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ABSTRACT

Fundamentally, investment in training by the compean lead to the retention and motivation of its
talented staff and promote high self-fulfillment jpooviding career development. The objectives f $tudy were
(a) to investigate training motivational factorfeafing employees’ training satisfaction and (bassess the
employees’ (training) satisfaction with training tinational factors. Furthermore, by developing eoyeles’
training motivation model and conducting multipggression analysis, two types of motivations wergtively
related to employees’ training satisfaction. Memeti the employees’ training satisfaction was aiiggamt
determinant factor in improving job satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION

The foodservice industry is ranked as the natitargest private-sector employer, with 13 million
employees in 2009, and its job growth is expeabekkep growing in the future (National Restaurassdciation,
2009). The service industry is also one of thedargectors in the United States, accounting fét 88private
sector gross domestic product and 85% of privattosemployment in 2005 (Luther & Oh, 2007).

Basically, service workers in restaurants have gmniafluence on customer satisfaction and a corgfsan
performance because employees work directly anadlady with customers; therefore, understanding leyges’
needs and satisfying employees become an extréempbyrtant factor in the foodservice and hospitailityustry
because of the industries’ labor-intensive andiseruriented nature (Pizam, 2008).

To keep employees satisfied with their jobs, elygts must spend time and effort. One of the widely
recognized important activities for the hospitalitgustry is training. Employers spend billionsdoflars on
employee training yearly because training bringayrtzenefits to a company (Tracey & Tews, 1995). Gdvmpany
can keep and motivate its talented staff and prerhigth self-fulfillment by providing career devetopnt and
investing in training. Training helps employees ooly to perform better in their current role bigaato learn or
develop skills for the future as an investmenttf@mselves.

There are many previous studies in the area of@repltraining, job satisfaction, and employee itien
in the hospitality industry (Chiang, Back, & Cant2@05; Kim, Leong, & Lee, 2005; O'Connell, & KunzQ07).
However, few studies have been conducted on meastirelationships between training motivation &mel



employees’ training satisfaction. To fill this raseh gap, the present study was designed to eealtat types of
training motivations there are, and how those natiiivmal factors affect training satisfaction. Mepecifically,
objectives of this research were (a) to investigg@iming motivational factors affecting employe#sining
satisfaction, (b) to assess the employees’ satisfawith training motivational factors, and (c)italicate the
relationship between training satisfaction andehmployees’ job satisfaction.

LITRATURE REVIEW

Many research studies have been conducted onrtggmbgrams, training effectiveness, benefits of
training, and the impact of training on job sati$i@n and employee retention (Santos & Stuart, 2@8ens, 2006).
Training helps employees acquire new skills orrimfation and change their attitudes. In additicaining can be
used to teach employees how to solve problems &k arad develop interpersonal skills to be bettéatecor
communicate with others. Santos and Stuart (200@stigated training effectiveness and perceiverbfits of
training as well as employee influence on trairéffgctiveness and showed that training effectivemkffers
according to the employees’ perception of trairtnagsfer. Owens (2006) emphasized the reasorsafomg and
the effects of training on job satisfaction, orgational commitment, and turnover cognitions. A pamy needs
effective training to get positive organizationat@ome. Researchers in their studies indicatedithizied
employees had higher job satisfaction and organoizalt commitment and lower turnover cognitions than
employees who were not trained.

Training benefits are highly related to trainingtmation. Training motivation is important because
motivated trainees receive training more effecyivbhn others who are not motivated (Tracey & Tel@95).
Therefore, employers should make their employedsvated before, during, and after the training. fEhare two
types of motivations: extrinsic motivation and ingic motivation (Frey & Osterloh, 2002). The mbasic
distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motieatis that intrinsic motivation refers to doingnsething because it
is inherently interesting or enjoyable and thatiasic motivation refers to doing something becatsesads to a
separable outcome (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). Individaatsintrinsically motivated when they seek enjogmanterest,
satisfaction of curiosity, self-expression, or paa challenge in their work. On the other handjviuals are
extrinsically motivated when they engage in thekaarorder to obtain some goal that is apart fromwork itself
(Frey & Osterloh, 2002).

Motivational theories provide a useful framework évaluating organizational employees’ job satisfec
in relation to characteristics of employees anthitng experience. The theory on employee job sattgin has
highly incorporated concepts of intrinsic motivatias well as extrinsic motivational factors (Gagdenecal, &
Koestner, 1997; Ryan & Deci, 2000b; Vance & Daviinj 1997).

Based on the aforementioned discussion, the cureseairch investigated the employees’ training
motivational factors in foodservice operations. Taiwing research hypotheses were addressedessteldt for this
study:

Hypothesisl: There are significant differences across redpots’ socio-demographic characteristics in
training satisfaction.

Hypothesi®2: There are two different types of training matien.

Hypothesis3: Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations have arluefice on training satisfaction.

Hypothesist: Training satisfaction is positively correlatedh employees’ job satisfaction.

METHODOLOGY

Based on Santos and Stuart’s (2003) and otheiquevesearch studies in training motivation, atrg
motivation and satisfaction questionnaire was dged. This instrument was adopted and modified-deioto
investigate employees’ training motivation andsfatition. The questionnaire was then pretestechbypart-time
employee from one of the targeted survey compaaigsone full-time employee from another targetahgany.



