repeatedly demonstrate their value as 

distinguishing unique organizational features and further specify in what ways an 

organizational actor is similar and different from others (Whetten, 2006). However, 

according to He and Brown (2013), there are no criteria for specifying these claims.  

History and temporality are also key in OI, in that without history in order to 

reference key characteristics consistent with the founding organizational ideals or core 

values, there would be little to no reference or anchor point to identify them as central, 
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distinct, or temporally continuous (Gioia et al., 2013). Distinctiveness is generally 

directly related to the feature of centrality, in that the features that are central to the 

organization are often recognized as unique (Albert & Whetten, 1985).  

Lastly, there has been ongoing debate about the core feature of enduring, or what 

has also been more commonly deemed continuity over time or temporal continuity (Gioia 

et al., 2013). The argument has been that the term enduring as a central feature is too 

stringent and does not recognize that identity may change over time based on 

organizational temporality. Subsequently, the discussion on the enduring feature has been 

referred to as the enduring identity proposition (Gioia, Schultz, & Corley, 2000) or, more 

recently, the dynamic identity proposition (Gioia et al., 2013). However, this debate has 

subsided after substantial research and work on identity change has found that often it is 

the meaning attached to the labels used to describe identity that change, while the labels 

themselves remain the same (Gioia et al., 2000). Nonetheless, additional debate 

surrounding theoretical views used in OI research continues among scholars and is briefly 

reviewed in the next section.  

OI Theoretical Paradigms 

Although OI has been widely researched, there is no general consensus as to the 

ontological or theoretical perspectives and therefore no agreement as to the epistemological 

perspective or methodological processes of conducting research in OI (Corley et al., 

2006; He & Brown, 2013). Considering the range of inconsistencies in definitions, 

theories, and research methods used in prior and current OI research, it is important to 

review the differing conceptualizations in order to anchor and frame this study. 
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The two primary perspectives of OI are the social actor and the social 

constructionist views. The social actor view (Whetten & Mackey, 2002) emphasizes that 

organizations as entities make self-referential claims about who they are as actors in 

society through articulating their key features (Gioia et al., 2013; He & Brown, 2013). 

This view also centers on the “values, beliefs, rituals and artifacts that help organizational 

members substantiate their identity claims” (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006), or who 

organizational members say they are as an organization (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006). The 

social constructionist view focuses on “emergent shared beliefs about central and 

distinctive features of an organization” and what are also called identity understandings 

(Ravasi & Schultz, 2006, p. 436), or who organizational members believe they are as an 

organization (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006). Gioia et al. (2000) proposed that OI is represented 

by the collectively held individual cognitions of socially constructed beliefs about “who 

the organization is” (Corley et al., 2006; Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994). 

Subjectivist in nature, socially constructed studies are interpretive and grounded in 

participant observations and narratives from the participant’s, or informants’, account. A 

more simplistic delineation of the primary characteristics of social actor and social 

constructionist perspectives is found in Table 2.1. 

Several additional perspectives of OI are also evolving in research:  

• The functionalist perspective, based on objective and mostly tangible features, is 

the predominant lens in OI research conducted through hypothesis testing (He & 

Brown, 2013). 
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Table 2.1 
Perspectives on Organizational Identity: Social Actor Versus Social Constructionist 

Characteristic Social actor perspective Social constructionist perspective 

Theoretical 
foundations 

Institutional theory Social constructivism 
 

Definition of 
Identity 

Organizational identity resides in 
institutional claims, available to 
members, about central, enduring 
and distinctive properties of their 
organization (e.g., Whetten, 
2003). 

Organizational identity resides in 
collectively shared beliefs and 
understandings about central and 
relatively permanent features of 
an organization (e.g., Gioia et al., 
2000). 

Emphasis on 
cognitive 
processes 

 

Sensegiving: Identity claims are 
organizational self-definitions 
proposed by organizational 
leaders, providing members with a 
consistent and legitimate narrative 
to construct a collective sense of 
self.  

Sensemaking: Shared 
understandings are the results of 
sensemaking processes carried 
out by members as they 
interrogate themselves on central 
and distinctive features of their 
organization.  

Emphasis on 
endurance or on 
change 

Identity claims are by their own 
nature enduring and resistant to 
change; labels tend to change 
rarely and never easily.  

Shared understandings are 
periodically renegotiated among 
members. 

Fundamental 
work 

 

Czarniawska (1997)  
Whetten (2003) 
Whetten & Mackey (2002) 
 

Corley & Gioia (2004) 
Dutton & Dukerich (1991) 
Fiol (1991, 2002) 
Gioia, Schultz, & Corley (2000) 
Gioia & Thomas (1996) 

Note. From “Responding to Organizational Identity Threats: Exploring the Role of 
Organizational Culture,” by D. Ravasi and M. Schultz, 2006, Academy of Management 

Journal, 49, p. 434. Copyright 2006 by the Academy of Management. 

 

 

• The institutionalist perspective is argued to complement both the social 

constructionist and social actor views and treats identity as internally defined 

while recognizing strong institutional forces (Czarniawska, 1997; Gioia et al., 

2013).  

• Psychodynamic and psychoanalytic perspectives of OI are parallel to realist and 

rationalist approaches in that they draw attention to unacknowledged unconscious 



28 

processes in the organization that shape collective identities, where “identities are 

unknowable and attempts to define organizations’ identities are illusions or 

fantasies” (He & Brown, 2013, p. 9). 

• Postmodern perspectives of OI are often regarded as “discursive and imagistic 

theorizations and analysis of the OI phenomena” (He & Brown, 2013, p. 38). He 

and Brown (2013) as well as Gioia (1998, p. 29) proposed acknowledging the 

perspectives of radical postmodernist critique, though they chose to actively 

ignore them while trying to accommodate and consider the contributions of more 

affirmative postmodernists.  

• A population ecologist perspective (Hannon & Freeman, 1977) is the concept of 

an externally defined view of OI that Gioia et al. (2013) rejected and deemed a 

mislabeling of organizational image.  

OI Research Methods  

With no general consensus on the theoretical underpinnings of OI, the research 

methods used in OI studies to date have been just as varied. Additionally, as mentioned 

earlier, there are no identified and/or agreed-upon criteria for determining the legitimate 

identity claims of the primary characteristics of OI, or what count as and would be 

considered central, distinctive, and temporally continuous (Corley et al., 2006; He & 

Brown, 2013; Ravasi & Canato, 2013). Regardless of the disagreements relating to the 

paradigm of and methodology for OI, Ravasi and Canato (2013) identified five 

predominant methods of quantitative (Table 2.2) and qualitative (Table 2.3) data 

collection and analysis used in OI studies in their review of OI research in top journals.  
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Table 2.2 
Quantitative Methods in Organizational Identity Research 

 Survey  Extended metaphor 

Examples Bartel 2001 
Dukerich et al. 2002 

Gioia and Thomas 1996 
Foreman and Whetten 2002 

Focal theme Measurement of attributes of OI 
and/or correlation with 
organizational behavior 

Identification and measurement of dual 
identities 

Data source Preliminary interview or focus 
group with representative sample 
survey 

Interview with key informants 
Focus group 
Survey 

Focal identity- 
related  
constructs 

Perceived OI Ideal-typical, metaphorical interpretations 
of dual identities (e.g. family/business, 
business/church) 

Critical issues Capturing beliefs that are often 
below the threshold of awareness 

Development of a valid measurement tool, 
reflecting core traits of dual identity 

Note. From “How Do I Know Who You Think You Are? A Review of Research Methods on 
Organizational Identity,” by D. Ravasi and A. Canato, 2013, International Journal of 

Management Reviews, 15, p. 189. Copyright 2013, John Wiley and Sons. 
 

 

Table 2.3 
Qualitative Methods in Organizational Identity Research 

 Grounded theory Ethnography Narrative analysis 

Examples Ravasi and Schultz 2006 
Nag et al. 2007 
Clark et al. 2010 

Humphreys and Brown 
2002 
Ybema 2010 

Chreim 2005 
Sillince and Brown 
2009 

Focal theme Relationships between 
OI and other 
organizational 
constructs and processes 

Social construction and 
negotiation of members’ 
understanding of their 
organizational reality 

Use of discursive 
strategies to construct 
organizational identities 

Data source Interviews 
Archival data 

Interviews 
Archival data 
Observation 

Oral and written texts 
Archival data 
Organizational 
statements 

Focal 
identity–
related 
constructs 

Identity beliefs and 
claims 

Identity beliefs, claims and 
narratives 

Identity narratives 

Critical 
issues 

Distinguishing evidence 
of different identity-
related constructs 

Building a convincing case 
for the researcher’s 
interpretation 

Organizing and 
reporting the analysis 
of a large body of 
narrative data 

Note. From “How Do I Know Who You Think You Are? A Review of Research Methods on 
Organizational Identity,” by D. Ravasi and A. Canato, 2013, International Journal of 

Management Reviews, 15, p. 189. Copyright 2013, John Wiley and Sons. 
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As mentioned earlier, the waves of research as identified by Ravasi and Canato 

(2013) are broken into periods spanning 2 to 9 years, according to the predominant 

research focus of that time. The first identified area of focus was in the area of 

“unexpected explanation,” such as with strategic change and issue management studies 

from 1991 to 2000 (Ravasi & Canato, 2013, p. 187). This wave focused on OI as a means 

to better understand social dynamics in unrelated research, such as with Dutton and 

Dukerich’s (1991) now widely cited exploration of management issues. The period of 

2000 to 2002 brought about a second wave of research interest in the area of “OI as an 

antecedent of organizational behavior,” focusing on the antecedents of members’ 

identification with their organization (p. 188). Finally, from 2002 to 2011, Ravasi and 

Canato (2013) found that research in OI focused more specifically on OI as a construct. 

Research in the period of 2002 to 2011 examined how organizational identities are 

constructed and reconstructed (Corley & Gioia, 2004; Gioia, Price, Hamilton, & Thomas, 

2010; Oliver & Roos, 2007) via related constructs and processes (Ravasi & Canato, 

2013). Theory-building single case study approaches are widely used in emerging work, 

shifting away from the early positivist paradigm towards an interpretive and socially 

constructed perspective (Ravasi & Canato, 2013). Change is also an area of predominant 

OI research focus, as identified by Gioia et al. (2013) in their review of OI change 

literature and research.  

In summary, there is little consensus in the approach to studying OI. Therefore, it 

is very important for researchers to state their ontological and epistemological 

assumptions as well as the specific definitions and criteria that align with the aim of the 

study’s focus and contributions (Corley et al., 2006). For this study, Hatch and Schultz’s 
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(2002) OI dynamics model has been selected as an additional conceptual concept to aid in 

interpretation of OI. The OI dynamics model highlights and builds on the social 

constructionist concept that identity is a relational construct formed in interaction with 

others, where internal and external environments are the primary source of interpretations 

and influence on identity. The OI dynamics model is discussed further in the following 

section. 

OI Dynamics Model 

Hatch and Schultz (2002) claimed that OI is constituted by a dynamic set of 

processes that interrelate organizational culture and image via a set of processes that 

continuously cycle within and between cultural self-understandings and images formed 

by organizational others. The authors described the incorporation of organizational 

“reflections” in the outgoing discourse, or marketing and communications, which 

allows organizational members to communicate both internally and externally about 

themselves (Hatch & Schultz, 2002). They additionally claimed that through the 

strategic projection of images, symbols, and artifacts, an expressed identity of cultural 

understandings and impressions is formed, as demonstrated pictorially in Figure 2.1 

(Hatch & Schultz, 2002).  
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Figure 2.1. Organizational identity dynamics model. From “Identity and the 
Organization,” by J. D. Wrench and V. Punyanunt-Carter, in An Introduction to 

Organizational Communication (Section 8.1). Retrieved from http://2012books. 
lardbucket.org/books/an-introduction-to-organizational-communication/s10-
organizational-identity-and-di.html. 
 

 

Building on social identity theorists Cooley (1902), Mead (1934), and Goffman 

(1959), Hatch and Schultz (2002) defined organizational analogies for Mead’s I and Me 

and offered an explanation of their interactions through a model based on four processes 

linking OI to culture and image. In this model, the authors asserted that Mead’s (1934) I 

is the parallel to organizational culture and Me is the parallel to image. Mead’s (1934) 

definition of the Me is that of the social self or an organized set of attitudes or responses 

of others, also called the generalized other, which one himself assumes, and the I is the 

response to the Me.  

Hatch (1993) argued that organizational culture is the context for forming 

identities as well as for taking action, making meaning, and projecting images and that 

culture responds and shapes responses to the attitudes of others. Similar to Smircich’s 

(1983) discussion of culture as variable or metaphor, Hatch and Schultz (2000, 2002) 
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argued that culture as foundational to OI needs to be viewed and interpreted as a context 

for explanation of development and maintenance rather than being treated as a variable to 

be measured and controlled. According to Schein (1992), culture is not given by what 

others think, mandate, or say about it but rather resides in deep layers of meaning, value, 

belief, and assumption. Similarly, Hatch and Schultz (1997, 2000) claimed that 

organizational culture operates beneath awareness, in that it is regarded by most culture 

researchers as being more tacit than explicit.  

Schein (1992) used the analogy that personality is to an individual what culture is 

to an organization, and it is this covert process of culture that helps guide the behaviors of 

organizational members based on the shared norms held by the group (p. 14). According 

to Schein (1992), the term culture is often used in organizational practice to mean “norms 

and practices that organizations develop around their handling of people or as the 

espoused values and credo of the organization.” This usage represents a confusing of 

what culture ought to be versus what is and often more closely resembles organizational 

climate than culture (p. 13). According to Schein (1992), “Culture implies structural 

stability, depth, breadth, and patterning or integration” (p. 16). 

Summary of OI 

Recent reviews of the OI literature (Gioia et al., 2013; He & Brown, 2013; Ravasi 

& Canato, 2013) identified several areas of concentrated research, or what Ravasi and 

Canato (2013) referred to as waves. Though OI has become one of the most significant 

concepts to inform organizational and management research in the past 20 years (He & 

Brown, 2013), “what counts as legitimate evidence of organizational identity” (Ravasi & 

Canato, 2013, p. 185) is still undetermined and in need of much more conversation and 
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exploration (Gioia et al., 2013; He & Brown, 2013; Ravasi & Canato, 2013). 

Additionally, Gioia et al. (2013) claimed that OI research is in the mature stages, with 

“intellectually exciting places to go” (p. 129) that will focus on its relation to other 

conceptualizations such as learning, strategy, and innovation, just to name a few.  

Service-Oriented Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Frontline, or customer-contact, service employees, particularly those in food 

service, have long been classified as unskilled labor in what are often regarded as low-

paid, short-term, entry-level jobs. Paradoxically, frontline service employees are also 

deemed the point of differentiation in competitive business terms since their behavioral 

and attitudinal interactions with customers have the most direct correlation with 

perceived service quality and overall customer satisfaction (Dawson & Abbott, 2011; 

Homburg, Wieseke, & Bornemann, 2009). Service delivery, the primary differentiation 

between products and services, is a complex process due to gray performance 

measurement methods, variation in customer expectations, and the inherent risk 

associated with not having a tangible item to review prior to purchase (Bebko, 2000). 

Additionally, as intangibility increases, so do customer expectations of service quality in 

the dimensions of reliability, assurance, responsiveness, and empathy (Bebko, 2000). 

Therefore, expression of emotions of frontline service employees is a crucial and required 

skill in order to successfully meet customer expectations. 

As boundary spanners of an organization, frontline employees are often the sole 

representatives of an organization to outsiders and as such may directly influence, either 

positively or negatively, a customer’s perception of that company’s reputation and image 

(Dawson & Abbott, 2011). Accordingly, service organizations have specific needs of 
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frontline service employee behaviors, in that these employees are attending to customers 

and representing the organization. One such specific need is to be service oriented, or 

what Hogan, Hogan, and Busch (1984) defined as “the disposition to be helpful, 

thoughtful, considerate, and cooperative” in important nontechnical aspects of the job 

(p. 176). Similarly, Grönroos (1990) defined service orientation more specifically at the 

organizational level or pertaining to the culture (or climate) of the organization: “where 

an appreciation for good service exists, and where giving good service to internal as well 

as, ultimately, external customers is considered a natural way of life and one of the most 

important norms by everyone” (p. 244). A review of the OCB literature found that OCB 

had the most influence on the performance area of customer service, with such indicators 

as customer satisfaction and customer complaints (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  

SOCB, based on Organ’s (1988, 1990) concept of OCB, is an extra-role behavior 

concept that has emerged in recent hospitality and service research exploring individuals’ 

service behaviors and organizational performance (Bell & Menguc, 2002; Bettencourt et 

al., 2001; Bienstock et al., 2003; Kim et al., 2010; Nasurdin et al., 2011; Raub, 2008; 

Tang & Tang, 2012). The remainder of this section reviews the literature on SOCB 

beginning with the foundations of the OCB concept, a discussion of similar and 

prominent extra-role behavior concepts, and finally SOCB and related research.  

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Similar to the discussion of OI earlier in the literature review, there has been 

ongoing discourse surrounding the definition and dimensions of OCB. Though OCB is 

most often considered extra-role behavior, it provides a helpful framework for better 

understanding the connection of frontline service employees and service quality (Bell & 
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Menguc, 2002). The foundation of OCB is attributed primarily to Chester Barnard’s 

(1938) concept of the “willingness to cooperate” among organization members and Katz 

and Kahn’s (1966) “innovative and spontaneous behaviors.”  

There are five characteristics, or dimensions, of Organ’s (1983) original definition 

of OCB: altruism, sportsmanship, civic virtue, conscientiousness, and courtesy. Altruism, 

which was later redefined as helpfulness, is “based on arguments to imputed motives of 

behavior” (Organ, 1997, p. 94). Sportsmanship was defined by Organ (1988) as employee 

willingness to tolerate less than ideal circumstances without complaining. Civic virtue 

denotes taking an active interest in the life of the organization, conscientiousness 

involves adhering to the rules, regulations, and procedures of the organization, and 

courtesy, a form of helping behavior, is meant to aid in preventing work-related conflicts 

by being polite and considerate of fellow employees.  

While OCB was originally coined the good soldier syndrome, Organ modified the 

1983 working definition in 1997 based on “accumulated empirical evidence, some telling 

criticisms, and even the most cursory glance at the business press” (p. 85). He recognized 

the “discomfiting softness” of the working definition and in particular the notion of OCB 

being discretionary as well as unrewarded (Organ, 1983). Therefore, based on his review 

of other similar and seemingly competing concepts of extra-role behaviors at the time 

(e.g., prosocial organizational behaviors, principled organizational dissent, whistle-

blowing, organizational spontaneity), and most prevalently Borman and Motowidlo’s 

(1993) contextual performance, Organ redefined the definition of OCB to “performance 

that supports the social and psychological environment in which task performance takes 

place” (Organ, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 2009, p. 95). Additionally, Organ (1997) further 
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revised the dimensions of OCB, narrowing them down to three critical areas of helping 

(formerly altruism), courtesy, and conscientiousness. Podsakoff et al. found in their 2009 

meta-analysis of the OCB literature that there have been several permutations of OCB 

conceptualizations over the years (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ, 1988, 1990, 1997; 

Van Dyne et al., 1994; Williams & Anderson, 1991), with Organ’s (1988, 1990) and 

Williams and Anderson’s (1991) conceptualizations identified as the most popular 

(p. 123). 

Contextual (citizenship) performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) has often 

been compared to the OCB construct. Derived from the question “What part of the 

performance domain is being relatively neglected by [employee] selection research and 

practice?” Borman and Motowidlo (1993, p. 117) defined contextual performance as 

“behaviors that do not support the technical core itself as much as they support the 

broader organizational, social, and psychological environment in which the technical core 

must function” (p. 73). Contextual performance is made up of five dimensions, or critical 

areas, that include volunteering for activities outside of the formal job requirements, 

consistent enthusiasm and application of enthusiasm in carrying out important tasks, 

assistance to others, openly espousing and defending organizational objectives, and 

following rules, regulations, and procedures even when it is inconvenient. Contextual 

performance is differentiated from OCB in that it is not task based or focused but rather is 

aimed at contributing to the social and psychological components of an organization 

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).  

Prosocial organizational behaviors have been defined as behaviors that occur 

within an organization that are aimed at improving the welfare of other persons (Brief & 
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Motowidlo, 1986). An important differentiation between prosocial behavior and OCB is 

that prosocial behavior may be focused on the individual, group, or organization, whereas 

OCB is organizationally aimed. With an all-encompassing definition that includes three 

primary areas of variation as well as 13 specific behavioral categories or dimensions, the 

prosocial organizational behavior model is too broad to provide a theoretical basis for 

better understanding customer-contact employees’ behaviors.  

Just as there are many concepts of extra-role or citizenship behaviors, there are as 

many iterations of accompanying dimensions associated with the concepts. In their meta-

analysis of OCB constructs, Podsakoff et al. (2000) identified seven common themes 

among 30 differing yet similar and overlapping dimensions. They are helpfulness, 

sportsmanship, organizational loyalty, compliance, individual initiative, civic virtue, and 

self-development.  

Helpfulness, referring primarily to Organ’s (1988, 1990) dimensions of altruism, 

cheerleading, and peacekeeping, is also thought of as the mechanism of spreading “best 

practices” throughout an organization (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997, p. 135). Helping 

behaviors have also been identified as an important dimension in nearly every conceptual 

model (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Podsakoff et al., 2000), where voluntarily helping 

others is a means of peacekeeping, courtesy, and preventing workplace-related problems 

(Organ, 1988, 1990; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Walz and Niehoff (1996) also found that 

helping behaviors were related to overall operating efficiency, customer satisfaction, and 

quality of performance in the limited-menu restaurants tested (p. 142). 

Sportsmanship, as defined by Organ (1990), is “a willingness to tolerate the 

inevitable inconveniences and impositions of work without complaining” (p. 96).  
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Organizational loyalty is the promoting of the organization to outsiders; 

remaining committed during adversity; protecting it from internal and external threats 

through the spreading of goodwill; and endorsing, supporting, and defending 

organizational objectives (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 2000).  

Organizational compliance is employees’ internalization and acceptance of an 

organization’s rules, regulations, and procedures regardless of whether anyone knows or 

is observing them (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Podsakoff et al. (2000) also demonstrated that 

organizational compliance has been a much-used dimension that has been altered 

throughout time by such authors as Graham (1991), Williams and Anderson (1991), 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993), and Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996).  

Individual initiative is an extra-role behavior dimension in that it requires 

voluntary acts, or contributions, above and beyond the requested or required 

performance. Additionally, Organ (1988) noted that this form of behavior is the most 

difficult to identify and/or differentiate from in-role behavior, making it more difficult to 

study empirically (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  

The civic virtue dimension was used by Organ (1988, 1990) in his OCB work, 

although it was further discussed and refined by Graham (1991) as a representation of “a 

macro-level interest in, or commitment to, the organization as a whole” (Podsakoff et al., 

2000). This dimension is displayed by a willingness to actively participate in the 

organization such as by attending meetings and looking out for the best interest of the 

organization, whether through keeping up with potential external threats or even internal 

threats related to safety or suspicious activity.  
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Finally, self-development is a key dimension of citizenship behaviors and is based 

on work by Katz (1964) and George and Brief (1992), where employees engage in 

voluntary behaviors to improve their knowledge, skills, and abilities in order to 

potentially expand their contributions to the organization (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  

Organ (1988) and his colleagues (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, & 

Near, 1983) further defined OCB as “individual behavior that is discretionary, not 

directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and that in the aggregate 

promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4; Podsakoff et 

al., 2000; Borman, 2004). This definition of OCB is grounded in three central areas of 

focus. First, OCB is discretionary behavior not defined in a job description and is 

performed by the employee by choice. Second, OCB goes above and beyond the stated 

tasks and requirements of a job description and is considered an unenforceable or extra-

role behavior. Extra-role behavior is defined as going above and beyond existing role 

expectations as prescribed (Van Dyne, 1993) and going beyond the call of duty to benefit 

the organization with conscious intent and to give help to others. Extra-role behaviors 

must be voluntary, intentional, positive, and altruistic (Van Dyne, 1993). Conversely, in-

role behaviors comprise prescribed, defined, and/or expected performance behaviors such 

as those listed in a job description, which are typically measurable. Lastly, OCB 

promotes effective functioning, or positive performance, of the organization in an 

aggregate form through ongoing helpfulness and/or collaboration among work 

colleagues. However, service quality measures used in many organizations are 

quantitative (e.g., the number of rings before a service telephone is answered or the 
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number of seconds/minutes before guests are greeted), without addressing what guests 

feel about the quality of the service (Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990, p. 195).  

