
Human Resource Management Research 2012, 2(1): 6-18 
DOI: 10.5923/j.hrmr.20120201.02 

 

Dynamics of Perceived Support and Work Attitudes: The 
Case of Fitness Club Employees 

Boyun Woo1,*, Packianathan Chelladurai2 

1School of Sport Science, Endicott College, Beverly, 01915, U.S.A 
2School of Physical Activity & Educational Services, The Ohio State University, Columbus, 43210, U.S.A 

 

Abstract  One of the significant sources of competitive advantage for an organization is its human capital. Focusing on 
human capital, the purpose of the study was to examine the impact of perceived support available at work place on organ-
izational commitment, and the impact of organizational commitment on work effort and intention to leave. In addition, the 
moderating effects of motivation on the relationship between perceived support and organizational commitment was inves-
tigated. Confirmatory factor analysis, structure equation modeling, and regression analysis were carried out to test the hy-
pothesized relationships in the data provided by 202 fitness club employees across the United States. The results showed that 
perceived support explained 79% of the variance in organizational commitment, and organizational commitment signifi-
cantly and positively influenced work effort (16%) and negatively influenced intention to leave the organization (61%). 
Further, intrinsic motivation was found to moderate the relationship between perceived support and affective commitment to 
the organization. The results of the study significantly contribute to the body of knowledge and provide meaningful mana-
gerial implications. 
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1. Introduction 
For any organization, securing and retaining their com-

petitive advantage over other organizations are crucial for 
the success of the organization. One of the significant 
sources of such competitive advantage is the human capital 
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Cunningham & Sagas, 2004). The 
quality of human capital is even more crucial in service 
organizations since it is closely related with customer satis-
faction (Reichheld & Sasser, 1990). As Lings (2004) noted, 
“the attitudes and behaviors of customer contact employees 
influence customers’ perceptions of the service they receive” 
(p.405). In sum employees who are in contact with the cus-
tomers play a key role in recruiting and retaining the cus-
tomers and, thus, in the success of the organization. 

The significance of the employee-customer interface was 
highlighted by Kotler (1994) who conceived of three types of 
marketing. First is the conventional marketing labeled ex-
ternal marketing whereby the organization tries to sell its 
products to external customers. The second type of market-
ing labeled interactional marketing is most germane to the 
present context as it focuses on service operations. The 
service employee is involved not only in the production of the  
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service in question but also in the marketing of that service 
through interpersonal interactions with the customers. This 
dual role of producer and marketer makes the service em-
ployee a critical resource that can create competitive ad-
vantage for an organization. Finally, internal marketing 
refers to the organization’s efforts in “attracting, developing, 
motivating, and retaining qualified employees through 
job-products that satisfy their needs” (Berry & Parasuraman, 
1991; p. 151). A major thrust of internal marketing is creat-
ing a climate wherein the employees feel that the organiza-
tion is concerned about their well being by facilitating their 
work performance as well as making their experiences 
pleasant and satisfying. When employees have a sense of 
well-being in the workplace, they are likely to be committed 
to the organization and would be willing to continue to work 
for the organization. 

2. Review of Literature 
The factors that contribute to employees’ positive attitudes 

toward the organization include the structural and process 
characteristics, job design, performance evaluation, and 
reward system (Chelladurai, 2006). An equally important 
factor and focal to the present study is the task and social 
support available in the work environment. In this study, we 
investigate the relationships among perceived support 
available at work, organizational commitment, motivation, 
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work effort, and intention to leave among fitness club em-
ployees in the United States. In particular, environmental 
support which includes coworker support, supervisor sup-
port, and organizational support are examined as indicators 
of the latent variable of perceived support which is an ante-
cedent of organizational commitment which, in turn, influ-
ences intention to leave and work effort. The moderating role 
of work motivation in the relationship between perceived 
support and organizational commitment is also examined. 
The proposed model is illustrated in Figure. 1. The following 
sections explicate the variables of the study and the rela-
tionships among them. 

2.1. Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment refers to the strength of per-
sonal attachment toward the organization (Arnold, Cooper, 
& Robertson, 1998). Recent approaches to the study of or-
ganizational commitment consider it to be composed of three 
dimensions—affective commitment, continuance commit-
ment, and normative commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). 
Meyer and Allen (1991) define affective commitment as, 
“the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, 
and involvement in the organization. Employees with a 
strong affective commitment continue employment in the 
organization because they want to do so” (p.67). An em-
ployee is said to have continuance commitment to his/her 
organization when he/she stays at the organization due to the 
costs involved by leaving the organization (Burton, Lee, & 
Holtom, 2002; Meyer & Allen, 1991). In this case, em-
ployees continue their employment in the organization be-
cause they need to. Meyer and Allen (1991) define normative 
commitment as “a feeling of obligation to continue em-
ployment. Employees with a high level of normative com-
mitment feel that they ought to remain with the organization” 
(p.67). These three dimensions of affective, continuance, and 
normative commitment will be included in the present study 
since these three forms of organizational commitment has 
been found to be associated with employees’ work behaviors 

(e.g. Chang & Chelladurai, 2003; Turner & Chelladurai, 
2005). 

2.2. Perceived Support as Antecedent of Organizational 
Commitment 

One of the factors that help cultivate organizational 
commitment is employees’ perception of support available at 
work. That is, when employees feel they are supported by 
coworkers, supervisors, and/or organization, they are likely 
to develop a sense of commitment. Therefore, the types of 
support we included in this study are coworker support, 
supervisor support, and organizational support. Coworker 
support and supervisor support refer to emotional, instru-
mental, and/or informational support that comes from co-
workers and supervisors respectively (Greenglass, Burke, & 
Konarski, 1997). Organizational support refers to individuals’ 
perceptions about how much the organization values the 
employees’ contributions and care about their well-being 
(Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986). 

