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Very little research has focused on comparing in-house human resource (HRI) versus outsourced
human resource (HRO) small organization employee samples on perceived organizational support
(POS). Using a survey method, the sample sizes of 101 HRI United States (US) employees and 97
HRO US employees were equivalent in terms of company size, company age, gender, years of
work experience, work schedule, average HR response time, and POS. Comparisons between HRI
versus HRO samples for specific type of organizational support on POS showed that the HRI em-
ployee sample perceived higher POS for the Personalized and Collectivist than Monistic type. No
differences were found for the HRO sample. In addition, a significant difference in correlations was
found between HRI versus HRO employees’ average HR response time for resolving an issue to
POS, with the relationship more negative for the HRI sample. Collectively these results suggest
that HRI employees were more sensitive to the type of perceived organization support, and a slower
HR response time negatively affected their POS, versus HRO employees. Study limitations and

future research issues are discussed.

Belcourt (2006, p. 269) defined outsourcing as, “a con-
tractual relationship for the provision of business services
by an external provider. In other words, a company pays
another company to do some work for it.” The top reason
behind an organization’s decision to outsource human
resources is generally cost reduction (Irwin et al., 2018).
Other perceived benefits can include concentrating on in-
house expertise, shifting the burden of risk, and organiza-
tional learning from the specialist provider (Cooke et al.,
2005). However, potential negative consequences of out-
sourcing can include loss of in-house knowledge, and
decreased long-term competitiveness (Cooke et al., 2005).
An organization needs to create and execute a business
strategy that is tailored to work for their company which
includes weighing the opportunity cost of the decision to
outsource any function including its Human Resources
(HR). Prior research has explored the impact of HR out-
sourcing within a small business, including finding that a
high revenue generation capacity for the firm’s core activ-
ities, can increase the motivation to outsource (Xu et al.,
2020). A small business is defined as a business as hav-
ing fewer than 500 employees by the United States (US)
Small Business Administration, Office of Advocacy
(2021).

Over the past 25 years (from 1997 to 2022), small busi-
nesses have created 12.9 million jobs, accounting for 62%
of new jobs added to the US economy (US Small Busi-
ness Administration, 2022). Perceived organizational sup-
port has been recognized as being important to employee
well-being and  successful behavioral outcomes
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(Eisenberger et al., 2020; Kurtessis et al., 2017). Howev-
er, to the authors’ knowledge there has been no empirical
research comparing in-house human resource (HRI) ver-
sus outsourced human resource (HRO) small business
employee samples for perceived organizational support.

The purpose of this paper is to compare two approxi-
mately equal size US employee samples from small or-
ganizations, one where HRI is used and the other using
HRO, on several company, demographic, and HR re-
sponse time variables, and the relationship of four distinct
types of organizational support to perceived organization-
al support (POS). Given the exploratory nature of this
study, three research questions and not formal hypotheses
will be stated. Before describing literature on the specific
variables studied, a brief review of HR practices in small
businesses will be done.

Literature Review

HR Practices in Small Businesses

Cardon and Stevens (2004) argued there is greater un-
derstanding of some HR functions, e.g., hiring, rewarding,
than others, e.g., training, managing change, responding
to labor relations issues in small organizations. Levels of
HRM formalization, e.g., regular policies, written up pro-
cedures tend to be lower in smaller and medium enterpris-
es (SME), versus larger companies (Singh & Vohra,
2009). In their analysis of 168 family-owned fast growth
SMEs, Carlson et al. (2006) found that recruitment, train-
ing and development, formal performance appraisals, and
competitive compensation packages were more important
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for high sales-growth performing firms than for low sales-
growth performing firms. High sales-growth performing
firms also used more cash incentives. It is important that
SMEs align their HR IT function to fit with their high-
performance work system capabilities (L’Ecuyer & Ray-
mond, 2023).

Perceived Organizational Support in HRI Versus
HRO

POS focuses on employees’ perceived well-being and
how their contributions are valued (Eisenberger et al.,
1986). Chaing and Hsieh (2012) found that employees
feel more motivated and are more likely to contribute to
their organizations when they receive organizational sup-
port. This is based on Gouldner’s (1960), norm of reci-
procity, using a social exchange interpretation, whereby
the organization provides resources (e.g., pay, fair treat-
ment, respect) and the employee reciprocates by giving
“inputs” such as a positive work attitude (e.g., job satis-
faction), and higher performance (e.g., lower tardiness,
absenteeism).