Service-Oriented Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

The commitment to a role identity, such as that of service providers in hospitality, 

extends well beyond the individual into the organizational context, as those persons are 

members of an organization and their acting or “playing” the role will have bearing on 

their reception within the group. Service roles are learned behaviors, and any gaps 

between the provider and recipient can be analyzed and identified through gap analysis 

and service quality measurement (Solomon, Surprenant, Czepiel, & Gutman, 1985). 

Therefore, the development of both the individual and the organization are of great 

importance in order to achieve a balance of standardization and customization in a 

collective service delivery system. Proper role socialization is dependent upon the 

accumulated learning of the individual and addresses not only what is appropriate to do 

but also what is not appropriate to do. These roles are “social agreements” of 

expectations in behavior that the participants on both sides are conducting in a 

complementary process (Solomon et al., 1985). A further complexity in the service 

delivery interaction for frontline service providers is adapting and modifying extra-role 

behaviors accordingly to best meet these socially agreed upon expectations (Bateman & 

Organ, 1983).  

Regardless of progress in OCB and citizenship performance research and 

development, a lack of an agreed-upon definition has allowed for still further refinement 

opportunities as well as context-specific OCB development. Responding to calls for 

research in the area of service delivery and on customer-contact service employees 
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(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997), Bettencourt et al. (2001) 

defined OCB specific to three fundamental roles of customer-contact employees in 

service organizations. This adaptation was based primarily on the work of Van Dyne et 

al. (1994), which redefined the OCB construct based on Graham’s (1991) use of civic 

citizenship and the concept of organizational citizenship. Organizational citizenship is 

recognized as global and as including in-role as well as organizationally functional extra-

role behaviors, political behaviors, and organizational participation; the construct is 

grounded in philosophy, political science, and social history (Van Dyne et al., 1994).  

Bettencourt et al. (2001) identified three types of boundary-spanning behaviors 

that frontline service employees might perform that link the internal (organization) to the 

external (current and potential customers): loyalty, an external representation; 

participation, an internal influence; and service delivery, or a conscientiousness and detail 

orientation. Loyalty, in the SOCB frontline service employee concept, is the 

demonstration and promotion of the organization’s services, products, and image, which 

provides a connection between the internal and external environments and more 

specifically conveys a model of service quality expectations. Participation forms of 

SOCB are grounded in employees taking individual initiative through communications to 

improve the service of the organization. Lastly, service delivery forms of SOC are related 

to the level of service attentiveness and concern employees extend to guests through 

empathy and attention to detail.  

Study Context: Luxury-Level Restaurant Service 

The context for this study was selected based on several factors. As a food service 

professional, both my professional and personal research interests have been deeply 
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grounded in restaurants and, in particular, the service delivery process and the influences 

on service-oriented behaviors of customer-contact employees. Frontline service 

employees of fine dining restaurants must deliver the highest levels of service, 

representing the organization at all times in an environment where the guest and 

employee relationship may last for several hours and the overall outcome of service 

quality and customer satisfaction is largely in their hands. Therefore, I assumed that this 

sampling group would have a strong propensity to display OCB—meeting the research 

call of Podsakoff et al. (2009), who suggested studying employees who have a strong 

propensity to display OCB. Additionally, though no less important, I found the OI 

dynamics model (Hatch & Schultz, 2002), and specifically the influence of organizational 

culture, to be a good conceptual fit with the study context based on the iterative dynamic 

of OI formation, which resides in and between external image and internal culture.  

Fine dining is, according to the Cambridge Online Dictionary, “a style of eating 

that usually takes place in expensive restaurants, where especially good food is served to 

people, often in a formal way” (“Fine dining,” n.d.). Additionally, in the fine dining 

segment of the restaurant industry, high-quality service is crucial to the success of the 

customer experience as well as the business in general due to the extensive and labor-

intensive nature of the model (Kang & Hyun, 2012). The labor intensity of service can 

span anywhere from 1.5 to 4 or more hours while generally providing a highly 

conspicuous and hedonic experience (Han & Kim, 2016).  

Although there is no agreed-upon definition for this level of restaurant, there is 

often an associated linkage with the highest rankings from world-renowned rating 

systems, the Michelin Guide and the Forbes Travel Guide. The Michelin Ratings Guide, 
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or Guide Michelin, is the oldest European restaurant guide as well as the most highly 

regarded restaurant rating system worldwide. This guide notes three levels of restaurant 

stars (one to three) awarded by anonymous raters, with the three-star designation the 

highest and most coveted and simply termed exceptional cuisine, worth a special journey. 

Founded in 1958 by Mobil Travel Guide, the Forbes Travel Guide ratings and 

reviews of hotels, restaurants, and spas are conducted by anonymous paid staff using 

lengthy objective criteria. The Forbes Travel Guide uses a five-star rating system with 

current ratings categories of five-star, four-star, and recommended. According to its 

website, Forbes five-star restaurants 

offer a truly unique and distinctive dining experience. A Five Star restaurant 
consistently provides exceptional food, superlative service and elegant decor. An 
emphasis is placed on originality and personalized, attentive and discreet service. 
A gracious, warm dining room team attends to every detail of the meal. 
(http://www.forbestravelguide.com/about/forbes-travel-guide) 

While a restaurant location may be unique and the physical surroundings, building 

materials and textiles, china, glassware, silver, wines, beverages, and food products may 

be of the highest quality, service is the variable with the highest possible fluctuation and 

importance, as many of the ratings criteria of Michelin and Forbes are deeply service 

based. Regardless, research thus far on fine dining restaurants has focused primarily on 

the physical characteristics and environmental stimuli rather than on service behaviors.  

Service Quality 

According to Bienstock et al. (2003), “It is not the organization that the customer 

has a relationship with, it is the service contact employee”(p. 362). The service 

employee’s behavioral and attitudinal interactions with customers have the most direct 
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correlation with the perceived service quality experienced by the customer (Dawson & 

Abbott, 2011; Heskett et al., 1997). Yet, very little research has been conducted to 

explore the factors that impact service employee behavior in delivering service quality, 

although this topic has been suggested as a priority for service academicians in their 

research (Bell & Menguc, 2002; Solomon et al., 1985; Dawson & Abbott, 2011; Heskett 

et al., 1997). As Bell and Menguc (2002) also pointed out in their investigation of the 

OCB framework and potential motivators of frontline employees in delivering service 

quality, there is a lack of research on employee-organization relationships that are likely 

to influence employee service-oriented behaviors and attitudes (Heskett et al., 1997; 

Morrison, 1996).  

Many scholars in hospitality and retail services have explored the influences and 

impacts of service quality, with studies of the nature and determinants of customers’ 

expectations (Zeithaml, 1993); service quality dimensionality (Grӧnroos, 1984; 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985); perceived service quality (Parasuraman, Berry, 

& Zeithaml, 1993); the impact of intangibility on consumer expectations of service 

quality (Bebko, 2000); service quality best practices (Enz & Siguaw, 2000); the impact of 

organizational climate on service quality (Davidson, 2003); service productivity, quality, 

and innovation (Parasuraman, 2010); and service quality competitive advantages 

(Roberts, 2001), just to name a few. Additionally, conversations have developed 

emphasizing the importance of service orientation and culture through exploration of 

their influence and impacts on organizational competitive advantage and 

operational/performance success (Curtis & Upchurch, 2008; Dawson & Abbott, 2011; 

Ford & Heaton, 2001; Gazzoli et al., 2010; Roberts, 2001; Schneider & Bowen, 1995; 
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Sharabi & Davidow, 2010). Simultaneously, service studied as SOCB has broadened the 

service research landscape and entered into behavioral aspects of frontline service 

employees (Bell & Menguc, 2002; Bettencourt et al., 2001; Nasurdin et al., 2011; O’Neill 

& Cho, 2010; Raub, 2008; Tang & Tang, 2012).  

Consumers evaluate service based on five dimensions: tangibles, reliability, 

responsiveness, assurance, and empathy (Bebko, 2000, p. 11). Further, as intangibility 

increases, so do customer expectations of service quality (Bebko, 2000). The dimensions, 

excluding tangibles, are more fully defined as follows: reliability, the ability to perform 

the promised service dependably and accurately; responsiveness, the willingness to help 

customers and provide prompt service; assurance, the knowledge and courtesy of 

employees and their ability to convey trust and confidence; and empathy, the caring, 

individualized attention the firm provides its customers. Clearly, the expression of 

emotions in frontline service employees is a crucial and required skill to meet or exceed 

customer expectations. Despite the identification of these dimensions as ways consumers 

evaluate service, service quality measures are often collected and/or observed as absolute 

numbers when they are actually relative. These measures are internal processes that are 

often associated with service, such as wait times, number of rings of the telephone, etc., 

rather than what guests feel about the quality of the service (Bitner et al., 1990, p. 195).  

Currently, there is no agreed-upon measure of service quality that considers the 

characteristics of intangibility, heterogeneity, perishability, and the inseparability of 

production and consumption (Kandampully, 2007). However, the OCB framework has 

been suggested as appropriate for use in evaluation and performance systems of service 

employees due to the complexities in delivering service (Bienstock et al., 2003, p. 361).  



47 

Inferences for This Study 

Service quality is dependent upon frontline service employee behaviors based on 

identified evaluative guest satisfaction factors and subsequent and relative employee 

actions; however, the influences on these employee actions have received little research 

exploration. Frontline service, or boundary-spanning, employees are often the primary 

conduit between the internal and external relations of an organization by often being the 

sole representatives of the organization externally while bringing customer information 

internally. The iterative OI dynamics model (Hatch & Schultz, 2002) appears to be a 

strong fit for interpreting the OI influences on frontline service employees’ SOCB, in that 

the model centers on a continuous interrelation of culture and image of internal and 

external constituents mirroring the essence of frontline service employees. 

The use of a luxury-level restaurant for this exploration was preferred, in that it is 

assumed that a restaurant of this nature will have a well-formed OI internally in addition 

to a highly visible public image of professional ratings and reviews. This well-developed 

OI is important to this study, in that the service quality standards at this organization are 

identified as exemplary and therefore exploring OI influences on SOCB will be relative 

and aligned. By using an interpretive design that includes interviews with frontline 

service employees, the study aimed to gain insight into the influences of OI and the 

norms of one organization that might provide a framework for future studies.  

This study contributes to several areas of study. Contributions to OI research are 

in the suggested areas of exploring the influences of OI on extra-role behaviors (He & 

Brown, 2013), as well as contributing to the diversification of OI research in general with 

the use of an interpretivist paradigm and methodology (Gioia et al., 2013). Contributions 
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to SOCB research serve to expand general inquiry on the subject of SOCB, as well as 

begin to diversify the paradigmatic lens and methodologies, as little to no qualitative 

studies have been conducted in this area. Lastly, this study makes contributions to 

practice by offering inferences about organizational practices that might be useful to 

operators and practitioners in better understanding their own OI and the behaviors of their 

frontline employees.  
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CHAPTER 3: 

METHODOLOGY 

With service such a volatile and yet potentially advantageous point of 

differentiation in restaurant offerings, academicians and practitioners have been 

increasingly exploring different concepts, variables, and methods to gain better 

understanding of this important component of the overall experience. As indicated in 

prior organizational identity (OI) research, identity can provide a framework to better 

understand what shapes and constrains an organization member’s actions (Dutton & 

Dukerich, 1991; Gioia, 1998; Whetten, 2006).  

This conjecture served as the foundation for this qualitative study, where the role 

of OI in the service-oriented organizational citizenship behaviors (SOCB) of frontline 

service employees was the focus. This chapter describes the methodological approach 

used in this single case study, as well as procedures for data collection and analysis, the 

study’s trustworthiness methods, and ethical considerations. This study was centered on a 

single research question:  

RQ: What is the role of OI in the SOCB of frontline service employees in a luxury-

level restaurant? 

Epistemology and Research Paradigm  

This study followed a constructionist epistemology (Crotty, 1988) and interpretive 

paradigm (Burrell & Morgan, 1979) in the exploration and analysis of an organization as 

a bounded system. Berger and Luckmann (1967), influenced by Alfred Schütz, 

introduced the term social construction, in which people and/or groups interacting in a 
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social system develop reciprocal and patterned, or habitual, roles that are the outgrowth 

of social agreements and actions played out and eventually institutionalized. 

Additionally, the ideographic focus of this study, “to understand the social world by 

obtaining first-hand knowledge of the subject under investigation” (Burrell & Morgan, 

1979, p. 6), provided examination of individuals in a context-specific bounded system 

using multiple sources of information for analysis and for the identification of themes and 

patterns.  

An interpretivist paradigm is meant to be informed by ongoing observation and 

viewed as an emergent process in which the social world is created by the individuals 

involved (Burrell & Morgan, 1979); therefore, an in-depth exploration such as a case 

study was instrumental to furthering understanding of OI and its role in SOCB. This 

study was therefore focused on how frontline service employees of a globally recognized 

luxury-level restaurant understand and interpret OI and how their interpretations relate to 

actions they take through SOCB.  

Case Study Design 

Yin (2003) defined a case study as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 13). Yin (2003) also 

identified five components of a research design for case studies: “the research question, 

any propositions, the unit of analysis, the logic linking the data to the propositions, and 

the criteria for interpretation” (p. 21).  

The rationale for use of a single case study was based on “the desire to understand 

a complex social phenomenon” (Yin, 2003, p. 2), which focused on ordinary events 
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taking place in natural settings (Miles & Huberman, 1994). As such, the inductive 

approach of a case study allowed for the analysis of a contemporary phenomenon using 

multiple sources of evidence, where boundaries between the phenomenon and the real-

life context are not evident yet theoretical and emergent patterns and themes that describe 

the social interactions of actors surface. Instrumentally, a case study helps to inform 

practice by bringing to light potentially unexplored details or providing a different view 

of the case. Case studies are generalizable to theoretical propositions through the 

analytical generalization of phenomena versus statistical generalization of numbers (Yin, 

2003).  

This single case study methodology was based on the research question’s 

naturalistic view and attempt to capture the perceptions of actors “from the inside” of a 

fully operating for-profit organization (Lincoln & Guba, 1994, p. 6). A case study 

methodology captures multiple variables, relying on multiple sources of evidence for 

triangulation via the guidance of prior developed theories (Yin, 2003). 

The overarching goal of this research was to better understand the participants’ 

reality based on the organizational context in which they produce and deliver service as 

frontline customer-contact employees and how the organization’s identity may influence 

these behaviors. According to Katz and Kahn (1966), the study of organizations should 

take place initially at the social system level where the information gathered on the 

actions and attitudes of individuals may guide future research and analysis. It is also at 

this level that researchers are able to better interpret and understand the contextual 

influences of the meanings and actions under study (Maxwell, 1996). To better 

understand social or cultural phenomena, the researcher must interact with the study’s 
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subjects in order to interpret and understand the “products of the human mind” that 

characterize their social and cultural world (Martin, 2002, p. 235). Therefore, this case 

study was conducted at the organizational level using an interpretivist and inductive 

approach, with an emphasis on words rather than numbers (Maxwell, 1996, p. 17). The 

use of a single case analysis for this study versus multiple cases was based on Creswell’s 

(1998) assertion that multiple case studies have a tendency to be weak in overall analysis 

due to a commensurate dilution of depth with each additional case.  

Embedded analysis was used, focusing on specific aspects of the case (Yin, 

2003), whereby multiple sources of evidence that converge on the same areas of intended 

exploration and potential findings were used to triangulate data to strengthen the validity 

of the study. All interview transcriptions, field notes, memos, notes from direct 

observations, and document review descriptions were entered into Atlas.ti, where they 

were coded, grouped, and reviewed repeatedly. The contrast/comparison process aided in 

the bracketing of findings, increasing reliability and finding either corroboration or 

inconsistencies in the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

Site Selection 

 Gaining access to a restaurant organization is often not easy, as many restaurants 

are quite guarded of what they believe to be their secret “recipe” for success, including 

everything from service excellence to food and beverage products and even staff and 

organizational culture. Though organizational culture and identity are inimitable, many 

hospitality organization leaders are very wary of outsiders and fearful of their replication 

or, quite the opposite, concerned that an internal analysis shared openly might tarnish 

their reputation.  
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In selecting a site for this case study, I chose to study a luxury-level operation 

with extended service duration and elevated levels of service delivery rather than quick-

service or fast-casual restaurants. Being familiar with several managers in luxury 

restaurants, I leveraged my connections as a means of initial contact. Regardless, the first 

potential site in New York City declined participation based on the claim of having 

internal, or in their words cultural, issues that they preferred not to open up to external 

observation. A second site inquiry in New York City was met with great support and a 

signed agreement by management; however, at the onset of the institutional review board 

(IRB) application process, the site retracted its agreement based on concerns over internal 

management changes and not wanting to open up to external observation.  

My third site request inquiry was in California based on a personal and 

professional move across country and was met with great interest and immediate 

acceptance, though a delay in data collection was required based on physical renovations 

at the site. The site is a luxury-level restaurant with three Michelin stars. Initial contact 

with the site began on July 27, 2016, with an earliest start date for interviews and 

observations of January 2017. Interviews commenced on March 31, 2017, and concluded 

on August 1, 2017. Although the site was enthusiastic about participating and looking 

forward to the findings, it requested anonymity in the process, and therefore the site is 

referred to in this study using the pseudonym the “Lagniappe Restaurant Group” or 

“Lagniappe,” a name chosen because it means going above and beyond and giving a little 

something extra. The memorandum of understanding with the study site appears in 

Appendix A. 
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The initial rapport-building process was minimal as the site management accepted 

the research proposal with no questions after one internal review. I initiated a face-to-face 

meeting with the organizational contact and primary stakeholder, the director of human 

resources, to further develop working rapport and allay any potential misunderstandings 

surrounding the study intent and/or process based on my prior experiences with two 

similar organizations. Our meeting went well, with the only questions being how they 

could help support my study.  

Participant Selection 

As a purposeful sample, I sought 12 participants who met three criteria: (1) were 

actively employed as frontline service staff, (2) had worked for the organization for at 

least 9 months, and (3) were in good standing. I sought a group of participants who were 

diverse in gender, age, and tenure and represented a variety of service positions in the 

following categories: servers, bartenders, greeters, sommeliers (n ≥ 8); managerial, such 

as assistant managers, service managers, maître d’hotel, and/or floor managers (n ≥ 3); 

and leadership, defined as co-owner/general manager levels (n ≥ 1). This strategy aimed 

to represent subgroups within the frontline service staff in order to supply any potential 

comparisons (Miles & Huberman, 1994) and can increase credibility in cases where the 

sample of potential participants is large (Creswell, 1998). Interview participants’ 

pseudonyms and profile details are summarized in Table 3.1.  
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Table 3.1  
Characteristics of Interview Participants 

Pseudonym Sex Tenure Position 

Alexa F 2 years Back server 

Bryce F 2 years Kitchen server 

Corey M 14 months Sommelier 

Danielle F 5 years Back server 

Evan M 8 years Sommelier 

Fatima F 10 months Concierge 

Gavin M 9 months Maître d’ 

Henry M 8 years Sommelier 

Ivan M 3 years Maître d’ 

Javier M 2 years Kitchen server 

Kyle M 3.5 years Maître d’ 

Logan M 21 years General manager 

 

At the onset of the participant outreach process, I provided the IRB-approved 

informational flyer to the gatekeeper, who in turn distributed it to prospective participants 

via email. After receiving no responses of interest from the email recipients, I reached out 

to each prospective participant listed on the email communication thread, and all 

subsequently arranged interview meeting times directly through me. Though this process 

worked well, I soon found that direct outreach and scheduling of interviews was no 

longer an option. From that point forward, all participant interviews were arranged solely 

by the gatekeeper with minimal to no communication between potential participants and 

me prior to actual interview meeting times. This proved to be effective but a lengthier 

process, as only two to four participants were scheduled per week at the timing and pace 

of the gatekeeper. There was need for repeated requests of the gatekeeper for additional 

participants until the initial goal of 12 was satisfied.  
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Data Collection 

Data collected for this study were based on interviews, direct observations, 

documents, and physical artifacts. Formal data collection efforts began with individual 

interviews, which comprise the main source of data for the study, during which informal 

observations were made and physical artifacts noted. As part of the iterative data 

collection process, non-interview sources of data such as restaurant reviews and social 

media information served as useful references to supplement and better facilitate 

interview discussions. Documents were both collected as part of purposeful searches and 

emerged during interactions throughout the interviews and observation data collection 

periods.  

Interviews  

The interview protocol. The interview protocol was guided and developed by the 

research question as well as the relevant literature. Questions for this study were 

developed based on interview and survey questions used in previous OI and SOCB 

studies, with many questions bridging and/or combining both OI and SOCB constructs 

due to the inherent similarities.  

Before the initiation of participant interviews, the protocol and the questions were 

piloted with a work colleague who is a food and beverage manager-in-training at the 

college where I work. This colleague was selected based on his similarity in terms of 

industry background and understanding to the interview participants, and the pilot 

interview explored conceptual understanding, question sequencing, and flow. Based on 

the pilot, the interview questions were minimally resequenced to create a more natural 

flow of concepts; however, no other changes were identified as necessary at the time.  
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In some of the early interviews, another adjustment was made to the interview 

protocol. Two questions regarding marketing of the restaurant were not easily understood 

and answered without additional explanations and in some cases providing examples. The 

restaurant is not actively marketed in a traditional sense, but rather uses social media as a 

way to further develop and maintain its organizational public image. Therefore, clarifying 

the activity of “marketing” in business as also “reaching out or communicating to the 

public” was helpful for participants to more easily answer the questions. Question 7 also 

required some clarification regarding the term stakeholder, as many were unfamiliar with 

the term or its usage in the context of their roles. Additionally, though questions were 

generally understood in content, context, and sequence, three participants also asked for 

additional clarification for certain words or phrases, as English was a second language for 

them. Besides the word stakeholder, an example is the phrase “stand for” in the question, 

“What does this organization stand for?” The interview questions are provided in 

Appendix B. 

Interview logistics. Most of the interviews were scheduled before participants 

began their work shifts or on their days off, and all but one interview were conducted in a 

courtyard outside of the corporate offices. While this location was convenient for 

participants, as it was near the restaurant and out of the way of heavy foot traffic, upper 

management and leadership members passed by on occasion while interviews were in 

session. The only disturbance in their presence was a passing professional 

acknowledgment between all parties, including myself.  

Interviews ranged in length from 30 minutes to 1 hour and were conducted over a 

5-month period from March to August 2017. Although I offered to provide a local coffee 
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shop gift card as a thank you to participants, the gatekeeper noted that this wasn’t 

necessary since the participants were paid by the organization for their time in the 

interview process.  

All interviews were digitally recorded with participants’ permission and 

transcribed verbatim by a professional transcription company. The interview questions 

followed a semi-structured format in order to illicit open-ended responses to the questions 

of how, what, and/or why the respondents thought and felt about a particular topic and 

yet allow for further probing.  

Observation 

Professional frontline service staff are trained and groomed to read guests in order 

to customize and deliver what they perceive guests want. Therefore, becoming a familiar 

and nonthreatening visitor in their space was crucial to my observation data gathering. I 

purposefully conducted interviews prior to observations to help me more quickly build 

rapport with additional participants when observations were conducted on site. It was 

hoped that by building a deeper understanding of the research process and gaining a level 

of familiarity with me, the interview participants would then influence a more natural 

work environment and flow during observations, demonstrating genuine behaviors versus 

possibly performing for me as an outsider. This sequencing proved to create the 

familiarity and relaxed rapport I was hoping for, with many interview participants 

additionally working shifts (3 to 4 staff out of 16 to 20) during the observations and 

subsequently offering assistance with any questions or needs I might have.  