The relationship between perceived support at work and 
employee commitment is explained by social exchange the-
ory (Thibaut & Kelley, 1967; Setton, Bennett, & Liden, 
1996). According to Blau (1964), social exchange is based 
on a quid pro quo, which means ‘this for that.’ Thus, it is 
more likely that a person will provide support to the others 
(i.e., the supervisor and coworkers in our context) who 
support the person (Bowling, Beehr, Johnson, Semmer, 
Hendricks, & Webster, 2004). In other words, if employees 
feel their supervisor is providing support for them, they 
would work for the supervisor’s benefit, and this way, the 
supervisor would provide more support to the employees. 
Similarly, employees form their perceptions on how much 
the organization values their contributions and care about 
their well-being and respond to it with job attitudes and/or 
organizational behaviors that facilitate organizational suc-
cess (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoads, 
2001; Eisenberger et al., 1986).  
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Figure 1.  Hypothesized model of the relationship among perceived support, organizational commitment, motivation, and work outcomes
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From another perspective, social identity theory (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979; Turner, 1982) also helps to explain the rela-
tionship between organizational support and organizational 
commitment (Fuller, Barnett, Hester, & Relyea, 2003). So-
cial identity theory proposes that employees remain loyal 
when they feel their organization values and appreciate them 
(Tyler, 1999). According to Fuller et al. (2003), “when peo-
ple feel that their organization values and appreciates them, it 
is a sign of organizational respect for them or of their high 
status within the organization” (p.789). This feeling of high 
status increases employees’ social identity which, in turn, 
strengthens their commitment to the organization (Tyler, 
1999). 

Previous studies have shown the relationship between 
perceived support and organizational commitment (e.g. 
Eisenberger et al., 2001; Pack, Jordan, Turner, & Haines, 
2007). For example, Nelson and Quick (1991) found that 
supervisor support and coworker support had a positive 
impact on organizational commitment among newcomers to 
the organization while it had a negative impact on their intent 
to leave the organization. Bartlett’s (2001) study showed that 
employees were more affectively committed to the organi-
zation when they received supervisor and coworker support. 
In Ko et al.’s (1997) study, perceived supervisor support and 
coworker support were antecedents of affective commitment 
while supervisory support was highly related with continu-
ance commitment. Eisenberger et al. (2001) found that or-
ganizational support increased the employees’ feeling for 
and caring about the organization’s welfare and goals, and 
this feeling led to the increase of their commitment to the 
organization. In a similar vein, Eisenberger et al. (1986) and 
Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro (1990) showed 
that employees’ emotional attachment towards the organi-
zation is affected by the employees’ perception that the or-
ganization cares for the employees’ welfare. In sport setting, 
Pack et al. (2007) showed that organizational support ex-
plained 46.2% of the variance in affective commitment and 
39% of the variance in normative commitment among stu-
dent employees in a recreational sport department in a large 
university.  

Based on previous research, this study investigates the 
influence of perceived support from coworkers, supervisors, 
and organization on the employees’ level of commitment 
affective commitment, continuance commitment, and nor-
mative commitment in fitness industry. Accordingly, we 
propose the following hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 1. Perceived support available at work will be 
positively related to employee commitment to the organiza-
tion. 

In testing the above hypothesis, coworker support, super-
visor support, and organizational support will indicate the 
second order latent variable of perceived support, and affec-
tive commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 
commitment will indicate the second order latent variable of 
organizational commitment. 

2.3. Consequences of Organizational Commitment 
Traditionally, intention to leave the organization has been 

considered as an important outcome of organizational 
commitment. More recently, the importance of other work 
related behaviors influenced by organizational commitment 
has been highlighted (Chang & Chelladurai, 2003; Turner & 
Chelladurai, 2005; Wasti, 2005). More specifically, organ-
izational commitment has been shown to be positively re-
lated to attendance, work effort, job involvement, job satis-
faction and employee retention (Randall, 1990).  

In the current study, however, work effort and intention to 
leave are included as outcome variables of affective com-
mitment due to their importance in the performance of ser-
vice organizations. As the employees directly interact with 
customers in performance of the service, the amount and 
nature of the effort employees put into their work would 
influence the quality of the service provided. And the quality 
of the service is a strong predictor of satisfaction with service 
and repeat purchase of that service. In addition, predicting 
employees’ intention to leave and reducing it is crucial be-
cause losing valuable employees adversely affects an or-
ganization’s immediate performance. Further, replacing 
current employees and training new employees are costly. 
Thus, understanding the factors that are closely related to 
employees’ intention to leave the organization is especially 
important in fitness organizations where the turnover rate is 
known to be relatively high (Pack et al., 2007).  

The relationships among perceived support, organiza-
tional commitment, work effort, and intention to leave are 
explained by social exchange theory. As discussed earlier, 
social exchange theory emphasizes reciprocity (Blau, 1964). 
Therefore, when employees perceive that they are receiving 
support, they would build commitment and the commitment 
will show as positive work behaviors. Shanock and Eisen-
berger (2006) supports this notion by stating “workers trade 
effort and dedication to their organizations for such tangible 
incentives as pay and fringe benefits and such socioemo-
tional benefits as esteem, approval, and caring” (p.689).  