One might assume that HRI employees could perceive
higher POS than HRO employees. With HRI profession-
als as a direct/official part of the small business staff, it
could be easier for employees to identify with their HR
department, i.e., what Kim et al. (2023) have termed
HROE or human resource department organizational em-
bodiment. An on-site in-house HR professional may be
able to more easily implement programs and policies to
ensure the organization is giving support to employees.
However, with HRO employees, the HR professionals are
not officially employed by the small business, but instead
could work directly as consultants or be part of a profes-
sional employer organization enterprise (PEO) as noted
by Klaas (2003). Employees may/may not be made aware
of this. Thus, POS could be lower in an HRO versus HRI
employee sample. However, if the HRO does not provide
good service to its clients, which can include POS, it will
not be retained by a clients’ business. To the authors’
knowledge, there has not been a published empirical
study of work-related organizational support perceptions
comparing samples of HRI versus HRO employees. This
leads to the first research question (RQ1):

RQI - is there a difference in POS between HRI versus HRO

employee samples?

Perceived Organization Support — Different Measures
Used in Prior Research

POS has been measured with the Eisenberger et al.
(1986) scale, although with different scale formats. The
original full version of the Eisenberger et al. (1986) scale
consists of 36 items. Miao (2012) used a four-item ver-
sion of the Eisenberger et al. (1986) scale in her sample
of Chinese employees from two state-owned enterprises
and found positive relationships of employee POS and job
satisfaction to all four dimensions of supervisor-rated
OCB, i.e., helping, civic virtue, conscientiousness, and
courtesy, as well as a separate measure of task perfor-
mance. Duffy and Lilly (2013) used a sample of 700 US

employees, and an abbreviated POS scale (Eisenberger et
al., 1986), and found that POS was positively related to
OCB, but that for employees with a high need for power,
this weakened the relationship, i.e., high power need em-
ployees exhibited a weaker POS — OCB relationship.
Duffy and Lilly (2013) speculated that higher power need
employees will focus on behaviors that enhance their sta-
tus and not OCBs. Using 3,508 employee survey respond-
ents from a large Canadian bank, and a six-item version
of POS (Eisenberger et al., 1990), Wilches-Alzate and
Jeffrey (2016), found that POS mediated the relationship
of manager recognition of employees to OCB. In a more
recent study, Aldabbas et al. (2023) found, using a 10-
item POS measure (Eisenberger et al., 1986), that work
engagement mediated the relationship between POS and
employee creativity.

PCMT Model of Organizational Support

POS has been more recently dissected into four differ-
ent types, using the Personalized, Collectivistic, Monistic
and Teleological (PCMT) Model of Organizational Sup-
port (Matusik et al., 2022). There are two general dimen-
sions in this model, with two anchors: i.e., (1) motivated
by the interests of others versus self-interest, and (2) tar-
geted at the individual versus not targeted at the individu-
al. This then sets up the four PCMT types of POS with
different motives as described below by Matusik et al.
(2022).

Personalized (P) organizational support involves the
employee’s perception that an organization is motivated
to help the workforce and cares about the personal well-
being of the employee (e.g., providing specific develop-
ment opportunities). This is characterized as a reciprocal
exchange. Collectivistic (C) organizational support is the
employee’s belief that the organization is motivated to
enhance the workforce rather than the individual employ-
ee, for example providing widely offered development
opportunities to help all employees. This is characterized
as a generalized exchange. Monistic (M) organizational
support is the employee’s perception that such support
(e.g., development opportunities) is more motivated by
the organization’s desire to enhance workforce productiv-
ity to benefit the organization, not the individual. This is
characterized as a productive exchange. Finally, Teleolog-
ical (T) organizational support is the employee’s belief
that such support is motivated by the company and per-
sonalized for the individual (e.g., development opportuni-
ties for eventual promotion). This is described as a negoti-
ated exchange. Research has not tested for differences in
HRI vs HRO samples in the relationship of the PCMT
model (Matusik et al., 2022) to POS. Given the lack of
prior research, this will be posed as the second research
question, i.e

RQ2 — within the HRI versus HRO samples, are there differ-

ences in POS based on the PCMT Model?