Observations were conducted three times over several weeks, with each visit 

lasting for several hours. I also had the opportunity to dine at the restaurant on April 19, 
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2018, allowing for an informal vantage point as a guest participating in the dining room. 

Direct observations were also conducted informally during site visits and served as 

sources of evidence of environmental conditions and behaviors of service staff in the case 

study. Table 3.2 lists the dates and activities of the observations. 

 
Table 3.2 
Observation Timeline 

Date Time Activity 

Tuesday 2/16/17 2:30 pm Meet gatekeeper at corporate offices 

Wednesday 7/19/17 4–8 pm Preshift meeting and service observation in restaurant 

Thursday 7/20/17 4–7 pm Preshift meeting and service observation in restaurant 

Thursday 8/31/17 4–7 pm Preshift meeting and service observation in restaurant 

Thursday 4/19/18 5:30–
8:30 pm 

Informal observation during a dinner for a friend’s birthday 

4/18 to 8/18  11 interview sessions conducted at corporate office 
courtyard; one conducted in management offices 

 
 
 

During these observations, I took notes on the general environment in the service 

preparation areas, corporate offices and courtyard, and service spaces in the dining room. 

For example, all areas of the operation were impeccably neat, organized, clean, well 

maintained, and minimalist in aesthetics, exuding an impression of luxury and high 

quality. Framed recognition of the highest accolades achieved by the restaurant were 

displayed prominently in the employee-only office spaces and main kitchen of the 

restaurant, whereas the human resources offices exhibited historical artifacts of the 

restaurant’s beginnings, with pictures of the chef and a weathered sauté pan from the first 

year of operations hanging on the wall as a reminder of their humble beginnings. 

Inspirational quotes regarding quality and persistence in seeking goals were strategically 

placed around the kitchen and changed daily at the expediter’s station.  



60 

In addition, I observed how the frontline service staff, support staff, and managers 

interacted with each other and the external guests before and during service periods of the 

restaurant’s operating hours. Specifically, I recorded observations of frontline employee 

interactions with colleagues, particularly in service areas that were not in spaces directly 

in contact with external guests. Service preparation areas, side service stations, kitchen 

areas, and the dining room were some of the observation areas. I spent hours both 

watching and listening as well as casually engaging with the service staff during pre-

service and in-service periods. I used contact summary forms (Appendix C) to take notes 

during the observations and kept a field journal throughout the process. In addition, I took 

digital photos and some videos to serve as reminders of the observations.  

Physical Artifacts 

Artifacts are the “visible products of the group” (Schein, 2010) or all that can be 

seen, heard, and felt during observations with the study site. Though often times difficult 

to interpret, these visible artifacts such as architecture and surroundings, language, 

emotional displays, manners of address and communications, printed and published 

values, stories and myths, and observed rituals are important to the combined 

interpretation of what is meaningful to the people under study (Schein, 2010). In this 

study, some of the data I collected during observations were through artifacts such as 

uniforms and other types of dress, language, mannerisms towards one another, and 

posted/listed organizational values.  

I began collecting data about the artifacts at the onset of the study observations as 

noted above. These data were captured and described in my contact summary forms, 
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photos, videos, and field journal. I transferred these data into text documents and added 

them to Atlas.ti along with interviews and document review.  

I sought to triangulate the data sources in order to capture a full picture of the 

organization and the staff interactions. In order to more fully understand and interpret the 

evidence, I would ask questions about particular items with participants, or insiders, 

where applicable, to more effectively articulate and analyze their meanings.  

Document Review 

Magazine articles, restaurant reviews, social media sources, cookbooks, menu 

meeting notes, and new hire welcome packet data were used to triangulate with 

interview, observation, and physical artifact data in the study as a means of 

supplementing and in some cases interpreting data (Yin, 2003). I did not request internal 

documents from the site such as training guides or human resources information based on 

what I perceived as a guarded nature of the administrative staff during all phases of initial 

outreach, rapport building, and interview scheduling inquiries. I was able to obtain, 

through industry connections, a prospective/new employee welcome packet that 

contained considerable information regarding the organization, its operating philosophy, 

and details of the founder’s history.  

During one interview, a participant emphatically guided me to one of the 

restaurant’s cookbook publications as a means to see what he believed to be the most 

accurate and complete articulation of the philosophy and core mission of the chef founder 

and subsequently the organization. He claimed that this one resource most clearly captured 

the true essence of the founder’s philosophy and what the restaurant stands for. I owned a 

copy of this cookbook and used it as a data source throughout the research process.  



62 

I conducted internet searches for relevant articles and documents from the onset 

of securing the site and continued to collect these documents throughout the research 

process, as the organization is regularly in the media spotlight. Although Lagniappe is 

very private and guarded regarding information it releases through the internet, these 

searches provided considerable information through industry articles and social media 

responses to further understand particularly the public image and reputation of the 

restaurant. Additionally, communications distributed publicly in print or online from the 

organization, such as the organizational website and Instagram, were reviewed and 

analyzed.  

In protecting the anonymity of the organization, several internally produced 

documents and publications will not be disclosed in full but were robust resources of rich 

organizational data. Similarly, all newspaper food reviews will not identify the restaurant 

to protect the anonymity of the organization. Miles and Huberman’s (1994) document 

summary form (see Appendix D) was used to summarize each document and note its 

relevancy to the study. Documents were also loaded and stored in Atlas.ti and memos 

created for each. Table 3.3 lists the documents that were reviewed. 

 
Table 3.3 
Document Sources 

Document Sourced/secured 

Restaurant website Researcher 
Restaurant reviews Researcher 
Newspaper article–service Researcher 
Prospective employee information packet Gatekeeper 
Published cookbook Researcher owned 
Social media Researcher 
Organizational publications/magazines (4 volumes) Researcher owned 
Organizational posted quotes (2) Observation  
Observation video (2:36 minutes) Researcher on site 
Digital photo documentation (10) Researcher on site 
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Data Management 

Atlas.ti qualitative data analysis software was used to store, manage, code, group, 

and analyze data for patterns and themes. Microsoft Word was also used to store and 

analyze data, though to a much lesser extent. In addition to Atlas.ti, data records were 

stored on an external hard drive as well as in cloud-based data storage. To ensure 

confidentiality, files were password protected, and any hard copy documents identifying 

the organization were stored in a safe in my home office that was not accessible to others. 

The computer used to conduct and process the study was password protected and only 

accessed and used by me. Additionally, peer and code reviewers were required to hold 

earned doctorates and to have been CITI (Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative) 

trained; however, due to the low sensitivity of the study, they were not required to sign 

confidentiality agreements.  

Data Analysis 

The analytical processing of this study followed Creswell’s eight steps of data 

analysis (Creswell, 2007), consistent with qualitative tradition (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007), 

involving the organization of data for synthesis and coding resulting in more easily 

identifiable and relevant patterns. The process of coding in particular allows the 

researcher to assign meaning to data for further analysis and interpretation and to draw 

conclusions (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

As recommended by Miles and Huberman, an initial list of codes was developed 

prior to fieldwork in order to begin the coding process and connect the research question 

with the data. The initial codes were derived from my industry understandings and 

assumptions of Lagniappe as an organization grounded in the constructs of OI and 
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SOCB. Coding for this study comprised the initial coding, or starting codes, followed by 

first- and then second-cycle coding methods using both manual and electronic processes, 

resulting in a code book (see Appendix E) (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Saldana, 2009). 

Code groups developed in second-cycle coding were then used for further analysis based 

on emerging themes.  

Creswell’s (2007) suggested eight steps of data analysis were applied in this study 

as follows: 

1. Preparing data. All interview transcripts and documents were initially reviewed 

and edited electronically to eliminate any organizational and participant 

identifiers as well as correct any spelling/contextual mistakes. This process 

required comparison with audio files for clarification as there were mistakes, or 

misinterpretations, in transcription of several contextual/restaurant-specific and 

French terms used by participants. After revising all transcripts, I combined 

participant responses for each question into separate documents to consolidate the 

responses per interview question rather than by participant for further analysis. 

2. Reviewing data and adding margin notes. All prepared documents were reviewed 

one additional time while making margin notes before I initiated first-round 

coding.  

3. Coding. The coding process began with the development of initial descriptive 

codes based on the conceptual framework and deconstruction of the study 

constructs into simplistic terms combined with my assumptions and insights as an 

industry professional regarding the organization under study. At the onset of first-

cycle coding, I used four hard-copy transcripts to process with starter codes in 
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conjunction with open coding to allow new codes to emerge. After two reviews of 

the four hard copies to gain a sense of emerging codes and flow, all 14 transcripts 

were then coded electronically in Atlas.ti using the open coding process of 

building on the starter codes. This process of open coding all transcript documents 

generated an initial listing of 92 codes, which were then culled to 40 codes after 

two subsequent reviews of the transcripts in order to collapse common code/term 

usage and eliminate extraneous codes. Codes that were collapsed or eliminated 

were duplicate in meaning and/or found to not carry substantial meaning in the 

overall study. Additionally, document review materials (newspaper articles and 

restaurant reviews, photos, video, and book passages) were input and stored in 

Atlas.ti with memo notes reflecting coding schemata as well as relevant 

descriptions and notations.  

4. Refining coding. Second-cycle codes, or what are referred to as code groups in 

Atlas.ti, were created to further aggregate first-cycle codes and to begin 

identifying themes, patterns, and/or categories (Creswell, 1998; Saldana, 2009). I 

created code groups using subcomponents of the study’s constructs: for OI, 

central, enduring, and distinctive, and for SOCB, participation, loyalty, and 

service delivery. While OI claims are made up of all three characteristics, 

subgroups of each area were developed to better identify those characteristics 

shared between all three through an isolated analysis. The similarities between 

constructs with their interwoven and complex dynamics provided further overlap 

in code groups. The code groups were revisited and reviewed numerous times 

manually against transcripts and the code book as well as using data analysis 
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functions in Atlas.ti such as code frequency counts. Frequency counts, though not 

necessary, provided further validation of codes respective of themes.  

5. Preparing descriptions and building a narrative. The descriptive narrative in 

chapter 4 begins with a brief review of the organization and the physical location 

and surroundings central to the study. Descriptions of the interview participants 

and their roles in the service staff hierarchy are presented, as well as a discussion 

of the organizational philosophy and core values. The depth of rich description 

was limited due to the site’s desire for anonymity.  

6. Creating categories. OI claims and SOCB characteristics were identified through 

the process of code grouping and second-cycle coding. These claims and 

characteristics were described and punctuated with participant quotes and 

descriptions of observations and artifacts.  

7. Interpreting categories. It was recognized at the onset of the study that 

similarities between the OI and SOCB constructs would likely be further 

illuminated based on the study context in combination with the Hatch and Schultz 

(2002) OI dynamics model. These similarities are discussed in chapter 4. 

8. Illustrating findings. To aid in presenting findings, narrative, charts, and diagrams 

were used.  

Throughout the coding and analytical processes, I moved back and forth between 

hard copies and electronic documents. Although I prefer hard copy for review, the 

coding, storage, and analytic properties of the data analysis software were indispensable 

for data management and analysis.  
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Methods of Trustworthiness 

Trustworthiness methods are crucial to quality qualitative research in order to 

demonstrate validity and reliability. It is through researcher integrity and credibility that 

trustworthy methods are consistently employed and adhered to throughout a study. This 

section briefly describes the trustworthiness techniques employed in this study, including 

clarifying researcher bias, peer examination, research activity memos and field journals, 

member checking, and triangulation of data sources. 

Minimizing Researcher Bias 

So the reader can better understand my interpretive perspective entering this 

study, a subjectivity statement is included in Appendix F that describes my foundational 

lens of observation and interpretation (Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 1998). As the sole 

researcher, or the primary research instrument of the study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), I had 

to continuously analyze my own reactions and interpretations throughout the data 

collection, analysis, and interpretation processes by mentally processing and journaling or 

speaking with peer reviewers about the study regularly.  

An additional area of potential researcher bias concern was in facilitating 

individual interviews. In building rapport or clarifying any questions with participants, I 

had to be particularly careful to not instill any of my beliefs or interpretations in the 

process. During interviews, it quickly became apparent that the more consistent I was in 

the sequence of questions and the more I allowed for nonresponse or even long pauses, 

the more genuine the responses appeared to be. Consistent with being highly trained 

service staff, interview participants often appeared to respond in accordance with their 

perceptions of what I wanted, with the desire to offer the right responses. I watched 
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carefully to be aware of these cues and would try to subtly redirect participants from 

performing to and/or for me as they did in their service roles to responding from a 

genuine and personal place. Developing this rapport was crucial in this interview process, 

and I needed to pay considerable attention to these features and engage in casual 

conversation to help the participants become more comfortable with the process.  

Research Activity Memos and Field Journals 

 Throughout the research study, I regularly captured notes on the process, 

methods, and sequence of processes; notes of self-reflections on how I interacted with, 

received, and perceived the data collected; and notes on findings and sketches to help me 

analyze the data. These notes and research memos and activity journaling practices were 

conducted both electronically and with pen and paper. Electronic methods included both 

simple word processing such as with journaling self-reflections and process notes, as well 

as memos in the analytical software system to capture data points. Hard copy notes were 

made on interview protocol documents during interviews and on notepads and note cards 

and kept as mental processing and data captures for later use. Hand-drawn sketches and 

notes were crucial to my analytical processing, with several iterations conducted 

throughout the study, becoming most useful in writing chapters 4 and 5.  

Peer Review 

Peer review was regularly employed to further support the process of mitigating, 

or eliminating, any potential researcher bias. This process of inviting qualified peers to 

discuss my study practices and to press me as the sole researcher assisted me in keeping 
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true to my stated methods and interpretations and in helping me fully articulate the 

processes and findings (Creswell, 1998).  

Peer review was conducted with two colleagues/professionals; one had a 

doctorate in clinical psychology and the other a doctorate in industrial psychology. We 

regularly, yet separately, reviewed and discussed my research methodology and analysis 

processes for objectivity and sound practices. These discussions took place via telephone 

calls, as I was able to openly discuss how I was approaching data collection and coding 

processes and to seek feedback and advice. Both acted as reassurances and challengers to 

my maintaining study integrity and ethics by reviewing and questioning my 

understanding of the research process. 

An Atlas.ti consultant was also retained to confer on the analytical processes I 

was using with the study and to maximize the Atlas.ti system’s operations and optimize 

the data collected. The consultant was a postdoctoral researcher at Columbia University 

in the Department of Sociology. After thorough discussion of the study goals, data 

collected, methods of coding, and analytical processes already performed, the consultant 

affirmed that I appeared to be using sound practices and procedures and was using the 

software appropriately.  

Member Checking 

According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), member checking is the most important 

process in “establishing credibility” (p. 314) in qualitative findings and interpretations 

(Creswell, 1998). This validation method is instrumental to minimizing misinterpretation 

of participant responses and perceptions; however, it should also be understood as 

important evidence of the account for the researcher (Maxwell, 2005). Member checking 
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for this study was initiated during the interview process by telling the participants they 

would be receiving a copy of their transcribed interview for review and response. The 

member checking outreach was carried out as part of thank you follow up to each 

participant with their transcript attached. It was further stated in the thank you email to 

participants that a nonresponse to the opportunity to make any corrections or deletions 

would indicate their agreement with their responses and statements. No participants 

responded to the email. I interpreted this as agreement with the interview transcript. 

Triangulation 

The processing of the study data and triangulation were ongoing and iterative, 

beginning with the development of the research methodology and continuing through 

data collection, document preparation, coding, and formal analysis. However, the 

triangulation of data sources, though inherent to the case study model and part of the 

iterative process, was more strongly emphasized in the analysis phase of the study. The 

triangulation process is meant to corroborate data from multiple sources, thereby offering 

further steps to enhance the validity of a study (Miles & Huberman, 1994); it began 

moderately in the beginning and increased throughout data collection in order to identify 

any “convergent lines of inquiry” to be used for early coding identification (Yin, 2003). 

Interview data were triangulated with direct observations and organizational and external 

social media literature and documents. 

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions 

This study followed all guidelines of The George Washington University IRB. 

Participants were fully informed about the study and their rights as research participants, 
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including the right to withdraw from the study at any time (Appendix G). They were not 

required to sign an informed consent form. 

Maintaining confidentiality and anonymity for the site and participants was 

moderately important in this study. A pseudonym was created for the site, and 

pseudonyms (created alphabetically) were assigned to each participant to assure their 

anonymity. Text identifying participants and/or the organization was removed from or 

masked in the transcripts and all other data. Further, details on the founder and restaurant 

awards were limited in the dissertation, since such information could potentially 

jeopardize the site’s identity. Although every attempt has been made to mask the identity 

of the organization, particular details included in the interpretations and resulting themes 

may allow for assumptions to be made in identifying the organization. Transcriptionists, 

coders, and editors were not required to sign confidentiality agreements, as the study was 

low risk.  

The next chapter provides an analysis of the study data.  
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CHAPTER 4: 

RESULTS 

The findings presented in this chapter provide the foundation to answer the 

research question, “What is the role of organizational identity (OI) in the service-oriented 

organizational citizenship behaviors (SOCB) of frontline service employees in a luxury-

level restaurant?” The chapter begins with a description of Lagniappe, a globally 

recognized luxury-level restaurant, and the specific domain of this study, i.e., the dining 

room and the service areas. This is followed by the findings related to the OI claims and 

identity-related subthemes, and SOCB and its subthemes. The chapter concludes with the 

findings regarding the role of OI in the SOCB in this restaurant and a presentation of key 

organizational factors that supported OI and SOCB. 

Organizational Overview: Lagniappe Restaurant 

Lagniappe restaurant is located in California and was founded by a male chef who 

still presides over the restaurant on a regular basis. The restaurant serves dinner 7 days 

per week and lunch on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, with the menu changing daily, 

creating changes in all services. The cuisine and menu are French influenced and use as 

much house-grown and local products as possible while importing any globally unique 

and premium ingredients.  

The culinary and baking and pastry techniques and methods used throughout the 

kitchen are of the highest level of craftsmanship, with dishes and items tested numerous 

times before being placed on menus. Equally as high in quality and innovation is the 

service delivery. The industry-recognized levels of exceptional food and beverage 
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products, methods of execution and techniques, innovation and creativity, and attention to 

detail throughout the organization have garnered Lagniappe a reputation as one of the 

most influential training restaurants for resume and career building. 

The Dining Room 

The restaurant property grounds and pathways are simple yet elegant, reflective of 

the Northern California natural aesthetic using wood, stone, and edible and ornamental 

plantings and gardens, all of which are maintained impeccably to impart the feelings and 

impressions of high levels of attention to detail and quality luxury goods. Parked next to 

the restaurant are several premium-level BMW sedans owned by the organization, used 

to pick up and deliver guests who might be living or staying nearby, thereby adding 

additional services to elevate and personalize the experience.  

The restaurant foyer, entry way, and dining room are unassuming and 

nonpretentious, decorated with natural and muted colors and hues. Walls in the dining 

room are painted a subtle blue gray complemented with simple navy cloth and dark 

wood–framed chairs, and flooring is a matte dark chestnut-colored wood in the foyer and 

walkways and a brown low-pile carpeting in the main dining areas. Large unscreened 

windows are covered with simple white plantation blinds used to manage sunlight 

exposure, though the windows are often opened fully to allow fresh air into the 

restaurant. The restaurant dining room is not large, with approximately 20 tables total 

between two floors. Though all tables and chairs have adequate spacing, the dining room 

imparts a feeling of being somewhat snug and compact.  

The tabletop presentations are simple, with high-quality linen tablecloths ironed 

without a crease onto tables before service. The guest napkins are larger than typical of 
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most restaurants (also informally called lap’kins) and are simply, yet uniformly and 

meticulously, folded in a manner to avoid the appearance of overmanipulation. A show 

plate, or what is also called a charger plate, is used as part of the tabletop presentation 

and removed after the first course has been served. A show plate is a formal presentation 

practice that has fallen out of use in fine dining in the past 20 years; however, it is still 

used, and experiencing a revival, in some fine dining and luxury establishments. An often 

expensive, large, high-quality china plate with some form of adornment and/or the 

restaurant’s logo, a show plate is primarily used to develop first impressions related to the 

level and quality of the establishment. The show plate is typically removed after guests 

have had a few moments at the table to observe it or after the first course has been served 

onto the plate.  

The restaurant’s general service ware of china, glass, and silver are all of 

premium quality, with wine glasses costing on average over $100 per stem. Several 

patterns and pieces of service ware have been commissioned or sourced globally for use 

with particular dishes and/or service delivery practices. One example would be a small 

gold-plated spoon used only for eating caviar; the general manager searched for this 

spoon throughout Paris, only to have it made. The interviewees referenced the challenges 

of recalling the naming and identification schemata for such a vast array of service ware; 

the names were often nonintuitive, being named for guests, staff, sources, or food 

preparations.  

The Service Staff 

The restaurant employs nearly 200 staff members, ranging in positions from the 

kitchen, dining room, stewarding, and reservations, to many additional support roles and 
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departments. The service staff, or all of the frontline service provider positions in the 

dining room, is made up of approximately 60 members with up to 24 on schedule every 

meal period or shift and positions made up of both traditional French and American 

modern hierarchical position titles. French terms such as maître d’ and sommelier are 

used, while more modern position terms of dining room hierarchy are also used, such as 

captains, back servers, and kitchen servers. Table 4.1 offers brief modified position 

descriptions for frontline service staff interviewed in this study; the descriptions were 

drawn from an undisclosed resource to protect anonymity.  

 Based on observations and interviews, the service staff racial/ethnic makeup was 

predominantly Caucasian, with several participants from Western Europe. Many staff 

were in their early to mid-20s, with fewer in their mid-30s and an even smaller number 

who were 40 or older. The gender ratio of the service staff was approximately equal, 

whereas many restaurants of this nature have a staff that is 80% or more male. The 

service staff, overall, were slender to average in size, well-groomed and poised, and 

generally attractive.  

Captains, back-servers, and kitchen servers all wear smart navy-blue suits, with 

women in black blouses or tops and gentlemen in white-collared shirts and subtle, 

uniform light-gray ties. Maître d’s, sommeliers, and managers wear suits of their 

choosing, creating a visual differentiation in roles in the dining room. Overall grooming 

standards are conservative; for example, staff are required to adhere to the hairstyle and 

facial hair they were hired with or review with management any changes they plan to 

make. Deciding to change one’s hairstyle to a purple Mohawk would likely result in 

being asked to change it to a more conservative look before resuming work or permanent 
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dismissal. Another detailed example of dress code specifics would be the requirement of 

lace-up shoes for service staff in order to create a more comfortable fit for long hours on 

their feet in service versus a loafer or slip-on style shoe, which could allow for shifting 

and rubbing, creating blisters. More appropriately to the style of detailed service is that a 

loose and ill-fitting shoe might create extraneous noise in the dining room from sloughing 

on the flooring. This level of detail appears at all levels throughout the organization. 

 
Table 4.1 
Service Position Descriptions 

Title Description 

Back server Serves as the backbone of service and support to the captains by serving water, 
bread, and coordinating the silverware placement for often more than 17 courses 
per guest. This position is considered one of the most difficult in the dining 
room, though subdued in presence and perceived role. 

Captain Has the most extended and connected time with guests over what might range 
from 1½ to 5 hours for lunch or dinner at the Lagniappe restaurant, with an 
average being 3 hours. The most senior and experienced service staff are in these 
positions and are charged with creating a unique and personal dining room 
experience that will be custom-tailored to the ever-changing needs of guests. 

Concierge  Coordinates with the reservations team to organize and manage reservations for 
the organization’s partners and long-time supporting guests, focusing on working 
one on one on building and maintaining these important relationships. 

General 
manager 

Is responsible for all aspects of the restaurant, including guest relations, beverage 
programs, purveyor and partner relations, and human resources by seeking out, 
mentoring, and developing top-quality staff. 

Kitchen 
server 

Is the starting position for the dining room service ranks and is the 
communications conduit from the dining room to the kitchen, communicating 
each and every nuance of guest dining timing for the ultimate coordination of 
dishes to be served. Kitchen servers present and describe dishes to guests and 
thus need to have an extensive knowledge of farmers, growers, and suppliers in 
order to professionally present the cuisine and answer any questions. 