Previous studies have shown how one’s commitment to 
the organization translated into positive behaviors. For ex-
ample, Turner and Chelladurai (2005) found that normative 
and affective commitments were negatively related to the 
intercollegiate coaches’ intent to leave the organization 
normative commitment having a stronger relationship while 
continuance commitment was unrelated. Similarly, Turner, 
Jordan, and DuBord (2005) examined the impact of four 
forms of organizational commitment (affective, continuance 
high sacrifices, continuance low alternatives, and normative 
commitment) on desire to stay in the organization among 
student employees in a university recreational sport de-
partment and found that all four forms of commitment were 
significantly related with desire to stay explaining 13.4% of 
the variance. 

Regarding work effort, Chelte and Tausky (1986) found 
that organizational commitment was significantly and posi-
tively related with employees’ perceived work effort al-
though the level of significance differed in three different 
groups of university employees. Lee and Gao’s (2005) study 
on Korean retail business showed that affective commitment 
increased employees’ work effort whereas it decreased their 
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intention to leave the organization. Sager and Johnston (1989) 
also found that sales employees with higher organizational 
commitment perceived themselves as working harder and 
their job searching behavior decreased dramatically. Based 
on such literature, we propose the following hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 2. Organizational commitment will be posi-
tively related to employee’s work effort. 

Hypothesis 3. Organizational commitment will be nega-
tively related with employees’ intention to leave. 

2.4. Motivation as a Moderator of Support-Commitment 
Relationship 

Motivation is defined as “the willingness to exert a high 
level of effort towards organizational goals, conditioned by 
the employee’s ability to satisfy some individual need” (Rai, 
2004; p.43). Motivation is divided into two catego-
ries—intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. Basi-
cally, some people are motivated because they find the work 
itself interesting (intrinsic motivation), and not because of 
the consequences it would bring to the individual. On the 
other hand, some people are motivated by the extrinsic 
consequences such as money and promotion (extrinsic mo-
tivation) (Gagne & Deci, 2005). In other words, intrinsic 
motivation includes feelings of interest in and enjoyment of 
the job while extrinsic motivation includes perceptions that 
their work will be rewarded with something that they value 
(Pinder, 1997).  

Although there have not been many studies that examined 
the influence of motivation on organizational commitment, 
the possibility has been discussed by many researchers (e.g. 
Bartlett, 2001; Buchanan, 1974; Eby, Freeman, Rush, & 
Lance, 1999; Kuvaas, 2003; Steers, 1977; Whitener & Walz, 
1993). Those studies that empirically examined the rela-
tionship have supported a positive relationship between 
work motivation and organizational commitment. For ex-
ample, Eby et al. (1999) indicated in their model that intrin-
sic motivation influences affective commitment, which has 
an impact on outcome variables. Their study showed that 
intrinsic motivation explained 23% of the variance in affec-
tive commitment. Similarly, Bartlett (2001) found that in-
trinsic motivation was positively related to affective and 
normative commitment while it was slightly negatively re-
lated to continuance commitment. In addition, Kuvaas (2003) 
found that both intrinsic motivation (sense of ownership) and 
extrinsic motivation (company shares) led to an increase of 
the employees’ affective commitment. 

While many studies have investigated the relationship 
between perceived support and organizational commitment 
and the relationship between work motivation and organiza-
tional commitment, the study of the moderating role of mo-
tivation in the relationship between perceived support and 
organizational commitment has largely been ignored. Given 
the relationship between support and organizational com-
mitment and the relationship between motivation and or-
ganizational commitment, the authors propose that em-

ployees’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation will moderate the 
relationship between support and organizational commit-
ment. That is, if someone has high level of work motivation, 
the effect of perceived support on organizational commit-
ment may not be significant since his/her organizational 
commitment can solely stem from his/her high work moti-
vation. On the other hand, for an employee with low work 
motivation, an effect of perceived support will be stronger on 
his/her level of organizational commitment. 

As there is not enough literature on the moderating role of 
motivation in the relationship between perceived support and 
organizational commitment, we present the following non- 
directional hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 4. Intrinsic motivation will moderate the rela-
tionship between perceived support and organizational 
commitment. 

Hypothesis 5. Extrinsic motivation will moderate the re-
lationship between perceived support and organizational 
commitment. 

We tested the above hypotheses in the context of fitness 
club employees due to the importance and the size of the 
fitness industry. Fitness clubs are among the largest and 
fastest growing businesses in the sport industry. According 
to the International Health, Racquet and Sportsclub Asso-
ciation (IHRSA) (2006), there has been a steady growth in 
the number of fitness clubs all around the world. In the 
United States, there were 29,069 clubs with 41.3 million 
members in 2005, an increase of 14% from the previous year 
(IHRSA, 2006). In addition, the total revenue for the fitness 
club industry was estimated at $15.9 billion in 2005, and it 
increased to $17.6 billion in 2006 (IHRSA, 2007). Accord-
ing to the report of U.S. Department of Labor (2007), fitness 
clubs employed approximately 205,000 workers in 2004. 

The importance of human capital discussed earlier is 
magnified in fitness clubs as well because many of the em-
ployees in fitness clubs, such as activity instructors and 
personal trainers, interact directly with the customers over 
relatively longer periods. Such interactions may be task- 
related or social in nature (Chang & Chelladurai, 2003). 
Chang and Chelladurai (2003) found that these two forms of 
interactions were the most important determinants of cus-
tomer perception of service quality. Along similar lines, 
Chelladurai, Scott and Haywood-Farmer (1987) found that 
employee’s instruction behavior was a very critical factor in 
the choice of fitness clubs. 