The Relationships of POS to HR Practices

In their meta-analysis, Kurtessis et al. (2017) found
positive relationships of different favorable HR practices,
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e.g., developmental opportunities, job security, family-
supportive organizational practices, autonomy, and partic-
ipation in decision-making to POS. In their follow-up
summary of the POS literature, Eisenberg et al. (2020)
confirmed these favorable HR practices as an antecedent
to POS, adding that this relationship of HR practices to
POS seemed stronger when employees viewed the prac-
tice to be discretionary, i.e., involving the free choice of
the organization. Lambert (2000) argued that if a benefit,
such as work-life practices, became commonplace across
organizations, employees would be less likely to perceive
this as a sign of the organization’s personal caring about
them, because it was basic given/commonly done, not a
more discretionary privilege, i.e., the organization going
beyond what was normally done.

HR “responsiveness” to an employee would seem to be
an example of a potential discretionary type of organiza-
tional practice, and it has not yet been investigated as an
antecedent of POS. Chang et al. (2013) found that a more
flexibility-oriented HR system, resource-wise, e.g.,
providing training courses allowing employees to perform
multiple jobs, and also coordination-wise, e.g., acting on
suggestions and feedback from core knowledge employ-
ees to redeploy employees, was positively related to both
firm innovativeness and market responsiveness. Building
on Chang et al.’s (2013) coordination finding, it could be
expected that with HRI, the HR responsiveness — POS
relationship might be stronger, because by being housed
within the organization an in-house HR professional may
be in a better position to respond more quickly to an em-
ployee versus an outsourced HR professional. However,
an HRO professional might have the specialized expertise
needed that an HRI professional does not. Again given the
lack of prior research, this will also be posed as a third
research question

(RQ3), i.e., will there be a stronger relationship between HR

Responsiveness and POS for an HRI employee sample versus

an HRO employee sample?

Method

Sample and Data Collection

Cint, a third-party company that specializes in digital
survey distribution (www.cint.com), was used to enlist
participants. The first author provided a link to a Qualtrics
survey. To participate, the following requirements need-
ed to be met - eligible study participants were required to
work full-time (at least 35 hours/week) for a small busi-
ness with between 50-150 employees and to have been
employed with that business for at least 12 months. The
12-month employment threshold was necessary so that
responses to survey items would be more valid, for ex-
ample, allowing participants to describe their POS percep-
tions more accurately, rate the type of POS using the
PCMT model, and have more opportunity to interact with
HR. The authors were looking to obtain approximately
100 complete responses from two independent sets of
employees, those whose organization outsourced HR
(HRO) and those whose organization kept the HR func-

tion in-house (HRI). Having approximately 100 employ-
ees in each sample would create more statistical power for
testing the research questions (Stevens, 1996). Responses
were collected over the first two weeks of November
2023. Two hundred and sixty-eight responses were rec-
orded in the database to achieve the approximate number
of responses desired. Three participants opted out and did
not consent to the survey, 11 participants consented but
did not complete the survey and 54 participants did not
meet the 12-month requirement. These 68 respondents
were not included. Two separate surveys containing iden-
tical items, were administered to the HRO versus HRI
samples. University IRB approval was given for this
study to the first author (Protocol #30972, 10/18/23).
Final data samples were n = 101 for HRI and n = 97 for
HRO.

Prior interview-based qualitative work with a mix (n =
12) of business owners, HR professionals and managerial
employees of small businesses, using HRI (n = 5), HRO
(n = 4), hybrid HR models (n = 3), had identified POS as
an important HR wvariable for consideration (NVivo,
2020). The qualitative data highlighted several key
themes, including communication, trust in leadership,
fostering loyalty boosting culture, and quality standards.
Business owners in the study observed that these aspects
were impacted by the level of organizational support em-
ployees received from the HR professionals or those in
charge of the HR functions. From the qualitative data,
three owners noted a positive shift once HR operations
were internalized within the organization.