Maître d’ 
(maître d’ 
hôtel) 

Orchestrates the entire dining room by determining what guests will sit where 
and which staff will be serving them. Provides important information to the 
kitchen about guest preferences and assists in controlling the flow in the dining 
room, assisting service staff in exceeding guests’ expectations.  

Sommelier Actively engages with the guests to have conversations about the cuisine and 
what beverage(s) guests might best enjoy to complement their dining experience. 
Also contributes to the compilation and management of a broad wine selection of 
over 2,000 different offerings. 
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The Menu Meeting 

 The menu meeting held prior to each service period was identified by participants 

as reflective of the collaboration, peer accountability, and overall high levels of 

communications used in the organization. During site observations, I attended two menu 

meeting sessions. Menu meetings, as they are referred to by Lagniappe, are what most 

restaurant operations call pre-shift or pre-service meetings, where any specific daily 

information or changes are reviewed with service staff.  

At Lagniappe, this meeting took place at approximately 4:30 pm prior to dinner 

service and 11:30 am prior to dinner or lunch service. It was held in the main dining room 

with all service staff on shift in attendance and appeared to be led by the dining room 

manager on shift, joined by select sous chefs to describe specific dish preparations. 

During both menu meetings I attended, the general manager was in attendance and 

actively participated in the discussions.  

The meeting started with an energetic introduction of me as a visitor and observer 

of their meeting and then moved into detailed information on guests dining that evening. 

The details included special occasions, food allergies, known aversions or preferences, 

and the status of guests dining with regular guests, such as an instance where the guest of 

Mr. X was not his wife. However, during my second observation visitation, the maître d 

purposely skipped specific details of a table based on my presence in the meeting. This 

was apparent through a shift in his body language, where he nervously clicked his pen as 

he reached an area of the evening’s service notes, stalling at one section and then letting 

the group know he would discuss particular guest notes privately with a service team. All 

staff remained professional in all discussions, copiously taking notes and participating in 
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dialogue. This open discussion allowed for all service staff to be fully aware of what was 

going on at all tables, rather than only their specific team assignments.  

The kitchen staff then joined the service team to discuss the evening’s menu 

details, including sources of products and cooking preparations using technical culinary 

terminology. The service staff were very well versed in the kitchen language, or use of 

often abbreviated cooking terminology, asking detailed questions to be sure they had the 

correct information for their highly knowledgeable and discerning guests.  

Discussions then moved into previous service issues. In one meeting, the general 

manager discussed his dismay with staff not aligning the appropriate silverware with the 

dishes being served. He used specific tables and scenarios as examples of the wrong 

silverware being placed on the table, or what is called marking, before dishes are 

delivered. As a result, silverware had to be rapidly changed while the dishes were in front 

of the guests. The identification of table numbers and scenarios immediately implicated 

the service teams and individuals responsible for the mishaps, demonstrating the open 

communications and peer accountability participants identified.  

Organizational Identity Claims 

 OI claims must meet the three core features, as defined by Albert and Whetten 

(1985), of being central, enduring or temporally continuous, and distinctive (CED) of an 

organization according to what members perceive, think, and feel about these commonly 

understood characteristics. This section reports the findings regarding OI claims that 

emerged predominantly from interview data, triangulated with secondary data sources of 

observations and document review.  
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Three OI claims emerged for this organization: (1) an overarching focus on the 

guest experience and guests’ satisfaction and happiness; (2) the creation and delivery of 

all products and services in the highest of quality, with staff holding the perception that 

the organization is the industry “gold standard”; and (3) employees’ perception that they 

were valued by the organization through a genuinely focused care and concern for their 

personal and professional well-being and development. Additionally, many participants 

who worked for comparable luxury-level restaurants defined Lagniappe’s distinction 

from others in the industry as having high levels of communication and collaboration 

internally while in a highly structured and challenging environment.  

OI Claim 1: Guest Focused  

The OI claim of being guest focused was frequently discussed, emphasized, 

displayed, and supported by all study data as central, enduring, or temporally continuous, 

and distinctive (CED) of the organization. This high level of guest focus was unique in that 

it was evident in all staff I came in contact with throughout the study. They all manifested 

a deeply held drive to exceed guests’ expectations and to create a truly memorable 

experience for them. Table 4.2 lists sample quotes supporting this claim. 
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Table 4.2 
Organizational Identity Claim Quotes: Guest Focused 

• I think it’s as simple as just making people happy. That’s it right there. —Logan 

• Well, we have something called core values. I don’t know if anyone’s mentioned this yet, but it 
really represents who we are. I think as individuals and mainly as an organization, the Lagniappe 
group, so a lot of those things resonate with me, like integrity, honesty. I just feel like that’s what 
drives us every day and helps us bring everything together to be this group that’s really trying to 
achieve happiness for guests dining. —Alexa 

• It’s all about accepting responsibility. And no matter how any of us feel about that review, it’s 
really about that guest experience. And so whether we agree or disagree, it’s about taking 
ownership and moving forward and making sure we do our best every day. —Fatima 

• It’s really all about the guest experience. It’s about making people happy. And I think that’s the 
bottom line for everything. —Fatima 

• That you are providing the most important, sometimes the most important experiences to people. 
—Danielle 

• So something like that, a food critic can greatly impact a restaurant. And not just that restaurant but 
the entire organization, and the chef owner, and the entire staff, and just, I think, a community and 
culture of restaurants. So not even just affecting our company and our organization, but affecting 
even diners, guests who dine there, other chefs, other restaurants. So I feel like those external 
things greatly impact what we do. So it’s a reminder for us to remember, like I said, our core values 
and what we’re there to do and making every guest experience very impactful. —Fatima 

• Like I said before, I think that aligns with the whole marketing approach is that you need to have, 
you know, the guests are the reason why you’re there in the first place. If there were no guests, then 

the restaurant wouldn’t be. —Alexa 

• Even though I’m not on the floor every day, my whole job is to make people feel welcomed, to 
have a connection to the restaurant. And, I’m the liaison between chef, and the restaurant, and these 
VIPs. —Bryce 

• I think even if the starting point is to make sure that everybody is happy and exceeds the 
expectation of what they were going to get when they went to Lagniappe, if that’s just the starting 
point, but yeah. —Corey.  

• It’s similar, it’s fun, it’s not pretentious, it’s personal. It’s like, we want every table to feel like 
they’re the most important people in the restaurant, and it’s that individuality that is so unique and 
. . . because I mean, 95% of the people eat here one time and that’s the only time they’ll eat here. 
—Kyle 

• But you adapt your service, and you have to bring your personality to it, and you have to 
understand what’s going on with the guest. Before you’ve even stepped over to the table, you need 
to know what they want from you. I don’t think you can get that where everything’s so regimented 
that you have a set spiel. —Corey 

• Because you don’t get a second chance. You get one opportunity to nail what it is that they want 
from you and that’s it. —Corey 

• I think the guests first and foremost, and then I think my colleagues right after that. If you don’t 
have happy employees, then you don’t have happy service. —Alexa 

• What’s important here is cuisine, attention to detail, definitely the employees, definitely the guest 
in the chair, but what is not important here? That is an excellent question. I wouldn’t even know 
where to begin with that, I don’t think. —Corey 

• On a day-to-day basis, I feel like our message is service, every day. I think guests coming in and 
seeing what we do on a day-to-day basis sends the message pretty clear. —Ivan 
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Conceptually, kitchen staff attempt to standardize products and dishes for 

consistency and cost containment purposes, while service staff seek to accommodate 

guests through customization during the dining experience, inherently creating 

discrepancy in focus between the two areas. Unique to Lagniappe, a shared guest 

focus surfaced immediately while I was on site for observations in and around the 

kitchen spaces. The chef de cuisine, head chef under the chef founder, and his sous 

(assistant) chefs were openly displaying calm and respectful collaboration and a 

service-oriented focus to their frontline service colleagues with such items as guest 

special requests or dining timing and flow interruptions. This level of symbiotic 

relationship between service and kitchen staff was, from my industry experience, very 

unique to Lagniappe.  

The Lagniappe restaurant was described as being guest focused by nearly every 

participant, and the claim also emerged consistently throughout reviewed organizational 

documents and external literature. When asked Who do you believe to be the most 

important stakeholder of the Lagniappe restaurant?, most participants claimed that the 

guest is the most important, followed by the founder and, finally, employees. 

 Documented evidence of this identity claim of guest focus also appeared in the 

organizational philosophy, core values statements, and several other undisclosed 

organizational publications. This deeply held organizational identity claim was evident 

in each staff member I came in contact with and was shared often as being the core of 

all decision making at Lagniappe. 
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OI Claim 2: Gold Standard Quality  

People see the Lagniappe Restaurant as having really high standards, and that’s 
really important for us as well ’cause if we don’t have those same standards for 
ourselves, or even for the job that we’re doing, then we can’t execute a good job. 
—Alexa 

I think the first word that jumps out is quality. I think that it stands for quality of 
service, quality of food, and employee work . . . life. There’s a lot of things that I 
think it strives to be and sets standards for. —Gavin 

The highest levels of restaurant quality standards have been synonymous with 

Lagniappe for over two decades, as the restaurant and Chef Remy have uniquely garnered 

the highest levels of industry-related accolades continuously throughout this time. It 

could be argued that through these central, enduring, and distinctive (CED) 

characteristics, Chef Remy and the Lagniappe Restaurant may have redefined and set a 

new standard for luxury-level dining in the United States. Organizationally, staff at all 

levels are charged with carrying on with the distinctive and enduring legacy of high 

quality, and they frequently stated that they achieve this high quality through 

collaboration, communication, continuous innovation, and evolution. Participants 

regularly referenced the organization as distinctively the gold standard in luxury-level 

restaurants and stated that the industry looked to them for inspiration and innovation. 

Attention to detail of quality in both product and service was at the center of everything 

the staff did at Lagniappe. Managers and supervisors not only adhered to this level of 

quality but encouraged and supported peer accountability to collectively uphold standards 

of excellence.  

We do everything to avoid mistakes and create a special environment and 
ambience where everybody can be successful. —Gavin 
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To maintain consistently high quality, participants referenced organizational 

structuring such as clear expectations, a detailed approach to training, and adherence to 

formally defined standards. Participants also noted that these structures were central to 

the operational success of the organization. Participants described detailed training and 

standards for each and every function of the restaurant and said that all processes and 

procedures were continuously reviewed and revised based on the input and ideas of 

several staff members, including both management and line staff.  

 While the culinary team members of Lagniappe are claimed to meticulously use 

techniques and methods, such as using metric measurements in recipe development for 

more exacting accuracy in duplication or straining certain sauces up to 35 times for the 

removal of impurities, service delivery soft skills were customizable in the moment and 

therefore had processes and procedures that were more fluid and variable in relationship 

to the structures noted above. Similarly, structuring in the dining room predominantly 

resided in hard skills or what is called mise en place, roughly translated “everything in its 

place.” This highly structured processing of mise en place was very evident in the 

organization of all hard goods used in the dining room, from perfectly buffed glassware 

and silverware to linen-covered work station counters in the service pass through, the 

area between the dining room and the kitchen.  

It was in the pass-through, where the service staff worked outside of guest view in 

preparing final dishes, organizing glassware, and preparing general service ware, where 

service staff exercised great precision and continued intensity in the most menial of tasks. 

The specifications of each and every step of preparation have been defined and are 

expected to be carried out with the highest level of attention to detail, as explained by 
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observation subjects. An example of such unique and distinctive level of detail is 

covering the service station counters in the pass through or kitchen service areas with 

linens. As further explained and witnessed during observation, linens must be spotless, 

pressed, folded neatly, fitted evenly to the counter edges, and taped in place in the exact 

same prescribed manner each service, with a specific type of tape cut into uniform pieces 

with no jagged edges. Additionally, I noted a flag storage case subtly attached on an end 

under-counter and asked a nearby service staff member to tell me about it. It was shared 

that the flag was raised and lowered daily in the morning and at dusk, folded neatly, and 

properly stored in the appropriate flag case in the service area. The smallest details of 

task fulfillment were defined and continuously improved upon, thereby instilling high 

quality work processes in everything the service staff do. 

Subtheme 1: Challenging. All described a challenging environment as crucial if 

not required to maintain the high standards of quality and the continued success of the 

organization. Though many did not detail what was meant by a challenging environment, 

the organization’s self-identified and publicly held high standards and expectations were 

not only part of articulated job requirements, but part of a pervasive self- and peer-

monitoring performance model. Participants also remarked about long hours in an intense 

or stressful environment where only select recruits were successful past 6 months in what 

at times appeared to be a badge of honor or rite of passage and pride in making it in the 

organizational environment.  

Although it’s difficult to explain to somebody who’s never worked in an 
environment like this, no one understands what it’s going to be like. I didn’t. I 
mean, I’ve worked in other three-Michelin-star restaurants before. I think there’s 
a decent amount of arrogance in today’s kind of culture of people coming in 
thinking, oh, it’s just a restaurant job and so simple. And it’s not. It’s a very 
difficult and very challenging. —Corey 
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Repeatedly, interviewees emphasized that working at Lagniappe was not easy and that it 

was regularly very hard work in a challenging environment where critique and criticism 

is a normal part of daily operations. Table 4.3 provides select participant quotes 

supporting this theme. 

 
Table 4.3 
Organizational Identity Claim Quotes: Gold Standard Quality 

• I think constant improvement, if that makes sense. I mean we constantly collaborate upon, and 
have a talk every single day about what you did. Like, “Was it great? Was it okay? How can we 
improve it?” —Javier 

• It’s the same thing in the dining room with the staff and the service, always asking questions: How 
can we make things better? —Logan 

• The great thing about this restaurant is there’s no rules or . . . we’re the ones blazing the trail so we 
really do anything we want. And then, the profession is looking at us to see how we’re doing it. So 
we have like a clean slate. —Logan 

• I think one of the biggest ones is the way that we project our image as a communication. You can’t 
not arrive at Lagniappe at the front door and see there’s captains all dressed in suits and everyone 
looking really sharp and polished sitting down at that table that’s perfectly pressed with a glass 
that’s perfectly buffed and not feel something. It’s completely nonverbal, but I feel that that is a big 
communicating factor. The obvious stuff. —Corey 

• Stands for? I think it, not attempts, but is kind of like the gold standard, if you will. —Javier 

• Oh, I think accolades are the first thing. I think there is a certain expectation in standard by having 
three Michelin stars and being Forbes five star, and you know. Numerous amounts of accolades. So 
I feel like that’s the first thing. —Ivan 

• Awareness is one of our core values, so being aware of your setting, being aware of the time, being 
aware of your team, who you’re working with, what you’re doing. And that all ties into the 
language of the restaurant. The language, the culture . . . Once you understand that, once you see 
the big picture kind of, you can understand, . . . you understand the language. And then from there, 
you can execute a perfect service. —Alexa 

• We’re like always trying to improve everything, every day. —Logan 

• Every day in our meeting, our menu reading is really where it all comes together. We all come 
together. And, I think what it comes down to is a lot of people, they have a lot of pride, and so 
when they see something done incorrectly, they always bring it up. —Bryce 

• We’re human beings, we can make mistakes, but we’re strong enough, smart enough, and 
motivated enough to avoid it. We do everything to avoid mistakes and create a special environment 
and ambience where everybody can be successful. —Gavin 

 
 
 
Quality was also perceived by the accolades achieved and maintained by the 

restaurant and chef. Lagniappe has held the highest levels of recognition in fine dining in 
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the world for more than two decades, including a three-star rating by Michelin, a five-star 

rating by Forbes, and inclusion as a Relais and Chateaux property. These accolades are 

industry and guest testament to sustained quality standards in cuisine, service, and overall 

experience, all of which also simultaneously form the reputation and image of quality that 

staff and guests alike seek out. All of the restaurant’s and chef’s accolades were 

prominently displayed on the restaurant’s website, and select awards were posted in the 

kitchen and main administrative offices.  

OI Claim 3: Employee Focused 

I know this might sound cheesy, but this is one of the greatest places to work. It’s 
hard, it’s hard every day. You’re going to have challenges every day. You’re 
going to have things said to you that you will not appreciate. Or you are going to 
learn things about yourself that you didn’t know was true, that you have been 
doing wrong this whole time. It’s kind of uneasy for you, but at the end of the day 
you are learning from some of the smartest, best-trained group of people in the 
world. —Alexa 

A third OI claim of Lagniappe that surfaced through participants was that of a 

genuine and caring focus on employees, including their personal and professional well-

being and development. There were multiple examples of ongoing, or enduring, 

demonstrations of individual care and concern for staff as well as a development of 

what felt like a cohesive family-like team. Participants also shared that in some ways it 

was paradoxical, in that Lagniappe is highly selective in hiring and retention and that 

the environment is unapologetically challenging to work in, resulting in a type of rite of 

passage or subsequent high achievement status for those still working for the 

organization beyond 6 months. A sample of participant quotes supporting this theme 

appears in Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4 
Organizational Identity Claim Quotes: Employee Focused 

• That’s a great question [What does this organization stand for?]. I believe that it stands for . . . the 
development of yourself, of your identity. Truly, honestly, and of the team. —Alexa 

• It [the organization] stands for generosity! The first thing you notice is generosity seriously. —Kyle 

• The more that you get to know your teammates, the more you get to know your bosses, your boss’s 
bosses, and everybody, and you see how we really are a team, and we really are. It’s like you’re 
coming into your second family. And I think that that’s always been what Chef Remy wanted. He 
always wants, not just the guests, but he wants everyone to feel at home. He wants everybody to feel 
taken care of and looked after. And he’ll come in and sometimes you’ll be like “Hey chef,” and he’ll 
put his arm around you for a second and be like: “How are you doing? How’s your mom?” You 
know, he’s just very, very caring, and he means it. —Danielle 

• At least for our restaurant, everyone’s worked together for so many years, it’s almost like a family. It 
really does. The dynamic is very similar. You love each other. You hate each other. You yell at each 
other. You hug, then you hug again. There’s that understanding that everyone’s here for the same 
reason. I think that those kind of communication elements are key, at least initially, when someone’s 
new to the team, to really help them fit in. —Gavin 

• And his huge saying is “Shake in and shake out.” He finds it so important. He does it every day. He 
walks in, pats every single individual person on the back and says hi, and he does it and then he 
leaves. It’s just so important. —Danielle 

• Every single person who is hired receives a special manual for every single position and title. We 
have a manual which describes everything, every single step before, during, and afterward, how you 
should represent the company . . . to get the image “You are a person who’s watched by the people. 
You are the example.” So, those manuals are constantly updated because the company is growing; we 
have a lot of changes. —Gavin 

• It’s like a partnership, it’s a team, and it’s so much about integrity. You’re, like, you’re really wanting 
to do something good for yourself, for the guests, and for the people you work with. So I feel like that 
is really marketed. It’s really put out there, you know, like this is going to be very impactful in your 
life and your career. So great on your résumé but also builds, kind of, your own personal core values 
in life. So, that has been true to its word I think. Although when you’re in it working, it’s a very 
challenging place to be. —Fatima 

• I think the guests first and foremost, and then I think my colleagues right after that. If you don’t have 
happy employees, then you don’t have happy service. —Alexa 

• The people are important. The emails are not important. . . . The staff, the guests, . . . those are the 
most important people. . . . People I work with, people who eat here—the people, they’re the most 
important. —Logan 

• I feel like I learn more and more every day. Even though I’ve been here for so long, I still see things 
that surprise me and make me so happy to think that I still work here, and I learn so much from 
everybody. That all ties back to our core values and our sense of urgency is being a team, and helping 
each other, trusting each other to grow. —Danielle 

• Obviously, you know, we’re here to do our jobs and to get the job done and to be face for the 
organization, but you come out of here, and you even, within the first 6 months of working here, I 
feel like I looked in the mirror and I was an entirely different person. —Alexa 

• What’s important here is cuisine, attention to detail, definitely the employees, definitely the guest in 
the chair, but what is not important here? That is an excellent question. I wouldn’t even know where 
to begin with that, I don’t think. —Corey 
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Lagniappe had a longstanding reputation for being a challenging organization to 

work in, with high expectations and standards of all staff members. While attributes of 

challenge and hard work in what was described as a highly stressful and intense 

environment might not resonate with most as a good place to work, participants perceived 

this environment to be distinctive of the organization and a uniquely beneficial 

opportunity for a select group of people to develop themselves professionally and 

personally. Staff recognized over the previous 20 years as being exemplary in their roles 

were memorialized in Hollywood star-like sidewalk panels, displayed in a staff-only 

access area of the restaurant offices. While many of the recognized staff had long since 

retired, some were still with the organization in different capacities. These highly 

recognized staff were incidentally often referred to in organizational stories of 

inspirational colleagues.  

Additionally, many staff remarked about how organizationally the unique structure 

and benefits of Lagniappe demonstrated care and concern for the staff through such 

practices as employees having 2 days off together in a week, above-standard salaries and 

benefits, and equal and consistent treatment supported through extensive training and 

clearly defined standards. Salaries of service staff at Lagniappe were also unique in that 

they were not paid via guest gratuities or tips but rather in a traditional and consistent role-

specific manner. To facilitate this process, the restaurant fully discloses and adds a service 

charge to guest checks, and those funds are redistributed into the organizational operating 

revenues for use in payroll expenses and benefits in order to pay the entire scope of the 

restaurant staff. This method allows for providing consistent salaries and benefits to staff, 

whereas service staff income is typically inconsistent and dependent on the expenditures of 

their assigned guests on a nightly basis.  
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Participants recognized and valued the structured practices and benefits of the 

organization in addition to the perceived connections to the founder, Chef Remy, referring 

to him as being most generous and humble with guests and employees. However, 

participants also shared that the organization offered much in the way of professional 

development with such initiatives as a paid focused travel program available for employees 

to apply for. Though no participants had been recipients of this program, all who spoke of it 

found it to be a potentially very valuable benefit that they perceived as another example of 

the chef-founder’s great generosity. Overall, interviewees felt the Lagniappe restaurant to 

be genuinely employee focused and a good place to work. 

Service-Oriented Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Similar to OI, which is defined by the three primary criteria of central, enduring 

(temporally continuous), and distinctive (CED), frontline service employees can perform 

three types of boundary-spanning behaviors (Bettencourt et al., 2001). The SOCB 

characteristics link the internal (organization) to the external (current and potential 

customers) through (1) loyalty, an external representation; (2) participation, an internal 

influence; and (3) service delivery, or a conscientiousness and detail orientation in 

delivering service. Further described, loyalty, in the context of SOCB of frontline service 

employees, is the demonstration and promotion of the organization’s services, products, 

and image, which provides connections between the internal and external environments 

and more specifically conveys a model of service quality expectations. Participation as 

an extra-role behavior in service is grounded in employees taking individual initiative in 

communications and working together and supporting one another to improve the overall 

service of the organization. Lastly, service delivery forms of SOCB are related to the 



90 

level of service attentiveness and concern employees extend to guests through empathy 

and attention to detail (Bettencourt et al., 2001). This section uses the lens of these three 

categories of SOCB—loyalty, participation, and service delivery—to describe the extra-

role behavior characteristics that emerged in this study. 

SOCB Attribute 1: Loyalty 

Well, I will say that I try and project myself in a way that is conducive with the 
Lagniappe image. I try and adapt for every single guest that comes in the 
restaurant. Some people want you to be a very formal and very quiet, and some 
people need you to break the ice a little bit, so I do try and interact with guests on 
a very like individual level, but I’m projecting what I think Lagniappe wants me 
to project. —Corey 

Loyalty is an employee’s representation and promotion of an organization through 

outward demonstrations and projections of the organization’s image and expected service 

quality. The role of image projection was also elaborated on by some participants in their 

recognition of the physical restaurant surroundings as staged by the service staff in the 

dining room as well as their aesthetic skills, or the individual physical and personal 

affectations and the impact on guests and how the organization is perceived.  

As frontline service employees, participants were very well aware of their roles 

of projecting the image of the organization via their service delivery; however, they 

displayed extra-role behaviors of loyalty as demonstrated through their alignment with 

the organizational identity and chef/founder. All participants shared commitment and 

pride in the organization through their repeated referencing of the OI claims of being 

guest focused and striving for high quality in all they do. Participants also expressed 

their loyalty to the founder and the restaurant through their dedication to their service 

roles of representing the organization as the face of the organization and the mouthpiece 
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of the kitchen and mentioned the personal and professional benefits of working in the 

Lagniappe environment with such examples as regular days off and better than average 

salaries and benefits.  