In summary, the purpose of the study is to investigate the 
link between perceived support (i.e., from coworkers, su-
pervisor, and organization), organizational commitment 
(affective, continuance, and normative), work effort, and 
intention to leave among fitness club employees. Also, the 
impact of organizational commitment on employees’ inten-
tion to leave and work effort is examined. Finally, the mod-
erating effect of motivation in the relationship between 
perceived support and organizational commitment is ex-
plored.  
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3. Method 
3.1. Participants 

A random sample of 2,000 NETA (National Exercise 
Trainers Association) certified fitness instructors who have 
fulltime and/or part-time positions in fitness clubs in the 
United States was selected for this study. These employees 
were 18 years old or older and they worked for either profit 
or non-profit fitness clubs across the nation. Among the 
2,000 questionnaires distributed to NETA members through 
email, 5% of them bounced back due to invalid email ad-
dresses. Therefore, total sample size was 1,900. Two hun-
dred and sixty six people responded to the questionnaire 
representing a 14% response rate. However, 64 responses 
were not usable. Therefore, the remaining 202 responses 
were used in the analyses. Thirty-six of them were males 
(17.8%), and 165 of them were females (81.7%). Sev-
enty-nine respondents (39.1%) had full time position at the 
fitness organization while 121 respondents (59.9%) had part 
time position. Further, 117 respondents (57.9%) worked for 
profit organizations, and 85 respondents (42.1%) worked for 
non-profit organizations. As for age, 43 respondents (21.3%) 
were between 21 and 30 years of age, 64 respondents (31.7%) 
were between 31 and 40 years, 50 respondents (26.2%) were 
between 41 and 50 years, and 42 respondents (20.8%) were 
over 50 years. The respondents came from different regions 
in the U.S. Eighty-six respondents (42%) were employed in 
the Midwest, 46 respondents (22.8%) were from Mid At-
lantic, 37 respondents (18.3) were from the South, 15 re-
spondents (7.4%) were from the West, 13 respondents (6.4%) 
were from the Southwest, and 5 respondents (2.5%) were 
from New England. The years the employees have been 
working in the profession ranged from five months to 30 
years (M = 8.65) whereas the years the employees have been 
working in the current organization ranged from five months 
to 28 years (M = 4.91). 

3.2. Data Collection Procedures 

The researchers contacted the director of National Exer-
cise Trainers Association (NETA) to recruit participants for 
the present study. NETA is an organization that offers certi-
fication in group exercise, personal training, pilates, and 
yoga. The program is offered across the country, and NETA 
has certified over 120,000 fitness professionals. NETA 
randomly selected 2,000 of their members holding valid 
certificates. Then, email messages to these randomly se-
lected members requesting them to participate in the study 
were sent. The message included a link to a website for the 
online survey. A reminder email about the study and the 
survey link was sent out two weeks after the initial email. 
The online survey was so designed that when an employee 
responds to the questionnaire, the responses would go di-
rectly to the researchers and not to NETA. In addition, the 
responses were anonymous. In other words, there was no 
way for the researchers to find out who filled out the survey. 
The researchers used Selectsurvey.net software to distribute 

the questionnaire and collect the responses. 
The survey consisted of three sections. First section in-

cluded informed consent to participate in the study. The 
message stated that the participation was voluntary, and they 
could skip any questions they feel uncomfortable answering. 
By completing the survey, the participants consented to 
participate. The second section consisted of demographic 
information about the participants (i.e., gender, employment 
status, type of organization they work for, region, the years 
worked for the organization, and the years worked in the 
profession). Finally, the third section included 57 items 
about perceived support available at work and the fitness 
employees’ work attitudes. The items were jumbled so the 
participants would not know which domain each item be-
longed to. The questionnaire comprised of subscales on 
perceived support, organizational commitment, work effort, 
intention to leave, and motivation.  

3.3. Perceived Support 
Perceived support was indicated by three factors: co-

worker support, supervisor support, and organizational 
support. 

3.3.1. Coworker Support  

Coworker support was measured by a six-item scale 
modified from Ducharme and Martin’s (2000) ten-item scale. 
The original 10-item scale included affective (α = .85) and 
instrumental (α = .76) facets of coworker support. For the 
purposes of the current study, the three items with the highest 
loading in each facet were selected. The items were re-
worded to replace the words ‘you’ and ‘your’ to ‘I’ and ‘my’ 
to be consistent with the items in other subscales. 

3.3.2. Supervisor Support  

Supervisor support was measured by a six-item scale 
proposed by Anderson, Coffey, and Byerly (2002). The 
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .89 (Anderson et al., 
2002). 

3.3.3. Organizational Support 

Organizational support was measured by the eight-item 
scale of perceived organizational support (Eisenberger, 
Cummings, Armeli & Lynch, 1997), which is a shorter ver-
sion of the original 36 items suggested by Eisenberger et al. 
(1986). In order to increase reliability of the scale, two more 
items that had high factor loadings in the original study 
(Eisenberger et al., 1986) were added. That is, organizational 
support was measured using 10 items (five for valuation of 
employees’ contribution and five for care about employees’ 
well-being).  

3.4. Organizational Commitment 

Commitment to the organization was measured by 18- 
item version of commitment scale suggested by Meyer, 
Allen and Smith (1993). This version of scale measures 
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affective (6 items), continuance (6 items), and normative 
commitment (6 items). Construct validity and internal reli-
ability (ranging from .73 to .85) of the scale are well estab-
lished in previous studies (e.g. Allen & Meyer, 1996; Meyer 
et al., 1993).  

3.5. Intention to Leave 

Employees’ intention to leave was measured by two items 
suggested by Turner and Chelladurai (2005). The Cron-
bach’s alpha of the scale was .80. Wording of the items was 
slightly modified from the original version to fit the overall 
questionnaire. The word ‘university’ is replaced with ‘or-
ganization’. 