Measures

HR Outsourcing. The survey asked “does your compa-
ny outsource any functions of human resources (not to
include payroll),” to which a No versus Yes response was
given. Payroll was not included because this is generally
the most common outsourced HR function across smaller
businesses (Belcourt, 2006), and it was important to cre-
ate two distinct samples for testing. All n = 101 HRI em-
ployees said No. When a Yes response was given in the
HRO employee sample, the following question asked,
“which functions below are outsourced, check all of the
following that apply” (number of HRO employees check-
ing this function). The following functions could be
checked - recruitment and talent management (n = 47),
benefits administration (n = 39), employee relations (n =
45), risk management and compliance (n = 29), training
and development (n = 47), policy development and en-
forcement (n = 22), and other (n = 4), fill in - back-
ground/drug screening, time management.

Perceived Organizational Support. POS was measured
with eight-items based on the Eisenberger et al. (1986)
scale. All survey items used are listed in the Appendix.
Sample items are: “the organization really cares about my
well-being” and “the organization cares about my opin-
ions.” Responses were made on a 7-point Likert scale
from 1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly agree. Hutchinson
(1997) previously used an eight-item version of the Eisen-
berger et. al (1986) scale, and found an internal consisten-
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cy reliability estimate, Cronbach’s alpha, of .92. For the
two samples in this study, the scale reliabilities were, HRI
= .87 and HRO = .84. For the combined sample, alpha
= .86. These are “good” reliabilities, well exceeding the
threshold of .70 (Nunnally, 1978).

P, C, M, T Types of Organizational Support. One item
asked, “which choice below best describes your current
type of perceived organizational support, where 1 = Per-
sonalized- motivated by the workforce and personalized
for the individual employee; 2 = Collectivistic- motivated
by the workforce and generalized to the group not the
individual; 3 = Monistic- motivated by the company and
generalized to the group not the individual; and 4 = Teleo-
logical- motivated by the company and personalized for
the individual employee.

Average HR Response Time. Given the lack of prior
research, one item asked, “what is the average response
time from human resources for resolving an issue”, where
1 = within the same business day, 2 = next business day, 3
= one week, 4 = two weeks, 5 = two to four weeks, and 6
= over four weeks.

Company Background Variables. Two variables were
measured, company size and company age. Employees
indicated their company’s size using a slider scale, within
the n = 50 to 150 predetermined limits. Company age was
indicated using the following scale, where

1=0-5years,2=6-10 years, 3 =11-15 years, 4 =
16 - 20 years, and 5 = over 21 years.

Employee Background Variables. Four variables were
measured gender, years of work experience, work sched-
ule, and job title. Gender was measured (asking which
choice best describes your gender) as 1 = male and 2 =
female. This operationalization, while limited, allowed for
easier analysis. Years of work experience were measured
using the following scale, 1 = less than 2 years,2 =3 -5
years. 3 = 6 - 10 years, 4 = 11 - 14 years, 5 = 15 - 19
years, 6 = at least 20 years. For work schedule, employees
were asked which choice best described, where 1 = in-
person, 2 = hybrid, 3 = remote. Employees also indicated
their current job title in an open box text.

Data Analysis

For both HRI and HRO samples, frequencies will be
reported for nominal variables, while means and standard
deviations will be reported for continuous variables. An
independent samples t-test was used for the first research
question. To test the second research question, analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was used. If a significant overall F
test was found, and the homogeneity of variance assump-
tion was met, then post hoc group comparisons were
made using the least squared difference test. Given the
smaller size groups being compared, if the significant
overall F test and homogeneity of variance assumption
was met, the least squared differences test is acceptable
(Stevens, 1996). Testing for a difference in correlations
was used to test the third research question, using Fisher’s
r to z transformation (Stevens, 1996). SPSS (SPSS, 2021)
was used for all data analyses. With the lack of a priori

predictions in the two research questions, two-tailed sig-
nificance tests were reported.