This is what our marketing department helps to do also. So we’re doing together, 
they’re doing from outside, taking care about the image, and the same do the 
whole team, providing it through the service. —Gavin 

SOCB Attribute 2: Participation 

Prominently, communications and collaboration, critique and criticism, and peer 

accountability emerged as the characteristics of SOCB participation at Lagniappe.  

Communication. Communication was most frequently identified by participants 

as essential to delivering high levels of service through open, frequent, direct, and 

ongoing communication at all levels. Both nonverbal and verbal communication were 

strongly emphasized as the key to all they did as an organization in producing luxury-

level restaurant experiences well.  

Just talking. It’s constant communication during service, before service, after 
service. Whether it’s text, email, we’re always communicating with each other. 
The meeting of course every day that we have, the chef’s meeting that they have 
every night. And then there’s smaller meetings that take place 2 or 3 weeks, 
departmental meetings. And we’re just constantly talking. —Logan 

Nonverbal communications are typically very important in luxury-level service 

where elegance, subtlety, and professionalism in delivery often necessitate nonobtrusive 

means to communicate with teammates in the space of guests. The nonverbal 

communications identified by Lagniappe service staff were silent and subtle cues to one 

another, whether across the room or in close proximity of guests, which was important in 

their service delivery. Direct eye contact or a hand gesture to the jacket lapel were simple 

examples of cues often used in instances to request assistance with removing plates from 
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a table or to summon a colleague into the kitchen, and were commonly understood means 

of communicating among the service staff.  

It’s interesting. I feel like at this level, there’s a lot of nonverbal communication 
that goes on that’s really interesting and makes our job really fun. And if when 
you’re able to go through a night working on a team with someone and you don’t 
talk at all and somehow it was seamless and amazing. And then there’s other 
times where we have to communicate so much. And really it is all about 
communication. —Fatima 

It’s all about awareness. So it’s having that awareness on the floor when you’re in 
service, where you can just communicate by eye contact or just someone really 
understanding their position and job, what needs to be done. It’s evolved together. 
—Fatima 

Though both nonverbal and verbal communication were extremely important to 

the organization, participants remarked that the verbal communication throughout the 

organization was paramount to the organization’s success. Organizationally, all 

communication was highly encouraged and supported through an environment structured 

in a manner that valued staff input for the sole purpose of delivering the most memorable 

and exceptional degree of luxury-level restaurant guest experiences.  

Important subthemes of communication entailed peer accountability and open 

critique and criticism. Critique and criticism, or what some participants referred to more 

softly as direct and immediate feedback, were identified as characteristic of open internal 

communication through peer accountability that many valued as a crucial component of 

maintaining high levels of quality.  

Yeah, I think there’s a lot of terms and things that we use in the restaurant that 
communicate quite a bit, that maybe not many restaurants use. That’s just a 
culture thing. There’s so many things like that in our culture. —Ivan 
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Participants noted that communication at Lagniappe was uniquely open, frequent, 

and direct at all levels. Complementary to communications in the SOCB attribute of 

participation was the characteristic of collaboration.  

Collaboration. Collaboration was shared by participants as another crucial 

component of Lagniappe SOCB participation and how the staff create and maintain high 

levels of quality collectively. While staff of luxury-level restaurants are typically career 

minded and competitive to progress in positions and status within an organization, 

collaboration was prized at Lagniappe over individualistic endeavors.  

Collaboration is one of the most important core values that we have. As I told 
you, if one individual is not successful, then nobody is successful. Everything 
we do is collaboration! —Logan 

In addition to hearing about collaboration in the interviews for this study, I 

observed the kitchen staff sharing in this guest-oriented focus as evidenced in their 

positive and collegial relations with the service staff and flexibility in accommodating 

guest requests. While a guest-focused mission might sound logical in restaurants, it is 

often the case that there are poor working relationships between the service and kitchen 

staff with strain, tension, and discord.  

Overall, communication and collaboration were frequently referenced by 

participants as unique organizational characteristics of SOCB, as noted in statements in 

Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5 
SOCB Participation Quotes: Collaboration and Communication 

• You cannot do it by yourself. If you try, you’re going to fail. If you don’t include those around you, 
you’re going to fail. If you don’t allow them the opportunity to progress, you’re going to fail. —
Henry 

• Communications. I mean, lots of very specifics. Like the way we, our verbal systems. The call 
backs and everything like that. Our—you use them so much. That they come almost in tune with 
your nature, so you’ll see like, talk to almost my friends and parents like that. And so it’s like, 
“How long till pick up? You good?” Little things like that. –Javier 

• Because there are many changes every single day, the communication that’s required and the 
systems that you have to have in check are so standardized at this point. That I use that to basically 
organize a lot of things in my life, even though they change every day. —Javier 

• Every restaurant I’ve worked at, we’ve had a line up, but not quite like this one, so it’s quite 
personal in nature. But I think that’s really the most prevalent communication program because it 
happens every single day, and it happens in exactly the same format every single day. It’s quite 
amazing to see, you know? —Corey 

• Yes, I would say it’s [communication] almost demanded. We do speak at line up every single day, 
and it’s almost . . . The chef goes over the menu. I go over the wine. We go over service notes. 
There’s always the opportunity for, “What can we discuss? What can we do better? How did last 
night go? What do you think . . . so and so.” It’s very on the spot. You better have something to 
contribute, because there is always something we can do better, whether it’s, “If we store it in this 
drawer rather than this drawer, I think it would be more efficient to mark the bread.” Or, “If we 
communicate better at the welcoming of the guest, we’ll know what kind of Champagne they have 
or if they’ve gone on a tour or if they have any dietary without having to chase each other around 
to double check.” —Henry 

• And, whatever you did before, that’s great, but you need to be humble. And, you need to, just now 
work together. And, we’re in this together, or a part of this, and I struggled with that so much, 
because I studied this. —Bryce 

• Preservice is huge for us. Not only are we speaking about the guests that are coming in and the 
food that we are going to serve and the wine pairing that we suggest, but there is always sort of a 
tear-down of service or the past couple services. If there is anything that has, any mistake that has 
been repeated, or if there’s something that we did really well, that’s part of . . . That’s probably the 
best form of communication that we get, because every form of management is generally there and 

all the staff is there. And everyone is there to listen. —Evan 

• Lagniappe is built upon us collaborating with each other. It all starts with the menu meeting. The 
chefs have a menu meeting after service every night, and it’s not the chef, it’s not him dictating 
what the menu is gonna be the next day, it’s him asking all of us what we should do for the fish 
course tomorrow, and it’s 10 people collaborating on that, and then you have this dish. —Logan 

• I think constant improvement if that makes sense. I mean we constantly collaborate upon and have 
a talk every single day about what you did. Like, “Was it great? Was it okay? How can we improve 
it?” And there’s this constant dialogue between each other. —Javier 
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SOCB Attribute 3: Service Delivery 

But you adapt your service, and you have to bring your personality to it, and you 
have to understand what’s going on with the guest. Before you’ve even stepped 
over to the table, you need to know what they want from you. I don’t think you 
can get that where everything’s so regimented that you have a set spiel. —Corey 

Service delivery, or conscientiousness and detail orientation, is grounded in 

attentiveness and a genuine and empathetic concern for guests and their overall 

experience dining at the restaurant. Attention to detail was highly developed throughout 

the Lagniappe organization and fostered through empowerment and ongoing 

communication and collaboration. Participants shared that customization of the guest 

experience was a primary focus of their roles, which was incumbent upon reading the 

guest in order to better understand how to best meet and exceed their needs and desires. 

Participants attributed their focus on service delivery to the following characteristics: 

customization, empowerment, and critique and criticism. 

Customization of the service delivery in a dining experience might entail just how 

conversational the service staff perceive guests care to be, how fast or slow guests appear 

to want to progress through the meal, or the depth with which guests might want dishes 

described and explained. This type of customization of service delivery through reading 

guests is integral to high-quality service and entails an empathetic and conscientious-

natured service staff.  

Training was provided on understanding general body language and cues, but 

much was reliant on the individual service staff and, in the case of Lagniappe, the 

empowerment to act on these cues and understandings was crucial.  

Empowerment also emerged as part of communication and collaboration, with the 

strong emphasis on open contributions in both areas as well as in peer accountability. 
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Although service staff must individually be keen to decipher guest body language in 

order to assist in orchestrating exceptional guest experiences, the entire team had to be 

engaged to achieve regular and sustained high levels of satisfaction and delight. 

Participants also described a sense of empowerment that fostered the focus on service 

delivery.  

The Role of Organizational Identity  

in Service-Oriented Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Central to the research question was identifying and describing the role of OI 

claims in the SOCB of frontline service staff of a luxury-level restaurant. This section 

focuses on the OI claims, their interrelations with one another, and their influences on 

SOCB. In brief, the OI claims are guest focused, gold standard quality, and a genuine 

care and concern for staff and their development. Primary categories of SOCB were 

loyalty, or how staff represent the organization to external constituents; participation, or 

how staff support each other in delivering service; and service delivery, or the level of 

conscientiousness and attention to detail in delivering service. The interrelations and 

linkage between OI claims and SOCB characteristics were identified through coding, 

observations, and document review. Further interpretations and conclusions using the 

lens of the Hatch and Schultz (2001) organizational identity dynamics model are 

discussed in chapter 5.  

OI Claim 1: Guest Focused  

A very apparent shared guest focus surfaced quickly during observations, 

primarily in and around the kitchen spaces and service preparation areas of Lagniappe. 
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Being guest focused was discussed by participants and displayed prominently in 

observations of all SOCB categories of loyalty, participation, and service delivery. 

Instilled by the founder through his organizational philosophy and the core values, being 

guest focused was claimed to be the driving focus behind all staff did in every role. This 

shared focus was demonstrated through open, respectful, positive, and collegial 

collaboration and communication that took place in both formal meetings as well as in 

ongoing informal dialogue surrounding all parts of their work.  

Connection with SOCB Attribute 1: Loyalty. Being guest focused was shared 

by participants and displayed in observations of SOCB loyalty through such areas as 

personal aesthetics, behaviors, and mannerisms that reflected and projected the 

organization’s desired perceptions and image of delivering high levels of hospitality and 

service. Examples of such areas were the professional dress and demeanor service staff 

adopted and displayed while working. Staff not only adhered to prescribed dress codes, 

but presented themselves as polished professionals at all times, representing the 

organization’s image, but also embodying their roles personally.  

I mean, my personal interaction, you’re obviously representing the company with 
everything that you say and do. Inside the restaurant walls and outside the 
restaurant walls, certainly. —Ivan 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 2: Participation. Collaboration and 

communication were expressed by participants as paramount to their daily actions and 

behaviors in staff engagement, with the primary focus being on the guests. Participation 

characteristics were demonstrated in the symbiotic relationship between service and 

kitchen staff. Participants also spoke enthusiastically of being empowered and 

encouraged to customize the guest experience as well as collaborate and communicate on 



98 

everything guest related in order to continuously improve and evolve the organization. 

Additionally, guest-related participation was also manifested through peer accountability 

as a form of upholding high levels of guest satisfaction. The open style of communication 

and collaboration was held as unique and crucial to the success of Lagniappe by 

participants.  

One of the things in the core values, I think, one is communication. One is 
collaboration. So . . . in order for us to be successful in the restaurant—because 
things change throughout service—a lot of communication has to happen. That 
can honestly be the hardest part in the restaurant. But I don’t think it could be—
honestly, I have not seen another organization do it any better. —Ivan 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 3: Service Delivery. The conscientiousness 

and attention to detail aspects of SOCB service delivery influenced by guest-focused OI 

was based predominantly on staff taking ownership and responsibility for guests’ delight 

in their experience with the restaurant. The allowance for staff ownership and 

responsibility was largely facilitated through employee empowerment to customize the 

guest experience cultivated through collaboration, communication, and staff bringing 

their personality to what they do. Paradoxically, Lagniappe was extremely structured, 

using detailed standards for specific job roles, with training on processes, procedures, and 

expectations that staff would then hold each other accountable to, through not only 

collaboration, but open critique and criticism.  

Every single manual describes in detail what you need to do, who you should be, 
and how you should dress, all the steps. And when you change your position, you 
receive a new manual. So, you have whole information support. —Gavin 

Figure 4.1 depicts the OI claim of guest focused with the predominant SOCB 

associated with that claim. 
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Figure 4.1. The intersection of the OI claim guest focused with SOCB characteristics. 

OI Claim 2: Gold Standard Quality 

Over the past couple of years, Lagniappe became like a standard for many people, 
many organizations. And from one side, we are not allowed to make any 
mistakes. We can’t, because people watch us. So, the foundation of service and 
fine dining that we deliver is the finesse, it’s the elegance and beauty of service. 
We do everything to avoid mistakes! —Gavin 

 OI claims of gold standard quality were grounded in a structured environment that 

supported both tight and loose coupling . Through collaboration, peer accountability, and 

critique and criticism, there was flexibility to customize and innovate, whereas tightly 

structured processes and procedures demonstrated control that complemented the flexible 

customization and focus on details.  

Connection with SOCB Attribute 1: Loyalty. The OI claim of gold standard 

quality was foundational to the loyalty aspect of SOCB, and the act of loyalty in staff 

projecting the organizational image positively to the external world was connected 

primarily to the founder’s and restaurant’s countless accolades for top quality in food and 

service. Participants were very attuned to the restaurant’s global reputation spanning over 

two decades as a leading culinary and service innovator and inspiration to other luxury-
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level restaurants, as well as its public image as an exclusive luxury-level restaurant that 

was considered expensive and difficult to obtain reservations for. This understanding of 

the importance of the organization’s image projected externally was demonstrated 

through participants’ professional representation of the organization, as well as through a 

deep and foundational focus on high quality and guest delight.  

What is important here is cuisine, attention to detail, definitely the employees, 
definitely the guest in the chair, but what is not important here? That is an 
excellent question. I wouldn’t even know where to begin with that, I don’t think. 
—Corey 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 2: Participation. The OI claim gold standard 

quality was linked to the SOCB attribute of participation through characteristics of 

collaboration, peer accountability, critique and criticism, and open communication, which 

in turn developed and supported service delivery SOCB at the center of high quality. 

Attention to detail, innovation, creativity, and continuous evolution were fostered through 

collaboration and empowerment (flexibility, or loose coupling), allowing the staff to 

develop gold standard quality in what they do yet in a highly structured (controlled, or 

tight coupling) environment. 

You know, I think the first word that jumps out is quality. I think that it stands for 
quality of service, quality of food, and employee work . . . life. There’s a lot of 
things that I think it strives to be and sets standards for. So I think that would be 
the first word that comes to mind. —Ivan 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 3: Service Delivery. The OI claim of gold 

standard quality was related to the SOCB attribute of service delivery through a focused 

attention to detail on products (food and beverage) and service. The drive for high quality 

at Lagniappe was linked to making no mistakes, a pervasive attention to detail, 

continuously innovating and evolving, and high levels of collaboration and 
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communication. As noted, participation characteristics of collaboration and 

communication strongly supported service delivery linked to the OI claim of gold 

standard quality through peer accountability and critique and criticism. Figure 4.2 depicts 

the OI claim of gold standard quality with the most prevalent SOCB spanning all three 

characteristic areas.  

 
Figure 4.2. The intersection of the OI claim gold standard quality with SOCB 
characteristics. 

OI Claim 3: Employee Focused 

And for Chef Remy, it’s very important to have happy staff. He takes care of 
every single person in our team. Directly, or indirectly through our director of 
human resources, or . . . And not only of every single person in staff, but all their 
families as well, which is very, very valuable, and it’s the best motivation. If you 
have happy staff, you will be successful. —Gavin 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 1: Loyalty. The OI claim of employee 

focused influenced SOCB loyalty through the inspiration of the founder and his focus on 

employee satisfaction and development. The employee-focused claim was linked to 

organizational policies and procedures and defined expectations and standards associated 

with all roles. This high level of articulated details for staff roles provided structure to 

minimize role ambiguity and allow for staff to carry out their duties to the best of their 
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abilities while providing empowerment to make meaningful contributions to the guest 

experience and the organization. 

The extension of care and concern for staff generated connection to the chef and 

his philosophy, which in turn influenced SOCB such as representing the organization 

outwardly through service delivery. Claims of being a challenging work environment 

served to strengthen participants’ connections with the organization. 

If you have happy employees, then you have happy service. —Alexa 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 2: Participation. Employee-focused OI was 

demonstrated in SOCB participation through organizational structuring that supported 

collaboration, open and frequent communications, and what was described as the 

development of a cohesive family-like team. While collaboration and communication 

were supported to create a cohesive and inclusive work environment focused on guest 

satisfaction and producing high quality, participants described working at Lagniappe as 

very challenging and hard work every day.  

There’s that understanding that everyone’s here for the same reason. I think that 
those kind of communication elements are key, at least initially, when someone’s 
new to the team, to really help them fit in. —Gavin 

It’s a team and it’s so much about integrity, and I learn so much from everybody. 
That all ties back to our core values and our sense of urgency in being a team, and 
helping each other, trusting each other to grow. —Danielle 

Connection with SOCB Attribute 3: Service Delivery. SOCB service delivery 

influenced by employee-focused OI claims were demonstrated in the creation and 

delivery of high levels of attention to detail for all products and services through an 

organizationally structured environment that allowed for employee empowerment, 
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collaboration, and openness in offering meaningful contributions in what was also 

described as a challenging work environment.  

Created by the founder, though not articulated in the philosophy and core values, 

the environment of focus on staff satisfaction and fit in the organization influenced 

service delivery SOCB in that participants claimed to have felt individually taken care of 

and supported in their roles. The founder/organizational image also served to influence 

employee-focused OI through a participant-perceived positive impact on professional and 

personal learning and development, which in turn influenced participant SOCB service 

delivery (detail orientation, conscientiousness, high quality) in order to uphold the 

standards and expectations of the organization’s image they represented. 

Participants also claimed that Lagniappe’s challenging work environment was 

crucial if not required to maintain the high standards of quality and the continued success 

of the organization, which were linked to producing high quality through critique and 

criticism and peer accountability.  

[Everyone] who is hired receives a special manual for every single position and 
title. We have a manual which describes everything, every single step before, 
during, and afterward, how you should represent the company . . . to get the image 
“You are a person who’s watched by the people. You are the example.” So, those 
manuals are constantly updated because the company is growing; we have a lot of 
changes. —Gavin 

Figure 4.3 represents the most prevalent SOCBs associated with the employee 

focused claim. 
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Figure 4.3. The intersection of the OI claim employee focused with SOCB characteristics. 
 

Key Organizational Factors 

It’s got to be Chef Remy, if you’re looking for one foundation that invites that 
kind of a structure. You’ll see it. You see the philosophy’s written everywhere. 
You’ve seen collaboration on what are the core values, but I think that if you’re 
looking for a foundation, it’s got to be Chef Remy. –Corey 

The image of the founder and restaurant, the philosophy, espoused core values, 

and organizational structure all emerged as key organizational factors from which 

participants drew inspiration for their work. Participants frequently referenced these 

factors in conjunction with the OI claims and SOCB discussed in the preceding sections 

of this chapter. These attributes are further described below to provide an understanding 

of organizational factors supporting OI and SOCB.  

Founder 

Organizational image, as defined by Dutton and Dukerich (1991), is what 

organizational members believe others perceive is distinctive about their organization. In 

this study, the organizational image, i.e., the restaurant image, was framed in connection 

with the chef founder and his restaurant, which served to positively influence 
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participants’ SOCB and OI claims. Crucial to SOCB loyalty, the founder was central to 

creating and maintaining the organizational image. 

Interviewees frequently noted that the founder, Chef Remy, established the 

foundations of guest focus, high quality standards, and a genuine care for staff. Chef 

Remy is regarded in the industry as a highly skilled chef who has trained, mentored, and 

influenced many other chefs throughout his career while continuing to set new standards 

and achieve new heights and accolades year after year both in his restaurant and 

individually as a chef. The chef formed Lagniappe as his flagship restaurant over 20 

years earlier, followed by the development and launch of numerous additional restaurants 

and businesses, with several more businesses under development. Participants and 

document review materials referenced the chef’s long and rough career start before 

launching Lagniappe; he had a humble beginning of hard work and dedication to his 

vision and high-quality standards.  

I think having worked around Chef Remy for so long, in my opinion there’s 
nobody quite like him. He’s someone of a different stature because of his 
celebrity status, but also when you just get to know him personally, he’s so 
intelligent and he’s so humble, but he’s so caring and considerate on such a 
different level, that no matter what he’s doing in everything that he’s focused on. 
—Danielle 

As the sole founder of Lagniappe, the chef defined the foundational standards and 

philosophy of the restaurant while developing the organizational core values, or tenets, 

that are periodically under review and revision in collaboration with staff as the 

organization evolves. Internally, the founder’s presence and what he represents in terms 

of creating and expecting high quality were also referenced by participants as the essence 

of the organization’s image, and it was this image that was also a primary attractor of 

prospective employees to the organization. 



106 

Chef Remy also established the work ethic standards necessary for his restaurant 

by modeling the performance and behaviors he wanted to inspire. For example, many 

have related that in the early days of the restaurant, the chef would do any job in the 

organization such as meticulously cleaning the floors of the kitchen into the early 

morning hours, polishing glasses, or washing dishes. Regardless of his international 

success as a chef and restaurateur, the chef can still be found washing dishes or watering 

plants in front of the restaurant, naturally modeling the attention to detail ethic he has and 

wants to instill in his staff. Several participants also remarked on the chef’s focus on high 

quality and standards, often delivered through his relentless pursuit of what many might 

perceive as perfection. It should be noted, however, that participants never used the term 

perfectionist, but rather described him as generous, humble, focused, and driven.  

He’s not focused on himself, he’s focused on his guest experience, and he’s 
focused on his employees. Chef is just so structured and . . . I don’t know, I think 
for him it’s first and foremost is the guests. It’s making the guests happy, while 
holding up the standards of the cuisine that he’s always wanted to do, and the 
image that he’s always wanted to uphold. —Danielle 

Participants recalled and remarked on the chef’s daily shake in, shake out as a 

way he made them feel personally cared for. This practice involved the chef personally 

greeting, shaking hands with, checking in with, or patting the back or arm of each and 

every employee daily when on property. Participants indicated that this personal contact 

from such an internationally well-regarded chef supported their commitment, dedication, 

and personal bond with the founder and this restaurant. Externally, the founder is 

internationally highly regarded as a chef representing high quality and standards, with 

organizations seeking him out to endorse their products and services.  
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The organizational image of Lagniappe is that it is regarded as one of the top 

luxury-level restaurants of the world, maintaining this status for nearly the entirety of its 

existence of over two decades. The restaurant and chef/founder have been awarded 

numerous accolades of the highest level in restaurant, culinary, and service practices. 

These industry recognitions appeal to and attract both external individuals (prospective 

guests and employees and media) as well as internal individuals (current staff) to the 

organization. The image is also such that the organization does not need to market the 

restaurant, and additionally Chef Remy is solicited by other businesses to provide 

endorsements for their products as a means of marketing quality and high standards for 

them.  

People see the Lagniappe Restaurant Group as having really high standards, and 
that’s really important for us as well. —Alexa 

I think one of the biggest ones is the way that we project our image as a 
communication. It’s completely nonverbal, but I feel that that is a big 
communicating factor. —Corey 

Lagniappe Organizational Philosophy 

The organizational philosophy, as paraphrased here, was defined by the founder 

as focused on creating and delivering an exceptional and potentially transcending guest-

focused experience through high levels of product quality and craftsmanship, techniques, 

and attention to detail. This philosophy was described in the new employee welcome 

packet as well as in several organizational publications. Regardless, participants did not 

regularly reference the organizational philosophy verbatim but more so referred to the 

organizational philosophy as the chef’s philosophy and as an underlying foundation to 

guide their work focus. 