3.6. Work Effort 

Work effort was measured by Chang’s three-item (2003) 
modified version of Brockner, Grover, Reed, and Dewitt’s 
(1992) scale. Cronbach’s alpha for these items was reported 
to be .91.  

3.7. Motivation 
Intrinsic motivation was measured by a six-item scale 

suggested by Oliver and Anderson (1994). Extrinsic moti-
vation was measured with six items—three from Oliver and 
Anderson (1994) and three from Teresa, Elizabeth, Karl, and 
Beth’s (1994). The Cronbach alpha for the intrinsic motiva-
tion scale was reported to be 0.82, and the Cronbach alpha 
for the Oliver and Anderson’s three-item scale of extrinsic 
motivation was 0.83. The items in Oliver and Anderson’s 
(1994) scales were reworded to fit into fitness club settings 
since the original version was developed for the sales pro-
fession. The word of ‘sell’ was replaced with ‘work’.  

3.8. Data Analysis  
We performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with 

AMOS 7 to confirm the factor structure of the proposed 
measurement model and structural equation modeling (SEM) 
to test the proposed relationships among the constructs. The 
internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of each subscale was 
also estimated. The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 
values were used to measure construct reliability of the 
scales. AVE values indicate the amount each item contrib-
utes to explaining the specified construct. AVE values higher 
than .50 are considered to have a good construct reliability 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

AMOS 7 provides the following measures of fit: Normed 
Fit Index (NFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA), and chi-square value divided by degrees of 
freedom. For NFI, IFI, and CFI, values higher than .90 is 
considered to have a close fit (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & 
Balck, 1998; Kline, 1998). However, as the goodness of fit 
indices are likely to be depressed as a function of the com-
plexity of the model, the use of .90 guideline must be used 
with caution (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). It has been noted 
that RMSEA is the only goodness-of-fit index (GFI) that is 

not influenced by the number of items in each subscale and 
the number of factors in the measurement model (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1992; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Accordingly, 
RMSEA value was used to determine a model fit. RMSEA 
values less than .06 indicates close fit of the model while 
values less than .08 indicates a reasonable fit (Hu & Bentler, 
1999).  

To test the moderating effect of motivation on the rela-
tionship between perceived support and organizational 
commitment, regression analyses were used. In these 
analyses, the composite scores (i.e., the mean of the items in 
a subscale) were used. According to Baron and Kenny 
(1986), moderating effect can be detected by examining the 
relationships between predictor and outcome variable, be-
tween moderator and outcome variable, and between the 
interaction of predictor and moderator on outcome variables.  

4. Results 
4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the 57 items and 10 
factors revealed that some of the items did not load high 
enough on their factors meaning that these items did not 
represent the underlying construct well. After thorough 
examination of these items, the items that did not enhance 
the psychometric property of the construct were removed. 
One item from each of affective commitment and organiza-
tional support subscales, two items from each coworker 
support and intrinsic motivation subscales, and three items 
from each continuance commitment, normative commitment, 
and extrinsic motivation subscales were deleted. Further, the 
construct of normative commitment was eliminated due to 
lack of discriminant validity of the construct. The correlation 
between affective commitment and normative commitment 
was extremely high (r = .97), and the AVE for affective 
commitment and normative commitment were much less 
than the squared correlation between these constructs and 
any other. These indicate lack of discriminant validity. Those 
who have discussed the discriminant validity of normative 
commitment (e.g. Cohen, 2007; Jaros, 2007; Meyer et al., 
1993; Meyer & Herskovitch, 2001) claim that normative 
commitment is a part of affective commitment because many 
items in the former dimension have content of affective 
commitment (Jaros, 2007). Therefore, the construct of nor-
mative commitment was eliminated in the model. 

As a result, the final measurement model included nine 
constructs and 39 items. The modified model of the rela-
tionship among support, organizational commitment, moti-
vation, and work outcomes is shown in Figure. 2. The results 
of the CFA on the modified measurement model showed a 
reasonable fit (RMSEA = .069; CI = .063-.075; pclose = 0.0, 
χ2/df = 1304/666 = 1.96, NFI = .788, IFI = .884, CFI = .881). 
The NFI, IFI, and CFI values were slightly lower than rec-
ommended values of .90. However, as discussed earlier, 
these values are depressed when many items and factors are 
included in the model (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 
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The factors, items, loadings, alpha coefficients, and AVEs 
are shown in Table 1. The alpha coefficients were adequate 
ranging from .69 to .95 for a mean of .81. The AVE values 
were over the recommended .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) 
with three exceptions: continuance commitment (.44), in-
trinsic motivation (.37), and extrinsic motivation (.46). The 
means, standard deviations, and correlations among the 
constructs are displayed in Table 2.  

4.2. Structural Equation Modeling 

The goodness-of-fit statistics indicated that the structural 
model showed a reasonable fit (RMSEA = .074; CI 
= .067-.080; pclose = 0.0, χ2/df = 959/457 = 2.098, NFI = .818, 
IFI = .896, CFI = .894). The second order factor of perceived 
support was well represented by the first order factors, co-
efficients ranging from β = .788 to β = .981. However, con-
tinuance commitment did not load highly on organizational 
commitment (β = .382), and affective commitment loaded 
perfectly (β = 1.00) on organizational commitment. The 
former indicates that continuance commitment is not a good 
representation of organizational commitment for this data set 
while the latter indicates a boundary parameter violation for 
this data set. 