Results

Descriptive Results

Table 1 shows the nominal demographic and company
background variables for the HRI and HRO samples. The
employee gender and work schedule breakdowns are ap-
proximately equal. For job title, both samples were very
heterogeneous, but manager-related was the highest fre-
quency job title listed for both samples (HRI, n = 13,
HRO, n = 21). The breakdowns for the Personalized,
Collectivistic, Monistic and Teleological perceptions of
organizational support for each sample indicated the same
order of frequency, with Personalized being the most fre-
quent, followed by Collectivistic, then Monistic, and Tel-
eological being the least frequent mentioned.

First Research Question

The first research question (RQ1) asked — is there a
difference in POS between HRI versus HRO employee
samples. An independent samples t-test, showed no dif-
ference,

t(194) =-.82, p =41. HRI, Mean (M) =4.78, HRO, (M)
=4.92.

Second Research Question

The second research question (RQ2) asked - to what
extent are there differences in POS using the PCMT mod-
el between HRI versus HRO employee samples? Table 2
presents the results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA)
testing for both samples. For the HRI sample, a signifi-
cant overall F(3,97) = 3.25, p < .05 test was initially
found, and the homogeneity of variance assumption was
met, Levene Statistic (based on the mean) = 1.20, p
= .32. This allowed for post hoc group testing, and the
Personalized and Collectivistic types of organizational
support were both found to be significantly higher on
POS than the Monistic type, p < .05. However, for the
HRO sample, the initial F test was not significant, F(3,88)
= .89, p = .45, so that follow-up post hoc group testing
could not be justified. However, the group means for the
P, C, M, and T organization support models are still re-
ported for the reader.

Insert Table 2 About Here

Third Research Question

Table 3 presents the continuous variable means (M) and
standard deviations (SD) for the HRI and HRO samples.
Using listwise deletion across these variables, there was
some missing data for the HRO sample which reduced the
sample size to HRO, n = 93. Looking at the Means, inde-
pendent sample t-tests showed no significant differences
between the samples on Company Size, Company Age,
(Employee) Years of Work Experience, Average HR Re-
sponse Time, or as previously mentioned, POS. A com-
mon significant correlation for both samples was the posi-
tive relationship between company age and employee
years of work experience, i.e., as a small company stays
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Demographic, Company Background and PCMT Organizational Support Distribution by HRI and HRO Sample

Variable

Employee Gender
Female
Male

Work Schedule
In-office
Remote
Hybrid

Current Job Title (collapsed into broader categories)
Accounting/Finance-related (e.g., CPA, accountant, tax professional)
Administrative-related (e.g., assistant, receptionist, secretary)
Cashier/Customer-service-related
CEO
Director (e.g., Operations, Construction, Activities)

Human Resource-related (e.g., Director, recruitment)

IT-related (e.g., software)

Machine Operator

Manager-related (e.g., project, property, shift, supervisor, foreman)

Medical-related (e.g., nurse, dietary

Sales-related

Teacher

Technician-related (e.g., Prepress, HVAC, utility, x-ray)

Miscellaneous (e.g., Axe master, bartender, caregiver,
cashier, cook, crew, data analyst, data reviewer, delivery driver, dog
pound, glazier, hair stylist, law librarian, logistics, mover, physical
trainer, production planner, security specialist, cybersecurity, bank
teller, traffic flagger, volunteer, legal associate, freelance tutor,
engineer, driver, communications operator; real estate; graphic
designer, environmental services, forklift operator)

Which choice below of the four best describes your current type of perceived
organizational support

Personalized - motivated by the workforce and personalized for the individual employee
(reciprocal exchange)

Collectivistic - motivated by the workforce and generalized to the group not the
individual (generalized exchange)

Monistic - motivated by the company and generalized to the group not the individual
(productive exchange)

Teleological - motivated by the company and personalized for the individual employee.
(negotiated exchange)
Missing

HRI
(n=101)

n =50 (50%)
n=51(50%)

n =66 (65%)
n=11(11%)
n =24 (24%)
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n =39 (39%)

n =28 (28%)

n =24 (24%)

n=10(10%)

n=0

HRO
(n=97)

n=>50(51%)
n =47 (49%)

n=61(63%)
n="9(9%)
n=27 (28%)

n=3
n=3
n=1
n=7
n==6
n=3
n=2
n=1
n=21
n=4
n=3
n=3
n=1,n=59
n=38

n =750 (52%)

n =29 (30%)

n=12(13%)

n=15(5%)

n=1

in business longer, employees can remain employed.