108 

While the chef’s philosophy was referenced by participants as foundational to the 

organization’s direction, additional quotes from recognized leaders in other disciplines 

and fields were used as part of the organizational philosophy. They served as inspiration 

for staff in their daily quest to create and maintain the highest levels of standards and 

guest satisfaction. These quotes were used instrumentally in the kitchen and dining room 

and changed daily as part of further inspiration to the team to perform at their best, both 

professionally and personally. The daily quotes often centered on such areas as 

excellence, success, hard work, and challenge and were neatly and prominently displayed 

on the expediter station, which is at the center and intersection of all kitchen and dining 

room activity and communication. More permanently, as part of a recent kitchen 

renovation, the chef/founder installed adjacent to the expediter station an engraved 

marble wall tile of approximately 3 × 4 feet with a quote of his own focused on guest 

happiness through food and a humble pursuit of unachievable perfection in cooking. 

Additionally, in the chef/founder’s modest and minimalist glass-walled office at the 

intersection of the kitchen and service passageway to the dining room, an almost 

unnoticeable and small quarter-inch engraved metal bar plaque sits on the desk, with a 

quote by Sheryl Sandberg, chief operating officer of Facebook: What would you do if you 

were not afraid?  

Inspirational quotes were also used on the daily menu meeting notes for service 

staff. While visible quotes were not used prevalently in service preparation areas, the 

staff preservice meetings centered on foundational principles of the Lagniappe 

philosophy with elements indirectly (and directly) embedded in discussions regarding 

problem solving.  
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Organizational Core Values 

The founder developed the Lagniappe organizational core values, intending for 

them to undergo continuous evolution with the input and collaboration of staff members. 

At the time of the study, the core values comprised 12 words further defined in meaning 

in relation to the context of supporting the organizational philosophy. The words used at 

the time were modesty, integrity, respect, responsibility, consistency, awareness, 

initiative, collaboration, trust, impact, success, and legacy. Additionally, each word, or 

term, also had a one sentence narrative relating it to the organizational context. Overall, 

the organizational core values were referenced frequently by participants as a set of 

ideals, or tenets, that serve their professional and, at times, personal lives.  

Well, we have something called core values. I don’t know if anyone’s mentioned 
this yet, but it really represents who we are. I think as individuals and mainly as 
an organization, so a lot of those things resonate with me, like integrity, honesty. I 
just feel like that’s what drives us every day and helps us bring everything 
together to be this group that’s really trying to achieve happiness for guests 
dining. —Bryce 

But I do think that at the essence of the founder are those 12 words. I think that he 
picked them for a reason. I think he spent a lot of time to use all of those words. 
And, you know, it’s impact, legacy, success, responsibility, trust—it’s all those 
big words. —Danielle 

Participants additionally shared identifying or connecting more strongly with one 

or more of the individual core value terms as a means of professional or personal 

inspiration and indicated that over time they might shift to different core value terms as 

their focus.  

You know, we have this list of core values every single day that really does allow 
each person to look inside themselves and try to bring those out, and one of those 
is teamwork. It’s respect, it’s honesty, it’s integrity, it’s collaboration. So trusting 
yourself, trusting other people, and constantly growing every single day. —Alexa 



110 

Well, everything kind of comes back to those core values that we have. It’s all of 
the ones that you would think would be there: respect, communication, awareness, 
trust, legacy. There’s all these kinds of words that encompass the entire picture of 
the restaurant, from not only the day-to-day, but trusting the new individual to 
what are you doing to help that and ensure that person has success, which in turn 
you have success. —Henry 

Overall, the image of the founder and the organization, i.e., the restaurant, the 

organizational philosophy, and the core values were reflected by participants as 

foundational to the focus and motivation of staff at Lagniappe. Similarly, these attributes 

were also a foundation for the SOCB and OI claims. 

Summary of Findings 

This chapter presented findings of Lagniappe OI claims, associated SOCB 

characteristics, and influences of OI on SOCB of frontline service staff of a luxury-level 

restaurant. Participant claims of what they perceived as central, enduring, and distinct of 

the organization were identified and corroborated with observations and document 

review. Three OI claims emerged: (1) a strong guest focus, (2) gold standard quality, and 

(3) an organization strongly supportive of employee well-being and development. SOCB 

characteristics were also explored and surfaced using the lens of Bettencourt et al.’s 

(2001) three primary characteristics of loyalty, participation, and service delivery.  

The OI claims that emerged were coherent and compatible with each other in a 

dynamic and iterative manner. In addition to the OI claims and SOCB, the chef/founder’s 

image, the organizational philosophy, the core values, and organizational structure were 

recognized as very important components of the organizational referencing discourse for 

participants; though they were not claims themselves, they were important themes 

interrelating with OI and SOCB. The OI claims and SOCB characteristics were further 
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analyzed using the Hatch and Schultz (2002) OI dynamics model, as addressed in chapter 

5. The chapter discusses interpretations and conclusions, contributions of the study to OI 

and SOCB theory and the OI dynamics conceptual model, limitations of the study, and 

recommendations for further research.   
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CHAPTER 5: 

INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Organizations are best known by their deepest commitments—what they 
repeatedly commit to be, through time and across circumstances. —Whetten 
(2006, p. 224) 

This study examined the role, or influence, that organizational identity (OI) plays 

in service-oriented citizenship behaviors (SOCB) of frontline service staff working for a 

luxury-level restaurant. This study also surfaced additional organizational impacts 

relating to identified OI and SOCB. 

This study’s findings, analyzed and interpreted through the lens of Hatch and 

Schultz’s (2001) OI dynamics conceptual model, confirm that there is a relationship 

between OI and SOCB of frontline service staff of a luxury-level restaurant. Using a 

social constructionist lens focusing on “emergent shared beliefs about central and 

distinctive features of an organization” (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006, p. 436), or what are also 

called identity understandings, this study identified three OI claims: a strong guest focus, 

a focus on high quality, and a care and concern for employees. From a theoretical 

perspective, OI claims about what is central, enduring, and distinctive (CED) in the 

organization emerged from the data along with several characteristics representing the 

three defined attributes of the SOCB construct. 

From a practical perspective, the influence of OI on the SOCB of frontline service 

staff was studied to better understand organizational influences on behaviors that directly 

(and indirectly) align with service quality and guest satisfaction. While OI is inimitable, 

gaining insight into the OI of one highly recognized restaurant organization and the 

iterative nature of interactions between culture and image may develop further 
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understanding of influences on SOCB and improvements to service quality. The Hatch 

and Schultz (2002) OI dynamics model, illustrated in Figure 2.1 (page 32), was used as 

the iterative interpretive lens, which surfaced additional insight into the relationship 

between OI and relative SOCB.  

The context of the study was an award-winning, three-Michelin-starred, luxury-

level restaurant. Frontline service staff were studied exclusively in order to analyze those 

most commonly demonstrating and relying on extra-role behaviors in their work. The 

selection of a luxury-level restaurant was also intended to provide professionally focused 

frontline service employees in an environment where extended periods of high-level 

detailed service was the norm. Qualitative evidence representing individual interviews 

from a cross-section of positions and tenure was triangulated with observation and 

document review data, which resulted in identified themes and patterns. The primary 

source of OI data was individual interviews, while the secondary sources of document 

review and observations provided much in the way of historical context and 

organizational principles and practices that supported identity claims. 

This chapter begins by discussing the study’s findings related to OI claims, SOCB 

attributes and relational characteristics, and the role of the OI dynamics model in relation 

to the theoretical and empirical literature. Four conclusions are then offered, followed by 

implications for theory and practice, study limitations, and recommendations for future 

research. 
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Interpretation of Findings 

This study addressed a single research question: What is the role of OI in the 

SOCB of frontline service employees in a luxury-level restaurant? There were three 

major findings from the study: 

1. Three OI claims emerged from the data analysis: 

a. An omnipresent focus on guests and their enjoyment of the restaurant 

experience 

b. A pervasive attention to detail for high levels of quality in products and 

service execution 

c. A care and concern for staff and their development 

2. Three SOCB attribute areas—loyalty, participation, and service delivery—were 

identified and associated with OI claims.  

3. The founder, organizational philosophy, core values, and structure were 

individually and collectively important aspects of the organization’s foundation 

and influence on OI and SOCB.  

Findings in this study were consistent with OI literature, with identity claims 

emerging throughout qualitative data collection, triangulation, and analysis, revealing 

congruent identity understandings and discourse. Participants identified that the guest 

focus and quality focus were most important and essential to distinguishing the 

organization and comprised what they stand for or who they are. These pervasive and 

seemingly organizational-wide guest and high quality–focused claims were also 

described as the impetus behind all actions and decisions made in the organization. While 

guest focus and a gold standard quality focus as identity claims were more overtly 
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expressed and identifiable by participants, the OI claim and understandings of the 

organization being employee focused emerged more latently.  

Overall, participants held the organization and themselves in high regard 

concerning their distinguishing attributes, perceiving that they were more different from 

their contemporaries than similar. While organizational identity attributes identified by 

participants of Lagniappe could be argued as also requisite attributes of their luxury-level 

restaurant contemporaries, participants held that their attributes were ideal and therefore 

distinguished themselves in a comparative manner (Whetten, 2006). Based on my industry 

knowledge, participants viewed the organization in a congruent, if not somewhat higher, 

regard, implying a healthy association between culture and image (Hatch & Schultz, 2002).  

OI Claims 

In review, OI refers broadly to what members perceive, feel, and think about their 

organization and is assumed to be a collective, commonly shared understanding of the 

organization’s distinctive values and characteristics. The Lagniappe OI claims of being 

guest oriented, focused on a gold standard of high quality, and genuinely caring about 

employees and their development appeared to be inextricably connected and congruent. 

The claims supported one another in a dynamic and iterative manner, where if one claim 

area were noncongruent or absent, the restaurant’s ecology, or resulting performance, 

would likely be asynchronous. This congruence and synthesis also influenced the 

characteristics of SOCB, several of which were cross-functional and interdependent 

between OI claims.  

According to Gioia et al. (2013), identity claims or understandings deemed to be 

central to the character and/or self-image of an organization are often the core values, 
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products, services, and/or practices that are essential to self-defining the notion of who we 

are as an organization. Consistent with Gioia (2013), throughout the data collection it 

became apparent that the foundations of the OI claims were also evident in the founder’s 

organizational philosophy, core values, and defined operating structure concepts, all of 

which seemingly influenced OI and subsequently SOCB.  

Table 5.1 displays the three OI claims, associated SOCB attribute areas primarily 

associated with the claims, and SOCB characteristics identified as related to OI claims. 

 
Table 5.1 
Connection of OI Claims and SOCB Attributes and Characteristics 

OI claim SOCB attribute SOCB characteristics 

  Participation Communication   
Collaboration 

Guest focused Service delivery Detail oriented 
  

 
Customized 

  Participation Peer accountable 
  

 
Empowered 

  
 

Collaboration 
   

Gold standard Service delivery Attention to detail 
quality 

 
Innovative 

  
 

Evolution 
  Loyalty Image 
  Participation Collaboration 
   

Employee  Participation Challenging 
focused Service delivery Professional development 
  

 
Structure 

  Loyalty Image quality 
 

 
 
 

Guest focused. High levels of quality products and exceptional services are the 

foundations of luxury-level restaurants (Peng & Chen, 2015), where behaviors such as 

anticipating guests’ needs and desires and customizing service accordingly are expected. 

Therefore, an overarching focus on taking care of the guests through customization relies 
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inherently on frontline service staff. To carry out such high levels of service and engage 

in customization, Lagniappe participants benefited from empowerment to act swiftly and 

immediately in order to create a positive impact with guests. Paradoxically, while 

Lagniappe was rigidly structured in its use of detailed operations standards, expectations, 

and procedures for all roles, it also empowered staff to make customization decisions for 

guests by maintaining focus on guests’ overall experience and on high quality. The 

boundaries of such prevailing, and yet philosophically competing, levels of tight and 

loose coupling also were clearly understood by participants, as none demonstrated any 

indications of possible misunderstanding or confusion in their roles and performance 

expectations. This paradox also provided a safe and functional balance for participants as 

they supported a tightly coupled working structure while being afforded the loosely 

coupled opportunities to customize service as well as openly communicate and contribute 

internally. 

The SOCB attribute areas most strongly influenced by the OI claim of guest 

focused were found to be participation and service delivery. The resulting attribute 

characteristics of participation were communication, collaboration, peer accountability, 

and empowerment, while the service delivery characteristics demonstrated were 

customization and detail orientation. The participation characteristics, while likely 

influenced by a foundational organizational philosophy of being focused on the guest and 

high levels of quality, were additionally cultivated through organizational structuring, 

which encouraged and supported open communication, collaboration, peer 

accountability, and ultimately employee empowerment in order to further facilitate a 

guest-focused environment.  
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The SOCB service delivery attribute, which emphasizes conscientiousness and 

attention to detail, also was directly aligned with and highly influenced by the OI claim of 

guest focused. The conscientiousness and attention to detail characteristics of the service 

delivery SOCB was influenced additionally by guest-focused OI based predominantly on 

staff supported to take ownership and responsibility for guests’ delight in their experience 

with the restaurant. While the study was limited to service staff, the focus on guests was 

organizational wide, with staff taking ownership and responsibility for all aspects of the 

guests’ delight in the restaurant experience, as observed with kitchen staff. 

Gold standard quality. Participants identified Lagniappe as the gold standard 

and who the industry looks to for three-Michelin-star restaurant creativity and innovation 

among luxury-level restaurants. While this view was held internally as a perception of the 

organizational image, it should be noted that the restaurant had over recent years been 

removed from a prominent annual global ranking of top restaurants. While the ranking 

decline was insignificant to all other accolades and ratings of Lagniappe, it was a shift in 

the externally held organizational image. Regardless, participants demonstrated strong 

commitment to the founder and organization through claims of being who the industry 

looks to and the gold standard in their restaurant category, in what was protection and 

redefinition from any potential negative identity threats (Weick, 1995). 

All SOCB attributes strongly supported the OI claim of gold standard quality, but 

service delivery was the most prevalent of the three attributes. Service delivery 

characteristics of attention to detail, innovation, and evolution were also most notable in 

emphasis, whereas collaboration as a participation characteristic, and image as a loyalty 

characteristic, were equally impactful. The OI claim of gold standard quality very much 
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reflected an iterative cycle of influence grounded in the founder’s reputation and 

organizational image projection, cultivated and supported through collaboration in such 

areas as attention to detail, innovation, and evolution of products and services. 

Additionally, the high levels of attention to detail and foundation of formal structure 

supported by open and regular communication also inspired many with the organization’s 

commitments to high quality and innovation.  

Employee focused. While the third claim was the most understated of the OI 

claims, participants identified several aspects of Lagniappe that surfaced as employee 

focused, or as representing an organization that cares about its employees and their 

development. Participants described salaries and benefits claimed to being higher than the 

industry norm, receiving sequential days off, the general feeling of being taken care of, 

and the feeling of being part of a close group or family, all working collaboratively with 

the same focus on guest satisfaction and high quality.  

Participants indicated that the most important aspect of feeling cared for was the 

founder’s perceived genuine care and concern for his staff, demonstrated through his 

personalized communication and gestures. These personalized connections with one of 

the world’s most highly revered chefs created deep connections for staff to both the chef 

and to his organization. As well, these connections and commitments extended further 

into work performance and dedication to upholding the quality and image as part of the 

organizational, and chef’s, legacy. 

Through alignment and focusing all efforts of the operation on guest satisfaction 

and high quality, staff actions and intentions also were well supported by a balance of 

structure and control, or empowerment and flexibility. While Lagniappe had a traditional 
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hierarchical makeup complete with rigid standards of operations and procedures, the 

restaurant was often considered a challenging organization to work in. Regardless, 

participants also enthusiastically shared examples of openness and empowerment in 

terms of guest experience customization, communication, and collaboration. Through this 

balance of defined and highly detailed in-role behaviors supported by space for extra-role 

behaviors, aspects of role ambiguity and role conflict were likely minimized and/or 

reduced. A minimization of both employee role ambiguity and conflict would also likely 

increase organizational commitment and dedication through positive job satisfaction 

(Katz & Kahn, 1966), thereby promoting loyalty and a positive image projection of the 

organization. Uniquely, this dynamic of control and flexibility also was an extremely 

important structuring component enabling staff to meet the quality and service 

expectations.  

OI and SOCB Dynamic Interrelations  

The Venn diagram in Figure 5.1 depicts the relationships in the Lagniappe OI 

“universe,” including surfaced OI claims grounded in the founder, core values, and 

organizational structure, further interrelated with the study’s identified SOCB. The model 

is not intended to quantitatively represent proportionately representative spacial 

percentiles and classifications or comparisons, but serves to show the complex, dynamic, 

and interrelated relationships between the surfaced characteristics in a simplified visual 

model.  
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Figure 5.1. Venn diagram depicting the influence and interrelations between OI claims 
and SOCB, anchored by the founder, core values, and structure. 
 
 
 

The intersections at the center of the diagram represent the founder; the core 

values of the organization based on the founder’s role as originator of the restaurant and 

his guiding philosophy, core values, and tenets; and organizational structuring to support 

his mission. The OI platypodes are the next closest intersections and relate to the core of 

the organization, with SOCB attributes and characteristics extending further while still 

interconnected. This section further discusses the dynamic interrelatedness of the 

foundational core (founder, core values, structure), OI, and SOCB. 

The study’s OI claims and SOCB attributes and characteristics dynamically 

interrelate with each other—significantly in many areas and more latently in others. As 

described in the findings in chapter 4, the founder was at the core of the organization 

based on his inherent role in solely forming the restaurant as well as defining the 

philosophy, core values, and formal structuring of the organization. As a present and 
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active owner, Chef Remy modeled the behaviors he desired of his staff while inspiring 

through his expertise and celebrity status. His reputation and presence were too prevalent 

in influence and impact on the organization to not recognize in this study, although he 

was not identified as an aspect of the constructs under study. Similarly, the organizational 

philosophy and core values were identified as important foundational components of the 

organization, with participants referring to them frequently as guiding tenets that 

appeared to be deeply meaningful to the operation and, at times, personally impactful. 

Lastly, the formal structuring of the organization surfaced as extremely important to the 

facilitation of all SOCB influenced by OI in this study. It became apparent early in the 

data collection process that the complexities associated with maintaining high quality 

standards and high levels of guest satisfaction were facilitated through a structured 

balance of control and flexibility and a strong employee focus, which eventually emerged 

as an OI claim.  

 The study’s OI claims converged with the founder and his organizational 

philosophy and core values and were supported through formal organizational 

structuring. The claims, while congruent and interrelated with each other, further 

intersected in the surfaced SOCB attributes and characteristics, with several supporting 

each other in varying degrees. The dynamic interrelatedness between OI claims and 

SOCB attributes and characteristics can be interpreted by each OI claim.  

The OI claim guest focused was rooted in, manifested, and maintained by the 

founder as the central focus of all actions throughout the organization. While it could be 

assumed that hospitality-based organizations, a restaurant in this case, should naturally be 

guest focused, this is unfortunately not always the case. Based on the research data, Chef 
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Remy as the founder of Lagniappe crafted and instilled the deeply held organizational 

focus on guests, seemingly spanning all roles. Participants claimed to be very aware of their 

roles as the face of the organization and key in the guest experience while seemingly 

supported through rigid organizational structuring of defined roles while paradoxically 

empowered to customize the guest experience. As such, the OI claim guest focused 

appeared to influenc the SOCB attribute loyalty more covertly through such characteristics 

as image projection and external representation of high levels of quality and service.  

OI claims of high quality and guest focused were deeply interrelated and dynamic, 

as a high level of quality in luxury-level restaurants is integral to guest satisfaction. The 

primary SOCB attribute demonstrating a pervasive guest focus in this study was found to 

be participation. Further distilled, the SOCB participation characteristic communications 

was claimed by participants to be the most instrumental aspect of delivering high levels 

of attentive and customized guest service in a collective manner. Communications also 

strongly supported collaboration and peer accountability, empowered through purposeful 

organizational structuring that not only allowed for high levels of communications, but 

openly fostered it. Critique and criticism, as part of communications and peer 

accountability, were also integral to the SOCB service delivery, where conscientiousness 

and detail orientation were linked to guest satisfaction and delight, achieved through a 

staff collectively delivering high-quality products and services.  

High quality as an OI claim was most influential on the SOCB attributes service 

delivery and loyalty but was also strongly influenced by, and simultaneously relied upon, 

the SOCB participation. Service delivery as an SOCB attribute grounded in 

conscientiousness and detail orientation was demonstrated through surfaced 
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characteristics of a challenging work environment where expectations and standards were 

high and was collaboratively and collectively maintained through peer accountability and 

critique and criticism. The identified participation SOCB attribute characteristics of 

collaboration, peer accountability, and open communications were apparent in their 

reciprocal influence and relationship with the OI claim high quality and further 

influenced by the external image reflecting the high quality–based accolades achieved.  

Tightly controlled and managed in-role behavior expectations and performance 

were juxtaposed with high levels of empowering extra-role behaviors such as 

communications and collaboration. Both were necessary to customize guests’ experiences 

and appeared to offer participants a comfortable positioning and understanding of their 

roles. In this deep structuring, a strong employee attachment to the organization formed 

that seemed to be based on a sense of belonging to an elite group of professionals 

working for a world-renowned organization. This employee focus further influenced 

loyalty SOCB through staff feeling appreciated, valued, and part of a high-performing 

team, which was foundational to supporting the OI claims guest focused and gold-

standard high quality.  

Summary. Overall, the three OI claims were synchronous and foundational to an 

organizational structure that challenged rigidity yet was supportively empowering, which 

incidentally fostered achievement of high levels of quality and service. These high levels 

of quality and service led the organization to numerous external accolades, which in turn 

further developed the organizational image and reputation both with professional 

colleagues and prospective guests. This mirrored image also attracted potential 

employees, who wanted to be associated and aligned with such a prestigious organization 
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to enhance their career status. OI claim influences on SOCB attributes were dynamic in 

their interrelatedness in many areas and forms, further demonstrating the organizational 

congruence of OI claims.  

OI Dynamics Conceptual Model 

The Hatch and Schultz (2002) OI dynamics model shown in Figure 5.2 resulted in 

a fitting model of interpretations of the influences of OI on SOCB based on what the 

authors defined as mutually interdependent processes surrounding culture, image, and 

identity in an iterative process of expressing, impressing, mirroring, and reflecting. This 

iterative model of internal and external circulation is used symbolically to infer identity: 

Who we are is reflected in what we are doing and how others interpret who we are and 

what we are doing (Hatch & Schultz, 1997). 

While the Lagniappe organizational culture was not at the center of this study, 

core organizational culture characteristics according to Schein (1992) were identified in 

the research data as part of foundations of interpretations using the OI dynamics model. 

Characteristics of artifacts and symbols, stories, rites, and norms are discussed; however, 

it should be noted that the characteristic areas of values and basic underlying 

assumptions, the core of organizational culture, are not addressed due to the timeline 

limitations of the study, as this characteristic would require a much more immersive 

approach. The component parts of the OI dynamics model are discussed in relation to the 

model’s iterative cycling of them. 
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Figure 5.2. OI dynamics model, OI claims, and SOCB. The core of the figure is from 
“Identity and the Organization,” by J. D. Wrench and V. Punyanunt-Carter, in An 

Introduction to Organizational Communication (Section 8.1). Retrieved from 
http://2012books.lardbucket.org/books/an-introduction-to-organizational-
communication/s10-organizational-identity-and-di.html. 
 
 
 

Expressed identity leaves impressions on others. With marketing efforts 

minimal, impression management at Lagniappe was structured into the in-role behaviors 

expected of staff as described by participants with regards to their job roles, which 

included detailed descriptions of how they should dress, act, and perform their duties for 

each and every role. The expressed identity of the organization as linked to the media and 

ratings organizations had the strongest impact on others’ impressions, as the makeup of 
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such accolades in turn demonstrates and validates the highest levels of quality and 

achievement.  

Participants expressed awareness of their roles of projecting the organizational 

image and indicated that they proudly embraced this image through strong SOCB loyalty 

attributes, which were grounded in external influence and internal representation. This 

projecting of the organizational image could also be recognized as sensegiving, or what is 

defined as “attempting to influence the sensemaking and meaning construction of others 

towards a preferred redefinition of organizational reality” (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991, 

p. 442). In other words, sensegiving tempers sensemaking by helping to normalize and 

legitimize certain organizational realities (Gioia & Thomas, 1996) by also limiting who 

can participate in the sensemaking process (Voronov, 2008).  