The relationships among the latent variables were sig-
nificant and explained a significant amount of variance. As 
hypothesized, Perceived Support was significantly positively 
related with Organizational Commitment (β = .891) ex-
plaining 79% of the variance in organizational commitment. 
In addition, Organizational Commitment was significantly 
negatively correlated with Intention to Leave (β = -.781) and 
explained 61% of the variance in Intention to Leave. Or-

ganizational Commitment was also positively associated 
with Work Effort (β = .404) explaining about 16% of the 
variance in Work Effort.  

4.3. Moderating Effects of Motivation 

Due to the perfect loading of affective commitment on 
organizational commitment and poor loading of continuance 
commitment on organizational commitment, the moderating 
effect of motivation between Perceived Support and two 
dimensions of organizational commitment was separately 
examined.  

The predictor variable of Perceived Support was signifi-
cantly correlated with the dependent variable of Affective 
Commitment (r = .818; p <.001), and with the Continuance 
Commitment (r = .172; p <.05). The moderator variable of 
Intrinsic Motivation was significantly correlated with Af-
fective Commitment (r = .287; p <.001) but not with Con-
tinuance Commitment (r = .042; n.s.). The moderator vari-
able of Extrinsic Motivation was significantly but negatively 
correlated with Affective Commitment (r = -.326; p <.001) 
and positively correlated with Continuance Commitment (r 
= .165; p <.05). To test the moderator hypotheses with ref-
erence to Affective Commitment, we carried out two re-
gression analyses where the predictor variable (i.e., Per-
ceived Support) and the moderator variable (Intrinsic Moti-
vation or Extrinsic Motivation) were entered in the first step 
and the interaction of the predictor and the relevant interac-
tion term was entered second. Similarly, two other regression 
analyses were carried out with reference to Continuance 
Commitment. The results are presented in Table 3. 
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Figure 2.  Modified model of the relationship among perceived support, organizational commitment, motivation, and work outcomes 
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Table 1.  Items, Factor Loadings (β), Cronbach’s alpha (α), and Average Variance Explained Values (AVE) for the Subscales 

Factor and Item β α AVE 
Coworker Support  .88 .67 
My coworkers really care about me .85   
I feel close to my coworkers .87   
My coworkers take a personal interest in me. .82   
My coworkers are helpful in getting job done .74   
Supervisor Support  .92 .66 
My supervisor is supportive when I have a work problem. .86   
My supervisor is fair and does not show favoritism in responding to employees’ personal or family needs. .75   
My supervisor accommodates me when I have family or personal business to take care of, for example, medical 
appointments, meeting with child’s teacher, etc. .77   

My supervisor is understanding when I talk about personal or family issues that affect m work .83   
I feel comfortable bringing up personal or family issues with my supervisor .77   
My supervisor really cares about the effects that work demands have on my personal and family life .79   
Organizational Support  .95 .67 
The organization values my contribution to its well-being .78   
The organization fails to appreciate any extra effort from me .81   
The organization really cares about my well-being .83   
Even if I did the best job possible, the organization would fail to notice .94   
Help is available from the organization when I have a problem .92   
The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work .77   
The organization shows very little concern for me .80   
The organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work .71   
The organization is willing to help me when I need a special favor .82   
Affective Commitment  .87 .57 
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization .75   
I do not feel emotionally attached to this organization .73   
I do not feel like part of the family at my organization .70   
This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me .80   
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization .80   
Continuance Commitment  .69 .44 
It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to .75   
Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided to leave my organization now .74   
Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire .49   
Work Effort  .79 .56 
I try to work as hard as possible .71   
I intentionally expend a great deal of effort in carrying out the job .70   
I am willing to exert a high level of work effort .83   
Intention to Leave  .81 .69 
I frequently think about leaving my fitness club .85   
I will likely leave my fitness club for another position within the next 2 years .81   
Intrinsic Motivation  .69 .37 
Becoming successful in work is something that I want to do for me .55   
If I were independently wealthy, I would still work for the challenge of it .56   
I wish I didn’t have to retire someday so I could always continue working for the pleasure of it .48   
I work because I cherish the feeling of performing a useful service .83   
Extrinsic Motivation  .71 .46 
If it weren’t for the money, I would not be in this job .68   
I work because I get paid to work .46   
After a long hard day, I realize that if it weren’t for the money, I wouldn’t put up with this job .89   

Table 2.  Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for the Subscales 

   Correlations 
 M SD CW SS OS PS AC CC WE IL IM EM 
CW 5.00 1.24 1          
SS 5.12 1.38 .69** 1         
OS 4.81 1.41 .76** .85** 1        
PS 5.00 1.23 .86** .91** .93** 1       
AC 4.79 1.36 .76** .74** .89** .82** 1      
CC 3.79 1.36 .31** .25** .23** .17* .41** 1     
WE 5.97 0.93 .31** .45** .35** .39** .44** .24* 1    
IL 3.52 1.69 -.43** -.54** -.68** -.54** -.80** -.34** -.26** 1   
IM 5.32 1.00 .23* .35** .25** .24** .36** .23* .87** -.33** 1  
EM 2.91 1.17 -.25** -.33** -.44** -.28** -.48** .10 -.53** .45** -.56** 1 

Note. CW = coworker support; SS = supervisor support, OS = organizational support; PS = perceived support; AC = affective commitment; CC = continuance 
commitment; WE = work effort; IL = intention to leave; IM = intrinsic motivation; EM = extrinsic motivation. Correlations are error free estimated from CFA 
except PS column and row. * p < .05. ** p < .01 
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Table 3.  Moderating Effects of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation 

Regression of Affective Commitment on Intrinsic Motivation and Perceived Support 
Step Variable Entered R2 Adjusted R2 ∆R2 ∆R2 Sig b βα Sig 