The third research question (RQ3) asked, i.e., will there
be a stronger relationship between HR Responsiveness
and POS for an HRI employee sample versus an HRO
employee sample? A significant correlation was found for

Insert Table 3 About Here

both samples. However, using Fisher’s r to z transfor-
mation, a significant difference in correlations was also
found between the HRI versus HRO samples, i.e., HRI (r
= -.62) versus HRO (r = -.37) Average HR Response
Time (for resolving an issue) to POS, z = -2.31, p < .05.
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance and Post Hoc Comparison by PCMT Type of Organizational Support on Generalized Organizational
Support — Difference in POS Between HRI and HRO Samples

Outcome—Generalized Organizational Support

Sample HRI HRO
Differences in PCMT Type F(3,97)=3.25,p <.05 F(3,88)=.89,p = .45
of Organizational Support

Homogeneity of Variance Levene =.20,p =.32 Levene =1.09,p =.36
Generalized Organizational P C M T P C M T

Support Mean by PCMT Type 5090 491° 420* 460 501 4.85 4.68 572
(sample size N) 39 (@28 (24 (10 @7 29 (12) @
Type of Organizational Support

P = Personalized

C = Collectivistic

M = Monistic

T = Theological

Note. With each outcome, cell means that do not share the same superscript, e.g., * versus ° are significantly different at the
p < .05 level by the Least Squares Difference post hoc group test. Generalized Organizational Support measured on a 7-
point scale, 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree

Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of Continuous Variables for HRI versus HRO Samples
HRI HRO

Variable Name M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Company Size 108.88  32.83 11224 2859 (---)f -07 20% 0 -21% .04

2. Company Age 3.59 1.45 3.28 1.35 S1F () 22% 18 .06

3. Years of Work Experience 2.49 1.35 2.50 1.18 18 30%* ()  -.03 .05

4. Average HR Response Time 2.15 1.20 2.16 97 -.01 .07 -.04 (----) - 37k*e
5. Perceived Organizational Support 4.78 1.18 4.92 1.19 .01 -.08 -.06 -62%* (-

Note. HRI, n =101; HRO, n =93 * p <.05; ** p <.01 (both two-tailed). Critical value for Correlations to reach significance, »>. 21 *p
<.05;r> .25, ** p < .01 (both two-tailed) * Company Size, between 50 to 150 employees on slider scale; ® Company Age , 1 = less than
5 years, 2 = 6-10 years; 3 = 11-15 years, 4 =16-20 years, 5 over 21 years; © Years of Work Experience, 1 = less than 2 years, 2 = 3-5
years. 3 = 6-10 years, 4 = 11-14 years, 5 = 15 -19 years, 6 = at least 20 years; ¢ Average HR Response Time, 1 = within the same day, 2 =
next business day, 3 = one week, 4 = two weeks, 5 = two to four weeks, 6 = over four weeks;  Perceived Organizational Support, 1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. " Correlations below the diagonal for HRI sample versus above the diagonal for the HRO sample.
¢ Significant difference in correlation of HRI (» = -.62) versus HRO (r = -.37) Average HR Response Time to Perceived. Organizational
Support, z=-2.31, p <.05

Discussion difference in POS for the HRI versus HRO samples. For

To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first study testing 'Fhe second. res.earch question, not surprlsmgly, Personal-
the differences between HRO versus HRI employee sam- ized organizational support was the highest on POS for
ples on POS and specific types of organizational support. the HRI sample. Personalized support corresponds most
As such, the results found should be regarded as closely with the Eisenberger et al. (1986) POS conceptu-
“exploratory” and in need of further study to validate. alization (Matusik et al., 2022). Both the Personalized

For the first research question, there was no mean level and Collectivistic types of support were significantly
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higher than the Monistic type for the HRI employee sam-
ple. The Personalized (generalized exchange) and Collec-
tivistic (reciprocal exchange), are perceived as being mo-
tivated for the collective employee welfare versus the
Monistic (productive exchange), which is perceived to be
more motivated by the organization’s self-interest
(Matusik et al., 2022).