Identity mirrors the images of others. Following Hatch and Schultz’s (2002) 

assertion that OI builds on the idea that identity is a relational construct formed in 

interaction with others, the influence of outside entities on Lagniappe was deeply tied to 

the internal perceptions of the organization. Industry accolades, ratings and rankings, 

restaurant reviews, and media exposure were extremely important to the reputation and 

image of the restaurant, the chef owner, as well as the staff. These influences can have 

dramatic effects for a luxury-level restaurant and, as such, affected the mirroring and 

reflecting processes of organizational image back into organizational culture (Hatch & 

Schultz, 2002). While some participants proudly brought up the restaurant’s elite status 

during discussions, others appeared to assume, based on my industry affiliation, that I had 

a full understanding of who they are.  
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While participants conveyed that they were who the industry looks to, they may 

have perceived themselves more positively than others did based on the restaurant’s 

decline in global ranking. This is an example of Dutton and Dukerich’s (1991) 

discrepancy analysis concept of organizational members seeing themselves more or less 

positively than they believe others see them. However, staff may have been motivated to 

profess, or attempt to influence, their external identity through such statements to more 

strongly align with the organization’s historical ranking and who they perceive they were 

in the global ranking system of the past.  

Reflecting embeds identity in culture. According to Hatch and Schultz (2000), 

the model’s reflecting process embeds identity in organizational culture, where 

organizational images are mirrored in identity and interpreted in relation to existing 

organizational self-definitions that are then re-embedded in cultural understandings. 

Hatch and Schultz (2000, 2002) also argued that culture is foundational to OI and needs 

to be viewed and interpreted as a context for explaining development and maintenance 

rather than being treated as a variable to be measured and controlled. As integral to the 

OI dynamics model and reflecting identity, aspects of the Lagniappe culture are presented 

and discussed below.  

Artifacts and symbols. Artifacts become symbols by virtue of the meanings that 

are given to them, and these expressions convey the reflections that are internally and to 

some extent externally assigned to them (Schein, 2010). Selected artifacts representing 

the restaurant’s organizational culture, symbolically and metaphorically, were painter’s 

tape for labeling and adhering, a flag storage case, and a high level of orderliness and 

cleanliness that supported an environment of luxury and status. The painter’s tape used to 
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adhere linens, post daily menus and quotes onto service counters, and label food product 

containers in the kitchen, while seemingly innocuous, had become an iconic symbol in 

the restaurant industry representing excellence and detail and was often imitated by many 

in hopes of instilling the same levels of high quality standards as reputed of Lagniappe. 

This artifact, and organizational norm, was demonstrated throughout the operation and 

reflected the high levels of detail orientation and precision that run deep throughout the 

organization. Additionally, throughout the organization, an intensely high level of 

cleanliness and orderliness was apparent, and consistent, minimalist, and neat labeling of 

products was also symbolic of high levels of standards and detail-oriented and structured 

practices. 

Similarly, symbolic of detail orientation and integrity of practice was a simple 

flag storage case subtly attached on an end under-counter in the service pass-through 

area. Through inquiry with staff while on site for observations, I learned that the 

American flag was raised and lowered daily in the morning and at dusk, folded neatly and 

properly by flag handling standards, and stored in the well-crafted triangular-shaped 

wooden flag case. This patriotic and respectful protocol further reflected the 

organizational dedication to practices of respect for protocol, precision, integrity of 

practice, and detail orientation, as this practice is not common among restaurant 

organizations. 

Lastly, luxury and status were also symbolically evident in the form of 

meticulously designed and maintained grounds and facilities, where every detail was 

purposefully created for both form and function aesthetically. While all textiles and 

appointments throughout the restaurant grounds and interior were of high quality, it could 
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be assumed that luxury and status were strategically projected images meant to further 

convey high quality reflected in the food and service one might receive as a guest. 

Prominently displayed accolades at the entrance and in the kitchen of the restaurant 

welcome and remind guests of the high level of professional and luxury status the 

restaurant maintains.  

Rites. Successfully persisting through the first 6 months of working at Lagniappe 

stood out as a notable achievement and proud rite of passage. Though a seemingly 

delicate subject, participants who shared this aspect appeared to be proud of their 

achievement of belonging to what they perceived as an exclusive group.  

 Rituals. Rituals, not unlike basic underlying assumptions, were not all that 

apparent, as the limitations of the study methodology and timeline did not allow for 

extended periods of time to become more integrated in observations. Daily menu 

meetings, celebrations of renewed and new accolades and rewards, as well as what is 

called an all-staff meeting were the only apparent rituals noted during the study. 

Norms. Work norms that supported OI claims were predominantly those of staff 

holding each other accountable to established performance and quality standards through 

critique and criticism and questioning how one might want to leave their personal legacy 

through individual actions. Accountability might be carried out in challenging a colleague 

on how he or she was completing a task in a calling-out or chiding manner, where one 

might perceive the other is shirking duties or cutting corners on quality. While the norm 

of holding each other accountable was promoted to uphold quality of standards and 

practices in a collective manner, there was an undercurrent of competitiveness and 

hierarchical restraint depending upon where individuals resided in the organization. As 
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observed in the menu meeting when service staff were identified for improperly marking 

silverware, body language across the room appeared mixed, from being judgmental and 

casting further shame to nervously being relieved of not being the accused and even 

having empathy for their colleagues.  

Stories. The founder’s values were often referred to or shared in commonly told 

stories meant to cement the perceptions of dedication to high quality and detail 

orientation. Among the most prevalent stories were the chef’s humble beginnings and 

perseverance in creating and launching Lagniappe after other cases of failed business 

attempts; his continuous drive for high quality in all aspects of the organization and 

himself; and his generosity and genuine care and concern for guests and staff. Stories of 

past staff members who had very impactful personal and professional leadership 

characteristics were represented on a Hollywood star-like walk of fame in a staff-only 

area of the organization; this was a noticeable gesture of recognizing staff no longer 

working at the restaurant.  

This storying and memorializing of past staff reflected a lasting and genuine care 

for staff as individuals who contributed to the overall and long-term success of the 

restaurant through their personal leadership. Several participants shared stories of being 

inspired by such star staff and their contributions and lasting legacies, although many had 

never met these staff members. These organizational stories supported the OI claim of 

being employee focused while more covertly supporting the claims of guest focused and 

high quality, as the staff celebrated in this manner were storied for their exceptional work 

performance in high-quality contributions to food and service. 
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Identity expresses cultural understandings. According to Hatch and Schultz 

(2002), identity expresses cultural understandings to others through outgoing discourse or 

through speaking about the organization to others. The status of Lagniappe, with 

extremely high demand limiting access for potential guests through scarcity of 

reservations, eliminates the need for formal marketing. Therefore, expressed cultural 

understandings in outgoing discourse are limited. At the onset of the restaurant’s 

inception over 20 years ago, as per the chef founder, one extremely positive early 

restaurant write up catapulted the restaurant into fame and celebrity-like recognition. 

With the limited amount of formal outgoing discourse, it is incumbent upon the service 

staff in their roles of being the face of the organization and those who project the image 

of the organization to express these cultural understandings. Additionally, the nonverbal 

artifacts and aesthetics were the symbolic representation of the organization, which were 

expressed in congruence with the OI claims such as with the high-quality surroundings, 

products, and service delivered by staff who were highly engaged and satisfied in their 

work. 

While OI dynamics is a “dynamic set of processes by which an organization’s self 

is continuously socially constructed from the interchange between internal and external 

definitions of the organization offered by all organizational stakeholders who join in the 

dance” (Hatch & Schultz, 2002, p. 1004), sensemaking, or the making of sense, is in 

progress in part of that construction as an iterative process of reflecting and projecting 

involving the areas of “identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoing events, 

cues, and plausibility” (Weick, 1995, p. 3). 
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Conclusions 

The conclusions emphasize the study’s theoretical and practical influences based 

on the study context, constructs, and concepts of OI, SOCB, and OI dynamics. These 

conclusions confirm and expand upon the scholarly literature.  

Conclusion 1 

A tightly coupled formal structure supported by congruent organizational 

philosophy and core values and informal, or loose, structuring reflected in 

empowerment of employees was critical to dynamically sustaining OI.  

Three-Michelin-star–level restaurant status, while extremely difficult to achieve, 

is often more difficult to maintain. Lagniappe has held this status for more than 20 years, 

becoming an iconic model of American three-star–level Michelin restaurants. To achieve 

and maintain such a level of recognition requires great structure and discipline. With a 

tightly coupled and structured environment of prescribed in-role behaviors, there is 

inherently little autonomy in decision making and creative contributions, whereas the 

elements of tight and loose structuring were crucial components of the OI dynamics 

supporting the OI claims over time.  

Participants emphasized that Lagniappe was a challenging and stressful 

environment where standards and levels of detail orientation were high, achieved through 

thoroughly defined expectations and standards for all positions. This alleged model of 

tightly coupled high performance was maintained through management practices and 

diligent staff training, while open communication efforts of peer accountability and 

critique and criticism were expected of all roles and levels of the organization.  
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While there were rigid processes, procedures, and protocol for much of the in-role 

and hard skills practices, service staff were also empowered to take action in customizing 

guest experiences, primarily in the form of extra-role behaviors, in order to meet or 

exceed guest expectations. This level of tight and loose coupling was defined, 

communicated, and supported in a balanced and successful manner that provided a 

clearly communicated framework for employees to understand job expectations and their 

role and fit in the organization, thereby reducing position role ambiguity and conflict.  

Role ambiguity results from a lack of information regarding prescribed 

expectations, responsibilities, and evaluation in a work role (Katz & Kahn, 1966). Role 

conflict occurs when the understanding of role expectations and requirements for 

performance conflict with one another, creating a difficult work environment (Katz & 

Kahn, 1966). Both role ambiguity and role conflict are known to produce negative 

consequences of decreased job satisfaction for employees (Katz & Kahn, 1966).  

Conclusion 2 

A present and highly engaged founder was instrumental in leading, inspiring, and 

developing staff using congruent organizational philosophy and core values, 

which positively influenced and sustained OI claims and SOCB. 

Founder influence. The name “Lagniappe”—which means going above and 

beyond and giving a little something extra—was chosen as a metaphorical pseudonym for 

the restaurant under study to represent the guest-centric focus and subsequent 

customization of guest experiences as identified by participants. This omnipresent focus 

on exceeding, or at minimum meeting, guests’ expectations in all aspects of their luxury 
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dining experience was presented as central to the founder’s mission and vision of the 

restaurant experience he wanted to create for guests.  

The founder was instrumental in the development of Lagniappe’s OI through his 

consistently articulated and demonstrated focus on the guest experience, the delivery of 

high quality standards and practices, and caring for his employees so that they in turn 

would take care of the restaurant’s guests. OI claims identified in this study also reflected 

the founder’s desired mission to be guest and high quality driven, achieved through an 

inspired and motivated team framed by strong structure and empowerment. Throughout 

data collection, it became apparent that the founder and leader, Chef Remy, developed 

and regularly communicated his foundational vision, philosophy, and focus and then 

purposefully defined organizational structuring to best support them. The chef was most 

often identified by participants as the foundation of the organization’s service orientation 

through his consistent and unwavering focus on guests and their happiness with the 

restaurant experience as well as his passionate drive for quality in all actions. 

Additionally, Chef Remy created and set a tone of caring for staff through what 

participants shared as frequent individual connections and the fostering of 

communication and collaboration SOCB at all levels. Paradoxically, the chef also 

developed a tightly organized and highly structured work environment with detailed 

manuals of processes and standards for all roles while fueling an overarching level of 

intensity and challenge in seeking accuracy, creativity, and near perfection in all 

activities.  

While the founder was extremely detail oriented, persistent, and demanding of 

high quality in all aspects of the restaurant, the personal connections the founder made 
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with participants was ultimately what surfaced the OI claim of employee focused. 

Through this balance of a tightly structured detail orientation in an environment of caring, 

a connected loyalty was created with subsequent positive influence on all SOCB attribute 

areas of loyalty, participation, and service delivery. Many of the participants shared 

admiration and respect for the founder as a highly recognized chef and entrepreneur. 

These expressed cultural understandings also translated into a connection to and deep 

regard for the mirrored images of others regarding the chef as celebrity and the restaurant 

operation’s reputation and image. The displays of respect and high regard for the chef 

founder and his legendary restaurant were often shared by participants and conveyed a 

deep commitment and loyalty to representing and upholding these reputations via 

external image projection to the guests and the public.  

Congruent philosophy and core values. While examples of organizational 

culture’s espoused values are typically values, strategies, goals, and philosophies (Schein, 

2010), study participants referred to the organizational philosophy and core values of 

Lagniappe prominently as guiding principles. Core to the concept of an enduring identity 

feature, historical industry accolades grounded in a strong guest focus and high-quality 

products and services, corroborated by key characteristics of the founder’s fundamental 

ideals for the organization, were evidenced in the organizational philosophy and core 

values he developed.  

Similar to the symbolic construction of corporate identity (Elsbach & Stigliani, 

2018), the core values of Lagniappe were communicated to organizational members from 

management through several means, both in print and verbally, and were interpreted and 

acted on by organizational members based on frequent and emphatic references to the 
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core values in interviews. The philosophy and core values, while serving separate 

functions as the foundational mission and guiding tenets, respectively, were inextricably 

related to one another and extremely important to the success of Lagniappe, according to 

participants. All participants passionately referred to the core values of the organization 

in some form and described how those values resonated with them professionally and/or 

personally. Many also spoke of the positive impact that working at Lagniappe had in their 

lives, which was shared as most directly related to their alignment with and 

operationalization of the core values. Overall, the organizational philosophy and core 

values were succinct and congruent with OI claims and SOCB characteristics. 

Conclusion 3 

Organizational image served a strong role in internal reflections and external 

expressions, which were reflected in identified SOCB. 

The organizational image of Lagniappe had a substantial influence on SOCB of 

frontline service staff in their roles of representing the organization externally. The highly 

regarded and prestigious level of the restaurant’s global acclaim also served as a 

foundation for much pride, professionalism, and even cult-like attachments for the staff 

as they strived to continuously uphold high levels of quality. Image projection, part of 

impression management, was very strategic in that the image of being one of the most 

highly recognized luxury restaurants in the world holding numerous top honors for food 

and service quality was the very image that the external other also perceived to be 

distinct about the organization (Dutton & Dukerich,1991).  

The SOCB loyalty, which is grounded in image projection, reflected the effects of 

the organizational image, with participants referring openly and more covertly about the 
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organization’s accolades and reputation in the global sphere of luxury restaurants. Service 

delivery and participation SOCB also reflected the influence of organizational image and 

were shared and demonstrated by participants through their support of rigid standards of 

operations, or what they often referred to as a challenging place to work, to meet and 

exceed guest expectations through high quality to maintain the perceived external (and 

internal) image. Communications and collaboration, both organizational core values, 

were also very prevalent as SOCB and were cultivated internally in the form of both 

influence and formal structure from the founder. Though not identified as such, the focus 

on collaboration seemed to bring about individual contributions and belongingness, 

which further extended to loyalty in the organization based on inclusiveness and 

connection in being part of the overall image. Loyalty, specifically image projection, was 

likely positively enhanced through frequent and open communications and collaboration, 

as staff valued working in an empowering environment where they were meaningfully 

engaged. 

Conclusion 4  

High levels of communication and collaboration as expressed core values and 

SOCB were directly linked to supporting OI claims of high quality. 

The SOCBs communication and collaboration were shared by participants as key 

characteristics of the organization’s success. Collaboration and communication were also 

demonstrated professionally and frequently in a symbiotic, albeit atypical, relationship 

shared between the kitchen and service staff. While collaboration and communication 

were also defined as core values of the organization and therefore could be considered 

defined job requirements, or in-role behaviors, participants expressed a great reliance on 
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and respect for these aspects of the organization, presumably because they were not 

typically fostered in restaurants, much less luxury-level establishments. Additionally, 

collaboration in particular surfaced as an SOCB attribute influenced by each of the OI 

claims.  

Communication, as crucial to SOCB participation, was described as necessary for 

customization and facilitation of high levels of quality in the guest experience. It was 

described as open, frequent, immediate, direct, and face-to-face throughout Lagniappe. 

These forms of communications, including collaboration, increased the connectivity and 

pride of participants through organizationally supported employee empowerment. This 

empowerment through communication engagement also seemed to further motivate 

participants to positively represent the organization to external constituencies. 

Peer accountability as a form of communication was also referred to by 

participants as a positive characteristic used to uphold high levels of quality and guest 

satisfaction. Supporting direct, face-to-face, and immediate communication through peer 

accountability and open and regular critique and criticism was also described as 

positively supported among staff, presumably in creating and maintaining high levels of 

quality and service. While open and regular critique and criticism anecdotally has the 

reputation of being negative and harsh, participants described this aspect of supported 

communication as a positive and collectively beneficial behavior to achieve high quality 

in all they do. Overall, open communication fostered across the organization presented as 

a seemingly strong service-focused philosophical structuring to support employee 

empowerment, collaboration, and innovation in order to achieve the goals of providing 

high quality in satisfying guests.  
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Theoretical Implications 

This study contributes to the growing body of socially constructed and 

interpretive OI studies, in contrast to early positivist studies (Ravasi & Canato, 2013). 

Using a single case study methodology, the study was designed to explore and contribute 

to OI and SOCB theories as well as to Hatch and Schultz’s (2002) OI dynamics model 

used as an interpretive lens. This study also analyzed the SOCB of frontline service staff 

and in what ways OI influenced these behaviors. Identified as boundary-spanning 

behaviors of frontline service employees, the three attributes of SOCB behaviors linking 

the internal (organization) to the external (current and potential guests) were surfaced and 

analyzed to determine contextual characteristics (Bettencourt et al., 2001).  

Contributions to OI Theory 

Contributions from this study to OI theory were in the primary areas of expanding 

OI qualitative research using a social constructionist framing; exploring the impacts of OI 

on OCB in the form of SOCB; the emergence of tight and loose coupling (Orton & 

Weick, 1990) as foundational to OI; and contributions to the exploration of OI in a for-

profit organization.  

As there were no defined criteria for identifying and/or specifying identity claims 

(Corley et al., 2006; He & Brown, 2013; Ravasi & Canato, 2013), the methods of analysis 

to determine OI claims in this study were developed iteratively and contribute to the 

growing body of qualitative and social constructionist framings. Individual interview 

questions were derived from previous quantitative survey-based studies of both OI and 

SOCB, intending to build on previous research.  
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Contributions to OI Dynamics Model  

This study offered contributions to the Hatch and Schultz (2002) OI dynamics 

conceptual model by using it as an interpretive lens for deeper analysis and understanding 

of OI interactions and their iterative relationships with SOCB. This analysis broadened 

the interpretation of the influence of OI on SOCB based on the model’s iterative cycling 

of reflection and expression and sensemaking and sensegiving. The OI dynamics model 

also contributed a theory-to-practice–like visual understanding of the influences and 

interactions of OI on SOCB.  

Additionally, this study contributed to better understanding of the importance of 

organizational structure as part of OI dynamics. In this case, tight and loose coupling 

were identified as necessary to the iterative dynamic of OI and how it is sustained and/or 

evolves over time.  

Contributions to SOCB Theory 

The study contributed a qualitative research model and analysis of SOCB, where 

quantitative studies have been predominant. Using this model and framework, the study 

also explored group SOCB versus individually self-reported SOCB. Additionally, this 

study explored service staff of a luxury-level restaurant based on extended periods of 

highly attentive professional service versus quick service or fast casual food service 

establishments or hotels, which have been prevalently studied in the past. Overall, the 

study illuminated the influence of OI on SOCB and their dynamic interrelationships. 
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Practical Implications 

The study was meant to offer a better understanding of the influences of OI on 

SOCB that might be adopted to improve or support high-quality service delivery in 

organizations. While OI is inimitable, and qualitative research not typically generalizable, 

this study may provide analytical generalizability and practical applications for 

organizations seeking to better understand influences on service-oriented behaviors. 

Specifically, practical implications are offered for organizations based on the study’s 

findings. 

Primarily, it is recommended to develop and define strong organizational 

structuring, or tight coupling (Orton & Weick, 1990), of in-role behaviors (dress code, 

hard skills, tasks, etc.) balanced with a loosely coupled structure of empowerment, open 

communications, and collaboration in order to support the achievement of high-quality 

standards and guest experiences. Mirroring Peters and Waterman’s (1982) bestseller, In 

Search of Excellence: Lessons from America’s Best-Run Companies, Lagniappe 

demonstrated simultaneous loose-tight properties where “autonomy is a product of 

discipline” (p. 324) and discipline provided the framework where employees were 

confident in knowing what was expected of them.  

This highly structured foundation was also reciprocally aligned with a relevant, 

defined, and congruent organizational philosophy and core values that were centered on 

the guest experience and creating and maintaining high quality, all achieved through an 

environment of valuing employees. Therefore, in practical terms, it is recommended to 

clearly define the organization’s philosophy and core values and then align them with 
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appropriately tight-loose coupling in organizational structure and with practices that 

support the values and philosophy.  

Limitations of the Study 

All studies inherently have limitations. This section discussions several 

limitations of this study related to the methodology and research process. 

Methodologically, one limitation was that the study involved direct observation 

rather than participant observation (Yin, 2003). Participant observation involves fuller 

researcher immersion in the study site and as such may provide more access to data and 

deeper exposure to the organization; however, the risk of bias becomes more prevalent 

over time (Yin, 2003). A more intimate level of familiarity gained through insider access 

might have allowed for a more comprehensive understanding of the emergent themes and 

identity understandings (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006), or the emergent shared beliefs about 

central and distinctive features of an organization (p. 436) or who organizational 

members believe they are as an organization (Gioia et al., 2000). 

Studying the Lagniappe restaurant as a single case study versus a comparative 

multiple case design may also be viewed as a limiting factor in developing analytically 

generalizable implications. While in some instances multiple case design is 

recommended over single case design due to an increased external generalizability based 

on direct replication in methods, analytical comparison, and the identification of common 

conclusions, timelines for the study did not support a multiple case model (Yin, 2003). 

Additionally, organizational variation would present added levels of difficulty, as the 

organization observed contained several layers of unique qualities not able to be 



144 

disclosed in the study, thereby creating further difficulty in transparent analysis and 

discussion. 

An access limitation of the study was a perceived guardedness and possible 

filtering of responses by participants. Access to participants was controlled; all 

communication with potential participants and scheduling of observations was conducted 

through the liaison, the director of human resources. Though I offered to contact key 

managers and leadership at the Lagniappe Restaurant with whom I’m familiar in order to 

facilitate the interview process and relieve her of this task, it quickly became apparent 

that I was not to have direct contact with staff of the organization for the needs of my 

study.  

Due to this perceived guardedness, I had suspicions regarding participant candor, 

as participants appeared to be hand selected and possibly mandated to participate as part 

of their work. Regardless of this guardedness and the nature of selection, participants did 

meet the requested participant characteristics and overall appeared genuine and candid in 

their responses. This notwithstanding, several participants initially seemed to be 

performing as service professionals in their demeanor, taking more time to relax into the 

interview process and speak more fluidly from a personal voice versus a boundary-

spanning service employee’s voice. 

Lastly, anonymizing of the study in order to protect the confidentiality of the 

research site, while professionally and ethically appropriate, unfortunately greatly 

reduced the potential quality and richness in description and presentation of analysis, 

findings, and subsequent interpretations. While the study still generated very relevant 

data, much in the way of important details about the organization such as the core 
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values, philosophy, industry accolades, reviews, and publications could not be used or 

shared, thereby compromising study impact and strength. In retrospect, I would have 

approached the process of the study access and agreement proposal differently in hopes 

of gaining full disclosure of the site description for a much fuller and richer study 

outcome.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

While this study sought to answer the OI question of who we are as an 

organization and how this might influence SOCB, there is still much to be considered and 

explored in both constructs. OI at its core implies unique and hence ungeneralizable 

aspects of an organization; therefore, better understanding of the many unique facets of 

OI and how it influences different areas of organizations could be important to 

practitioners seeking performance improvement in similar organizations.  