1 Intrinsic Motivation (IM)     -.437 -.322 .068 
 Perceived Support (PS) .683 .680   .212 .190 .414 
2 IM X PS .695 .690 .012 .010 .121 .834 .010 

Regression of Continuance Commitment on Intrinsic Motivation and Perceived Support 
1 Intrinsic Motivation (IM)     .272 .200 .527 
 Perceived Support (PS) .030 .019   .501 .444 .285 
2 IM X PS .032 .016 .002 .506 -.056 -.380 .506 

Regression of Affective Commitment on Extrinsic Motivation and Perceived Support 
1 Extrinsic Motivation (EM)     .743 .668 .000 
 Perceived Support (PS) .682 .679   -.373 -.318 .068 
2 EM X PS .684 .679 .002 .288 .043 .187 .288 

Regression of Continuance Commitment on Extrinsic Motivation and Perceived Support 
1 Extrinsic Motivation (EM)     .369 .328 .085 
 Perceived Support (PS) .079 .069   .446 .375 .207 
2 EM X PS .080 .065 .001 .613 -.035 -.151 .613 

α Coefficients from the final step

As shown in Table 3, the interaction of Perceived Support 
and Intrinsic Motivation was significant only in the case of 
Affective Commitment (β = .834; p <.01) explaining 1.2% of 
its variance. 

The nature of the interaction is shown in Figure. 3. When 
perceived support was low, those high on intrinsic motiva-
tion were less affectively committed to the organization than 
those low on intrinsic motivation. However when perceived 
support was high, those high on intrinsic motivation were 
higher on affective commitment than those low on intrinsic 
motivation. 

 
Figure 3.  Interaction effect of perceived support and intrinsic motivation 
on affective commitment 

5. Discussion and Conclusions 
The purpose of the current study was to examine the im-

pact of perceived support on organizational commitment, 
and the impact of organizational commitment on work effort 
and intention to leave. In addition, the moderating role of 
motivation in the relationship between perceived support and 
organizational commitment was also investigated.  

The first comment relates to the measurement of the 
variables of the study. We expected that organizational 
commitment would be represented by three dimensions of 

affective commitment, continuance commitment, and nor-
mative commitment as was suggested by some scholars (e.g., 
Eisenberger et al., 2001; Meyer & Allen, 1990; Pack et al., 
2007; Turner & Chelladurai, 2005; Wasti, 2005). Contrary to 
these earlier studies, our measurement model failed to dis-
tinguish between affective and normative commitment (r 
= .97). The lack of discriminant validity of normative com-
mitment has been pointed out in previous research (Ko et al., 
1997; Meyer et al., 1993). In Ko et al.’s (1997) study, the 
correlation between affective commitment and normative 
commitment was .82, and in Meyer et al. (1993) the corre-
lation was .82 between the two dimensions. These values 
were still in acceptable range of less than .85 (Kline, 2005). 
However, in this study, the correlation between affective 
commitment and normative commitment was .97 among 
fitness employees indicating these two factors are almost the 
same. This may be because, as Jaros (2007) noted, some of 
normative commitment items in Meyer and Allen’s com-
mitment scale reflect affective commitment. Further, as 
argued by Meyer et al. (1993), the high correlation between 
affective commitment and normative could be due to the 
sharing of common antecedents. It might be that perceived 
support available in fitness clubs is a very strong determinant 
of both affective and normative commitment of employees 
of fitness organizations. Therefore, these forms of commit-
ment were very highly correlated. Although this finding 
deterred us from using both measures in subsequent analyses, 
it does signify the importance of support in cultivating either 
or both forms of commitment.   

While it is encouraging that the three forms of support 
were shown to be distinct factors, the high correlation be-
tween supervisor support and organizational support (r = .85) 
is worthy of note. As the supervisor is the linking between 
the organization and the employees, he or she acts as the 
conduit through which much of organizational support flows 
to employees. Thus, employees’ perceptions of organiza-
tional support could accentuate their perceptions of super-
visor support or vice versa.  

The antecedent role of perceived support on organiza-
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tional commitment found in this study is consistent with the 
findings from the previous literature (Eisenberger et al., 2001; 
Pack et al., 2007; Thompson, Jahn, Kopelman, & Prottas, 
2004). When fitness club employees felt that they were 
supported by the organization, supervisor, and/or coworker, 
they were more committed to the organization. In addition, 
the work outcomes of organizational commitment were also 
in the expected direction confirming that those employees 
who are highly committed to the fitness clubs are more likely 
to put forth more effort into work and less likely to leave the 
fitness club. These attitudinal outcomes can be explained by 
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Fitness employees who 
perceive they are supported at their work place reciprocate 
such favorable treatment through enhanced commitment to 
the organization, greater effort and reduced intention to leave 
the organization.  

Cumulatively, our results show that the experiences of the 
fitness industry workers of this study are very similar to the 
workers in other industries. Workers in service industries 
compared to those in goods manufacturing industries face 
different sets of contingencies in dealing directly with the 
customers. Further, fitness workers differ from conventional 
service workers in that their clients are in contact with the 
employees for a considerably longer duration than in con-
ventional services, and such involvement is agonistic in 
nature. Therefore, one could expect that fitness workers’ 
experiences and reactions would be different from those of 
workers in other industries. This was not the case in the 
present study of perceived support from the organization, 
supervisor, and coworkers. It could be argued that irrespec-
tive of the type of work, employee commitment to the or-
ganization and subsequent attitudinal outcomes are mainly a 
function of people and processes within the organization. 
Future studies may test this proposition by incorporating the 
nature of employee-customer interface as a predictor of work 
effort and turnover intentions.   