However, the non-significant results across organiza-
tional support types for the HRO sample is also interest-
ing and suggests that it may be more difficult for an HRO
employee sample to identify with a more specific type of
organizational support. In addition, although there was no
perceived difference in average HR response time be-
tween samples, a significant difference in correlations was
found between HRI versus HRO employees’ average HR
response time for resolving an issue to POS, with the rela-
tionship more negative for the HRI sample. Collectively
these results suggest that HRI employees are more sensi-
tive to the type of perceived organization support, and a
slower HR response time negatively affects their POS.

More may be expected by non-HR employees for in-
house HR professionals than if human resources are out-
sourced. HR employees are “fellow” employees in the
small business, with as much invested as other employees
in the success of the small business. Small business suc-
cess statistics, especially in the early years, are quite so-
bering, e.g., only one-third of small business startups sur-
vive 10 years (Turner & Endres, 2017). This corroborates
HROE (Kim et al., 2023) i.e., where it can be easier for
employees to identify with their in-house HR department.
However, HRO employees may feel more detached from
their organization, knowing that their HR is outsourced
(Belcourt, 2006). Future research is needed to follow-up
on this.

Study Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

Making sure that eligible participants worked full-time
and had at least one year with their organization helped to
ensure more valid survey responses, i.e., they could more
accurately answer the survey items, for example to expe-
rience POS, rate the type of POS using the PCMT model,
and work with HR. Finding a higher level of POS for
both HRI and HRO samples was a positive result. Anoth-
er study strength was that finding the HRO and HRI em-
ployee samples to be approximately the same across em-
ployee background variables (gender, work schedule,
years of experience), and company background variables
(company size and company age), at least partially ruled
out these variables as alternative explanations for the
study’s findings. The most frequent current job title men-
tioned across both samples was manager related. The
recalled average HR response time to an employee con-
cern is a new item available for future research. However,
a stronger measure would be to collect actual response
time data using records.

Integrating research limitations with future research, the
research design was cross-sectional, all data was self-
reported, and the HRI and HRO employee sample sizes

were not large. Looking at measurement limitations, gen-
der was limited to two choices, and there were gaps in the
work experience measure, e.g., someone with over two
years, but less than three years fell in-between the re-
sponse options. A continuous slider scale should have
been used. There was no independent confirmation that
participants knew that their HR was outsourced or in-
house. It is difficult to interpret the results for smaller
specific organizational support sub-sample sizes, especial-
ly for Teleological. Teleological involves the respondent
perceiving that organizational support is motivated by the
company and personalized for the individual employee,
for example development opportunities offered to retain
the employee (Matusik et al., 2022). Only ten respond-
ents for the HRI sample, and four respondents for the
HRO sample selected Teleological for analysis. Thus,
larger samples for all four perceived types of organiza-
tional support are needed to better test the Matusik et al.
(2022) model.

No additional antecedent variables (e.g., leadership,
fairness) or outcome variables (e.g., OCB, stress) for per-
ceived organizational support were collected (Eisenberger
et al., 2020). Testing the relationships of more specific
types of organizational support, i.e., the PCMT model
(Matusik et al., 2022), to such antecedent and outcome
variables is needed in future research. Increasing the em-
ployee sample sizes for the HRO and HRI participants,
including type of industry as well as additional US small
business employees, could have improved study generali-
zability. Given the amount of HR outsourcing (L’Ecuyer
& Raymond, 2023), it is important to continue comparing
HRI versus HRO employee samples in future studies.
This includes specifically measuring perceived employ-
ees’ detachment from their organization (Gurchiek, 2022).
It is hoped that this initial study will stimulate future re-
search efforts.

Appendix
Survey items
Measure

Perceived Organizational Support
The organization strongly considers my goals and values.

Help is available from the organization when I have a problem.
The organization really cares about my well-being.

The organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.
The organization is willing to help me when I need a special favor.

If given the opportunity, the organization would take advantage of me

R).
The organization shows very little concern for me (R).

The organization cares about my opinions.
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