This study surfaced connections between OI and SOCB, further supported by the 

OI dynamics conceptual model and analytical lens of Hatch and Schultz (2002). The 

contributions of this study, while progressing research in the areas of OI and SOCB, still 

leave many more questions and subsequent recommendations for research in both 

construct areas. This section offers several recommendations for further studies and 

methodology in OI, SOCB, and OI dynamics.  

Contextually, both culture and image are important components of the OI 

dynamics model; however, studying them in isolation, as well as part of the iterative 

model, might lead to better understandings of OI and its influences from and on differing 

components of organizations. The organizational culture aspect of the OI dynamics 

model aligns with the social constructionist perspective, situating the study in how 
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internal actors commonly understand the identity of their organization, whereas studies 

focused on the external image of the organization would be best served by approaching 

the study from the social actor perspective, according to Ravasi and Schultz (2006). 

Therefore, based on the polarity of these aspects, it is recommended that further OI 

studies using the OI dynamics model focus on one isolated pole, or aspect, of culture or 

image of the organization under study using the commensurate epistemological framing. 

While antithetical to the dynamic nature of the model, isolating aspects would potentially 

allow for deeper exploration of particular aspects while maintaining epistemological 

alignment.  

Based on the perception of potential performance with service staff, and as a 

means of reducing bias in responses and building rapport, it is recommended to use 

Goffman’s (1959) dramaturgical theory of impression management using front-stage and 

back-stage framing for studying service personnel due to the literal parallel in these areas.  

From a practical perspective, studying behaviors and actions that influence and 

impact performance, specifically service-oriented performance as in this study, is 

suggested for continued research and exploration. While this study focused on the 

defined SOCB elements of loyalty, participation, and service delivery, future research 

may want to isolate these attributes to deeply explore specific areas of service behaviors. 

Exploring the identification of additional, or new, forms of SOCB is also recommended. 

It was evident throughout this study that the founder and structure he developed 

and established played an important part in the organization as a foundational framework 

supporting the OI claims and SOCB characteristics. Therefore, as identified in the Venn 

diagram depicted in Figure 5.1 with the founder and organizational structuring at the core 
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of the interrelated dynamics of OI claims and SOCB characteristics, it is suggested that 

future studies explore the founder and/or leadership and organizational structuring 

framework and processes to identify their influence on developing and maintaining OI.  

Furthering the recommendation of exploring organizational structuring based on 

the juxtaposition of tight and loose coupling, it is suggested to study the moderating 

effects of organizational structure (e.g., tight/loose coupling) on OI and SOCB 

independently (Orton & Weick, 1990). 

Methodologically, it is recommended to continue qualitative studies of SOCB, as 

Organ (2017) emphatically recommended not using self-reported measures in researching 

the effects of the organizational environment on member behaviors, or OCB.  

Future researchers of OI may benefit from lessons learned in the process of 

conducting this study; however, further development of empirical methods to identify 

legitimate OI claims is still needed. Additionally, using focus groups rather than 

individual interviews as the primary data source to research OI is recommended to more 

closely align with the social constructionist versus social actor epistemology.  

In using the OI dynamics lens for further interpretation, culture and image data 

would be strengthened in overall analysis and interpretation by using participant 

observation over direct observation in order to spend extended periods of time within an 

organization, potentially gaining more significant insight into organizational culture and 

image characteristics. Lastly, this study might benefit from a multi-site case study 

involving similarly profiled luxury-level restaurants in order to generate analytically 

generalizable data.  
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Summary of the Study 

Just as the concept of terroir is unique to the characteristics of wine, OI is unique 

to organizations, in that both are considered inimitable. The concept of OI as central, 

enduring, and distinctive in characteristics and claims defining who we are as an 

organization is much the same as terroir, or a sense of place, making up unique and 

distinctive characteristics in wine. It could be argued that much like terroir in wine may 

be influenced by human factors in the vineyard and winemaking (plant selection, 

irrigation management, trellising choice, pruning practices, barrel aging, etc.), OI might 

be influenced by such organizationally imposed factors as hiring selectivity, training, job 

descriptions, and management of organizational structuring, just to name a few. Both 

concepts continue to be nebulous in their defining factors, with much to be studied and 

codified in OI research and literature.  

Overall, this study contributed to the OI and SOCB constructs and OI dynamics 

concept, where studies have been minimal and epistemologically and methodologically 

narrow. The Lagniappe OI claims of being guest focused, focused on a gold standard of 

high quality, and genuinely caring about employees and their development were 

inextricably connected and congruent, supporting one another in an iterative manner. 

This congruence and synthesis also influenced the characteristics of SOCB, several of 

which were cross-functional and interdependent between OI claims. This study, while 

contributing to social constructionist and qualitative methods of expanding the OI and 

SOCB constructs, has illuminated several additional opportunities for further research 

and exploration.  
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APPENDIX A: 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH STUDY SITE 

The Lagniappe Restaurant  
 
Mr. XX: 
 
This note is a memo of understanding concerning Jennifer Purcell’s dissertation research 
toward the completion of her doctoral degree. The George Washington University 
requires permission by the sponsoring organization in accordance with its human subjects 
research guidelines. 
 
The following human subjects dimensions have been incorporated into the design of the 
dissertation research to be conducted within the Lagniappe Restaurant: (a) interviews 
have been carefully designed to limit personal information, and any identifying 
information will be removed or masked in the transcripts; (b) data that could reveal a 
subject’s identity will be stored in files accessible only to the researcher; (c) anonymity of 
the subjects will be preserved; (d) data will be reported in aggregate form and in cases 
where data cannot be aggregated, any information that could indirectly identify the 
subjects will be removed; and (e) the purpose of the research and informed consent 
elements such as confidentiality, anonymity, voluntary participation, and the nature of the 
research will be reviewed both at the point of contact for the study and at the 
commencement of each data-gathering session (with a written information sheet 
provided) to ensure that participants understand and are afforded sufficient time to decide 
to participate. In addition, if there is any publication beyond the dissertation publication, 
the organization will be notified and given the right to review the draft prior to release to 
ensure that the organization remains anonymous. 
 
This memo verifies that the individual named below acts as the organizational 
representative for the approval of this research process within the Lagniappe Restaurant.  
 
 
_________________________________________________ Date: _____________ 
Name: _____________________________ 
Title: ______________________________ 
The Lagniappe Restaurant Group 
 
 
_________________________________________________ Date: _____________ 
Jennifer Purcell 
The George Washington University 
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APPENDIX B: 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL AND QUESTIONS 

Thank you for participating in this interview. My name is Jennifer Purcell and I am a 
doctoral student at The George Washington University’s Graduate School of Education 
and Human Development in the Department of Human and Organizational Learning. 
This study is being conducted as a requirement for a doctoral dissertation in support of 
the Doctorate of Education (Ed.D.) degree. The study has been approved by and is being 
coordinated through the Lagniappe Restaurant organization office located in [redacted], 
California.  
 
The purpose of this study is to better understand the influence of organizational identity 
on the service-oriented behaviors of the service team here at Lagniappe. Therefore, I will 
ask you questions regarding your experiences of working with service colleagues here.  
 
In order to build this understanding, I will be conducting this interview today with you in 
addition to several of your service staff colleagues. It will last approximately 60 minutes 
but no more than 90 minutes. Before we start, I want to make sure that you know that all 
of the aspects of this research project are completely confidential and that anonymity of 
participants will be maintained. No identifying information will be included in the results 
or provided to Lagniappe leadership. Data will be included in the research without 
attribution. Only aggregated data will be provided to Lagniappe leadership in the form of 
a copy of the published results from the study.  
 
Lastly, I would like your permission to digitally record this session to ensure that I 
accurately capture your insights and to allow me to focus on what you’re saying. A 
transcript of our interview will be made available to you after the interview to ensure 
accuracy of content. All audio recordings will be destroyed after completion of the study.  
 
Do you have any questions regarding this study? 
 

Opening  
Good afternoon, [subject name]. A few general items to begin with:  

	  Do I have your permission to record this interview?  

	  Though I’ve just discussed that this study is part of the completion of my doctoral 
degree, do you have any questions about the study and its purpose overall before 
we proceed with questions?  

	  Please know that whatever you tell me will be held in the strictest confidence, and 
that any statements or direct quotes will be scrubbed of any identifiers. Overall, the 
interview data will be aggregated to identity themes and patterns. 

	  You have a right to opt out of this interview at any time, should you choose.  

So let us begin. I have a few questions about the influence of organizational identity and 
service-oriented behaviors. (Start audio recorder) 
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Warm up/into questions 

� How long have you worked at Lagniappe?  
� What attracted you to this organization? 
� What did you know about Lagniappe before you started? Did you conduct any 

type of information search? If so, what kind did you undertake? 
� Tell me about your position at Lagniappe. What are your tasks and 

responsibilities?  
o Any likes and dislikes about your role here? 

 
Interview questions 

1) What does this organization stand for? OI 
a. As a staff member of Lagniappe, what do you see as the most important aspect of 

what you do that reflects who the organization is? OI 

2) What actions by external parties [clarify –any external influences including guests, 
writers/critics, investors] do you feel have had effect on how the organization looks 
at itself? OI 

3) What actions by your colleagues, including staff, leadership, and management, do 
you feel have had an effect on how the organization perceives itself? OI 

4) What elements of communication do you feel have become part of the identity of 
this organization? Can you give me some examples? OI 

5) What kind of employee communication programs have you been a part of in your 
time with Lagniappe? What kind of information have you been given, and what do 
you feel you have learned about who the organization is from this? OI  

a. Do you feel that the marketing and messaging is a true representation of 
Lagniappe? If not, how does it differ? OI  

6) How do you feel the marketing communications of Lagniappe align with what you 
and your colleagues believe the organizational identity to be? How could it be 
improved if necessary? What might need to change? OI  

7) In your role, who do you personally see as the most important stakeholder group and 
why? OI/SOCB 
a. Which stakeholder groups do you think are important for this organization and 

why? OI/SOCB 

8) How do your interactions with guests align with the mass communication messages 
the organization sends out? Can you give me an example? How might your 
interactions with guests misalign with mass communication messages the 
organization sends out? Can you give me an example? OI/SOCB  

9) Do you and your colleagues share creative solutions to customer problems with each 
other? Can you share some examples? SOCB-internal influence 

10) Do you feel that you and your colleagues are encouraged and/or welcomed to 
contribute to organizational improvement by making constructive suggestions with 
management and leadership? Can you share some examples? OI/SOCB-internal 

influence 
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11) Do you feel this organization is service oriented? If so, what does that mean to you? 
SOCB 

a. What do you think being service oriented might mean to your colleagues? SOCB 

12) If there is a service orientation throughout the organization? What do you perceive to 
be the foundation of this, and how is it cultivated and maintained? OI/SOCB 

13) Are you and your service colleagues genuinely collaborative and supportive of each 
other in the delivery of quality service here? Can you provide some examples of how 
this occurs? SOCB-internal influence 

14) How would you describe some of the deeply held values and beliefs of Lagniappe if 
you had to explain to an outsider or new employee? What is important here and what 
is not? OI 

 

Interview conclusion 
	  That completes the interview.  
	  Is there anything that you’d like to add to or change from our conversation today?  
	  Do you have any questions?  
	  May I reach out to discuss this study further should I need any clarification from 

our visit?  
	  Thanks so much for participating in this conversation. Your time is greatly 

appreciated!  
 

(Stop audio recorder) 



170 

APPENDIX C: 

CONTACT SUMMARY FORM 

Based on Miles & Huberman, 1994. 
 
 
1. What people, events, or situations were involved? 
 
 
 
2. What were the main themes or issues in the contact? 
 
 
 
3. Which research questions and which variables in the initial framework did the contact 

bear on most centrally? 
 
 
 
4. What new hypotheses, speculations, or hunches about the field situations were 

suggested by the contact? 
 
 
 
5. Where should I place the most energy during the next contact, and what kinds of 

information should be sought? 
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APPENDIX D: 

DOCUMENT SUMMARY FORM 

Document ___________________________________  Document # _____________ 
 
 
Reviewed by _____________________on date _______  Date received ___________ 
 
 
 
1. Name and description of document 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Event or contact person with which document is associated 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Significance/importance of document 
 
 
 
 
4. Brief summary of contents 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. If document is central to answering the research question, or to a particular contact, 
make a copy and attach this form to the complete document. 
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APPENDIX E:  

CODE BOOK 

Initial codes  First-cycle codes First-cycle continued  Second-cycle codes 

Attentive-SOCB  Accomplishment Humble  Anticipating needs 
Competitive-SOCB  All staff meeting Image  Attentive 
Detail oriented-OI/SOCB  Anticipating needs Image projection  Awareness 
Founder-OI  Attentive Immediate communications  Challenging 
Hard work-OI/SOCB  Awareness Innovation  Collaboration 
High quality-OI  Challenging Inspiration  Communications 
High standards-OI  Change Integrity  Conscientiousness 
Hospitality-OI/SOCB  Clear expectations Intent  Core values 
Image-OI  Collaboration Investors  Critique and criticism 
Innovative-OI  Commitment Learning  Culture 
Peer accountability-SOCB  Communication-face to face Luxury  Customized 
Pride-OI  Communication-menu meeting Marketing alignment  Dedication 
Reading guests-SOCB  Communications Mentorship  Detailed 
Sense of urgency-SOCB  Communications nonverbal Ongoing dialogue  Direct communications 
Service oriented-OI  Communication-orientation Orientation  Employee development 
Structured-OI  Competitive Peer accountability  Employee satisfaction 

  Concise Personal connection employee  Empowerment 

  Conscientiousness Personal connection guest  Evolution 

  Contribute Personal growth  Exceed expectations 

  Core values Personalized  Experience 

  Critique and criticism Present   Face of the organization 

  Culture Presentation  Founder 

  Customized Pride  Frequent dialogue 

  Dedication Professional  Generosity 

  Detailed Project- social media  Genuine 

  Direct communications Quality  Gold standard 

  Employee development Reading guests  Good place to work 
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Initial codes  First-cycle codes First-cycle continued  Second-cycle codes 

  Employee satisfaction Recognition-internal  Guest focused 

  Empowerment Recognition-external  Structure 

  Evolution Reflection  Hospitality 

  Exceed expectations Reputation  Image 

  Expensive Rewarding  Innovation 

  Experience Rewards  Integrity 

  Face of the organization Self development  Peer accountability 

  Family Sense of urgency  Personal growth 

  Focus Service oriented  Quality 

  Founder SOCB-deliv consc  Reading guests 

  Frequent dialogue Structure  Service oriented 

  Generosity Support  Structure 

  Genuine Teamwork  Support 

  Gold standard Training   
  Good place to work Transparent   
  Guest focused True representation   
  Hard work Trust   
  Hospitality Unique   
   Welcomed   
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OI–Central OI–Distinctive OI–Enduring 

Communications Communications Challenging 
Communications-face to face Founder Change 

Communications-menu meeting Core values Clear expectations 
Critique and criticism Culture Communications 
Direct communications Sense of urgency Competitive 

Ongoing dialogue Employee satisfaction  Critique and criticism 
Immediate communications Unique Detailed 
Frequent dialogue Employee development Experience 

Core values Personal growth Founder 
Founder Peer accountability Gold standard 
Structure Personal connection employee Hard work 

Clear expectations Evolution Image 
Personal growth Exceed expectations Quality 
Support Experience Reputation 

Teamwork Personal connection guest Sense of urgency 
Detailed Pride  
Employee development Quality  
Empowerment Reputation  
Evolution Structure  
Family Support  
Good place to work Teamwork  
Hard work   
Innovation   
Learning   
Mentorship   
Orientation    
Reputation   
Project-social media   
Quality   
Dedication   
Service oriented   
Guest focused   
Customized   
Exceed expectations   
Experience   
Hospitality   
Personalized   
 
Second-Cycle Codes    
Communications Core values Founder 
Core values Culture Image 

Employee development Founder Guest focused 
Founder Employee development Quality 
Image Generosity  

Guest focused Quality  
Quality   
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SOCB–Loyalty SOCB–Participation SOCB—Service 

All staff meeting All staff meeting Anticipating needs 
Culture Collaboration Attentive 
Dedication Communication-face to face Awareness 
Employee satisfaction Communication-menu meeting Collaboration 
Face of the organization Communications Commitment 
Family Communications nonverbal Concise 
Founder Competitive Conscientiousness 
Genuine Contribute Core values 
Good place to work Core values Critique and criticism 
Hard work Critique and criticism Culture 
Humble Direct communications Customize 
Image Employee development Empowerment 
Image projection Employee satisfaction Exceed expectation 
Inspiration Empowerment Experience 
Integrity Family Face of the organization 
Pride Frequent dialogue Guest focused 
Quality Good place to work Hospitality 
Support Hard work Image projection 
Teamwork Learning Peer accountability 
Trust Mentorship Personalized 
Unique Ongoing dialogue Pride 

 Peer accountability Reading guests 

 Personal growth Reputation 

 Recognition-internal Sense of urgency 

 Reflection Service oriented 

 Rewarding SOCB- deliv consc 

 Structure Trust 

 Support  
 Teamwork  
 Trust  
   
Second-Cycle Codes    
Culture Communication-face to face Anticipating needs 
Employee satisfaction Communication-menu meeting Attentive 
Founder Communications Awareness 
Genuine Communications nonverbal Conscientiousness 
Good place to work Direct communications Customized 
Humble Immediate communications Detailed 
Image Collaboration Exceed expectations 
Pride Frequent dialogue Experience 
Quality Ongoing dialogue Guest focused 
 Structure Hospitality 
  Peer accountability 
  Personalized 
  Reading guests 
  Service oriented 
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APPENDIX F: 

SUBJECTIVITY STATEMENT 

I am a Caucasian woman who has spent the last 35 years working in and around 
the hospitality industry in a variety of food service roles. I am currently the director of 
education at the Culinary Institute of America (CIA) in St. Helena, California, where I 
oversee all culinary, baking, and pastry, liberal arts and business management, and wine 
and beverage curricula. As a graduate of the CIA’s associate’s and bachelor’s degree 
programs of culinary arts management, I spent several years as a chef in the Miami, 
Washington, DC, New York City, and Boston areas before returning to the CIA to teach 
and subsequently join the ranks of administration. I also have a master’s degree in hotel, 
restaurant, and travel administration.  

My passion for service-related study began early in my restaurant career, as I 
became intrigued with the complex dynamic occurring between customers and frontline 
service staff. That passion has continued throughout my further studies and has 
influenced my work focus. Approaching this research study, my greatest concern was that 
having been immersed in environments of restaurants and food service throughout my 
entire career, as what might be considered an industry insider, I might not identify 
important aspects in the environment and social interactions that are often my own shared 
values and basic assumptions. Therefore, I practiced reflexivity regularly by journaling 
about and discussing my data collection practices with a confidential peer reviewer in 
order to challenge my observations and interpretations. Although this perceived industry 
insider mindset was of concern, I never worked with or for the study site; therefore, I 
inevitably had an outsider perspective in many regards. Regardless, I took specific 
precautions to be conscious of how I might be perceived as well as how I could influence 
the conduct of participants throughout the data collection process (Maxwell, 1996).  
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APPENDIX G: 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM 

Principal investigator: Dr. Andrea Casey  
Telephone number: 703-xxx-xxxx  
Research coordinator: Jennifer Purcell  
Telephone number: 845-xxx-xxxx 
Email: jenpurcell02@yahoo.com 
 

1. Introduction. You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of 
Dr. Andrea Casey of the School of Education and Human Development of the George 
Washington University. You will need to understand the risks and benefits before you 
can decide whether to participate, and this consent form provides information about 
the research study. I will be available to answer your questions and provide further 
explanations. If you agree to take part in the research study, you will be asked to sign 
this consent form. This process is known as informed consent. Your decision to take 
part in the study is voluntary. You are free to choose whether or not you will take part 
in the study. 

 
2. Purpose of the study. The researcher, in conjunction with the School of Education 

and Human Development of the George Washington University, is conducting this 
study to understand the influence of organizational identity on service-oriented 
organizational citizenship behaviors. This research study will be submitted in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for my degree of Doctor of Education at the George 
Washington University in Washington, D.C., and I am the principal researcher.  

 
3. Procedures to be used in this study. Your participation is voluntary and will include 

taking part in a semi-structured interview, during which time you will be asked open-
ended and follow-up questions that will allow you to respond broadly. This interview 
will take place in person, via video conference or by telephone and will last no more 
than 90 minutes. The purpose of this interview is to understand your perceptions of 
XYZ’s organizational identity and how you believe it influences the service-oriented 
organizational citizenship behaviors of yourself and other frontline service staff. You 
will not be asked specific proprietary information about the organization but about 
your perceptions. The interview will be digitally recorded and professionally 
transcribed. You will be provided with a transcript from the recorded interview and 
invited to respond and provide additional feedback upon more reflection. 

 
4. Confidentiality of research records. All records associated with your participation 

and interview will remain confidential and be seen only by the transcriptionist, who 
has signed a letter of confidentiality, and the researcher, who will store the interview 
information in a locked and secure file cabinet located within the researcher’s office. 
You will be assigned a pseudonym for purposes of identifying and connecting 
transcribed notes to the interview schedule and process. You will not be asked to 
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provide identifying data such as Social Security number, etc., for any part of this 
study. You will not be identified by name or by the company with which you were 
associated during the course of this research study on any publication resulting from 
it. The transcript will be coded to identify themes, and these themes across all of the 
interviews will become part of an aggregate report of common themes and 
conclusions. Following the completion of the study, all transcripts and notes 
pertaining to your involvement will be shredded using a commercial shredding source 
conducted under the supervision of the researcher.  

 
5. The following elements have been carefully designed in this process: 

(a) All interview data has been designed to limit personal information and will be 
coded to remove identifying information. 

(b) Data that could reveal a subject’s identity will be stored in files accessible 
only to the researcher. 

(c) Anonymity of the subjects will be preserved. 
(d) Data will be reported in aggregate form and in cases where data cannot be 

aggregated, any information that could indirectly identify the subjects will be 
removed.  

(e) In addition, if there are any publications beyond the dissertation publication, 
the organization will be notified and given the right to review any publication 
prior to release to ensure that the organization remains anonymous if the 
organization so chooses. 

 
6 Possible risks. No risks associated with your involvement in this study are 

envisioned. Your employment will not be affected whether or not you choose to 
participate in the study. 

 
7.  Possible benefits to be achieved by this study. Possible benefits of this study to 

participants might be the participation in a research study as well as exploring their 
own perceptions surrounding the research question/topic.  

 
8. The practical benefits of this study are most relevant to hospitality operators and 

practitioners seeking to better understand the influences on extra-role behaviors of 
frontline service employees in order to improve or enhance service quality. This study 
was designed to contribute to the literature streams of organizational identity and 
service-oriented organizational citizenship behaviors.  

 
9. Costs. Participants will incur no costs for their involvement in this study. 
 
10.  Compensation. There will be no compensation for participating in this study. 
 
11. Withdrawal. Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary. You may choose to 

withdraw at any time before or during the interviewing process. 
 
12. Questions. Your questions about this study are welcome. Please contact Jennifer 

Purcell at 845-xxx-xxxx during the work week (Pacific Time) or email 
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jenpurcell02@yahoo.com any time. You can expect a return call or response within 
48 hours of your inquiry. Questions with respect to your rights as a research subject, 
ethics, or confidentiality can be directed to The George Washington University Office 
of Human Research, Washington, D.C., 20052; telephone 202-XXX-XXXX or email 
ohrib@gwu.edu.  

 
13. Understanding. Your participation in this study without the signing of a consent 

form implies your consent, with the understanding that you can withdraw at any time.  
a. Digital recording is part of this research.  
b. Only the principal researcher and the transcriptionist will have access to 

written and recorded materials.  
 

Research coordinator’s statement: I certify that I have explained the research study to 
participants, including the process, purpose, procedures, possible risks, and potential 
benefits associated with participation in this research study. Any questions raised have 
been answered to the individual’s satisfaction.  
 
 
Research coordinator: Jennifer Purcell 
 
 
            
Signature       Date 
 
 