The finding that extrinsic motivation did not have a 
moderating effect on either affective commitment or con-
tinuance commitment can be set aside as an artifact of the 
inadequate internal consistency and construct reliability of 
the scale measuring extrinsic motivation. However, it is not 
clear why intrinsic motivation would moderate the rela-
tionship between perceived support and affective commit-
ment. If support from other sources is perceived to be an 
extrinsic reward (Herzberg, 1987), those intrinsically moti-
vated should not be swayed in their commitment by per-
ceived support. The intrinsically motivated respondents of 
this study reacted differently. One possible explanation 
could be that some of items in the scale measuring organ-
izational support refer to the organization recognizing and 
valuing employee effort and contribution. As these would 
reflect the motivators of achievement and recognition in 
Herzberg’s dual factor theory, the reactions of the intrinsi-
cally oriented respondents to perceived support is under-
standable. However, the issue becomes mute because the 
explained variance due to this interaction was rather meager 
(∆R2= .012). 

In the present study, we tested the relationship between 
support from three different sources (coworkers, supervisors, 
and organization) and commitment to a single entity—the 
organization. Research, however, shows that employees 
could be differentially committed to the organization and the 
supervisor (e.g., Stiglhamber & Vandenberhe, 2003). Given 
this possibility, future research in the sport and fitness con-
text may assess employee commitment to the organization as 
well as commitment to the supervisor and, then, test their 
differential effects on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes.  

The current study significantly contributes to the body of 
sport management literature in several ways. First of all, the 
results of the relationships between constructs indicate that 
the model is well applicable to fitness club employees. As 
mentioned earlier, although many studies about antecedents 
and consequences of organizational commitment have been 
conducted among coaches, studies on fitness employees are 
greatly limited despite the importance and the size of the 
industry. Therefore, the current study demonstrates that the 
previously established relationships among the constructs in 
other industries and samples are applicable to fitness em-
ployees.  

In addition, the present study is the first attempt to ex-
amine moderating effects of work motivation in the rela-
tionship between perceived support and organizational 
commitment. As the moderating effect of intrinsic motiva-
tion was found to be significant, although the effect size was 
rather small, it adds to the limited literature and inform or-
ganizational behavior researchers about the necessity of 
studying employees’ motivation as a construct that alters the 
relationships among the work attitudes and behaviors. 

As for managerial implications, this study identifies areas 
where fitness club managers could focus in order to keep 
valuable employees and to increase their work effort. Our 
findings suggest that by providing support, employees’ level 
of organizational commitment can be increased and that 
resultant high level of organizational commitment could 
contribute to reducing employees’ intention to leave the 
organization and to increasing their work effort. Therefore, 
managers of fitness clubs should realize that they can in-
fluence the commitment level of employees by increasing 
the support available to the employees. Obviously, the 
managers and/or supervisors can extend their personal sup-
port to the employees. In addition, they can also influence the 
higher-ups of their clubs to create policies and procedures 
that would be supportive of the employees. Finally, the 
managers and/or supervisors can create conditions in the 
workplace to be conducive of workers supporting each other 
in facilitating task performance and satisfying social needs.   

An important point to note is that the support from all 
three sources (i.e., organization, manager/supervisor, and 
coworkers) does not cost anything in financial terms. Such 
support emanates from employee-oriented policies and 
practices focused on making the work experiences pleasant 
and positive. An equally important point is that the man-
ager/supervisor can significantly control the conditions that 
facilitate the positive feelings among the employees that are 
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antecedent to their commitment and work effort.  
The current study has several limitations. First of all, the 

response rate was low; therefore, the results cannot be gen-
eralized. According to Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and Levine 
(2004), web based surveys typically yield a low response rate. 
In addition, although NETA was able to reach 1,900 mem-
bers who are holding valid NETA certificates through email, 
NETA did not know whether these members were all em-
ployed by fitness organizations. In fact, we asked the par-
ticipants to respond to the questionnaire only if they were 
currently employed by a fitness organization. Therefore, it is 
possible that many of the people who received the email did 
not respond simply because they were not employed by 
fitness organizations at that moment. However, a redeeming 
feature of our data set is that the respondents who provided 
the data were both males and females who held both 
part-time and full-time jobs in profit as well as nonprofit 
fitness organizations. Their ages ranged from 21 years to 
over 50 years, and they hailed from different regions of the 
country. Such diversity among the respondents lets us place 
confidence in our results.  

Secondly, the internal consistency and construct reliability 
of some scales (continuance commitment, intrinsic motiva-
tion, and extrinsic motivation) used in this study were 
somewhat problematic. For continuance commitment, the 
alpha and AVE values were slightly lower (α = .69, AVE 
= .44) than the guidelines. Although the AVE value for ex-
trinsic motivation was slightly low (.46), its alpha was sat-
isfactory (α = .71). Similarly, the intrinsic motivation scale 
had a slightly low alpha (.69), but had a problematic AVE 
value (.37) meaning that the construct was not well repre-
sented by the items.  

Future studies should replicate the current findings with 
better measures of intrinsic motivation and extrinsic moti-
vation. In addition, it would be worthwhile to investigate 
separate effects of coworker, supervisor, and organizational 
support on the different dimensions of organizational com-
mitment. In order to do this, the measure of organizational 
commitment needs to be refined. In particular, the normative 
commitment scale should be rewritten to reflect the defini-
tion of the construct. Moreover, future study should include 
more work outcome variables that are related to organiza-
tional commitment, such as organizational citizenship be-
havior and performance. 
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