In addition, it was distributed to two academicfpesionals in the hospitality industry. Based andbmments from
the pre-test, the questionnaire was redesignednaxiified. The final questionnaire has 20 items ased a 7-point
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongiyes).

The 6 quick service restaurants and 9 casual glistaurants surveyed were picked from the listee
National Restaurant Association (NRA) by convenéduae to access. They were all chain restauradtssauked at
the top of the 100 chain restaurants by the NRA fEsearcher chose restaurants in Southeasterd8thtes and
collected data from April®ito the 21 and from August 20to September"] 2008. Out of 264 questionnaires
distributed, 205 questionnaires were collectedpfvase rate: 78%), and 192 usable questionnaires avelyzed
statistically (response rate: 73%). Out of total 82 questionnaires, 54 questionnaires (28%) wateated at
quick service restaurants, and 138 questionnait2%) were collected at casual dining restaurarite.résearcher
was given access to the employees to explain tivegtopic and to ask for their participation illifig out the
guestionnaire. Participation was voluntary, andfidemtiality was assured by using anonymous resgomsth no
coding.

Data were compiled and analyzed using the staisticalysis program SPSS (Statistical Package for
Social Sciences) release 15.0 for Windows (SPSS$S@idcago, IL). Descriptive statistics were cortgdcto
describe the respondents’ socio-demographic clarstits using frequencies and percentages. Ttemgirelated
to training motivation were examined using exploratffactor analysis (EFA) by means of a maximumalifkood
method combined with Varimax rotation. Common faietccriteria were used in extracting the factensd only
variables with factor loadings greater than .40enecorded into the final model. Factors also higeivalues
greater than 1.00. Reliability test examined ind&onsistency of these dimensions; Cronbach’saadiiefficient
of inter-item correlation was set at .70 as theeptable parameter for internal consistency amoegtéms in each
factor groupingT-test was conducted to compare the mean differefhiraining satisfaction between males and
females. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) apdst-hodests were tested to compare means of trainingfaetion by
socio-demographic characteristics. Multiple regmsanalysis was used in order to look at predictioference,
test of hypotheses, and modeling of causal relsliips of the motivation to retention model.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The socio-demographic characteristics of the nedpots are exhibited in Table 1. The proportion of
gender was similar: female (52.1 %) and male (47.9%e average age of respondents was 25.24 yad) 6D =
8.21), and more than half (54.7%) of the resporglemged in age from 20 to 29 years. Most of tepardents
(81.8%) were single. The data reported a wide rafigelucational backgrounds: 40.6% high school atioic or
less, 25.5% community college, 8.9% technical dipand only about 20% bachelor’s degree or higher.

Table 1
Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents (n = 192)
Variables Frequency %
Gender
Female 100 521
Male 92 47.9
Age
Less than 20 years old 45 23.4
20 — 29 years old 105 54.7
30 — 39 years old 23 12.0
40 — 49 years old 9 4.7
More than 50 years old 6 3.1

Missing 4 2.1




Table 1 Continued

Variables Frequency %

Marital Status
Single 157 81.8
Married 25 13.0
Divorced/Separated 8 4.2
Widowed 2 1.0

Education Level
High school diploma or less 78 40.6
Technical diploma 17 8.9
Community College 49 25.5
Bachelor’s degree 37 19.3
Advanced degrees 6 3.1
Other 3 1.6
Missing 2 1.0

The characteristics of respondents related to jobiwere shown in Table 2. Full time employees§%6)
were more common compared to part time employee3%d). Almost half of all respondents (49.2%) weeevers
followed by hosts (15.7%) and managers (14.6%).uhd6% of respondents have worked less than 1fg#awed
by respondents who have worked 1 — 5 years.

Table 2
Job Characteristics of Respondents (n = 192)

Variables Frequency %

Employment Status
Full-time employee 109 56.8
Part-time employee 80 41.7
Missing 3 1.6

Position
Manager 28 14.6
Supervisor 12 6.3
Host 30 15.7
Server 94 49.2
Bus person 3 1.6
Bartender 4 2.1
Chef 7 3.6
Other 13 6.8
Missing 1 0.5

Job Tenure
Less than 1 year 89 46.4
1-5years 85 44.3
5-10 years 8 4.2
More than 10 years 9 4.7
Missing 1 0.5




H1: There are significant differences across regjmnts’ socio-demographic characteristics in tragin
satisfaction.

The training satisfaction level was compared lgicsdemographics such as education level, job joosit
and working period. An analysis of variance (ANOVgXowed that there are significant mean differethges
education levell-(5, 184) = 2.571p = .028; by job positiork(7, 183) = 3.867p = .001; and by working period,
F(3, 187) = 3.660p = .013.

H2: There are two different types of training mation.

Factor analysis was used to confirm whether thebar of dimensions conceptualized can be verified
empirically. In this study, the factor analysis faining motivation items generated two factotied as “Intrinsic
motivation” and “Extrinsic motivation.” Each factbad an Eigenvalue above 1.0 and the total varisuase
73.917%. Furthermore, to determine the internabist@ncy coefficient, Cronbach’s alpha test waglooted. The
total Cronbach’s alpha coefficient designated thatmodel was internally reliable € .912). Two factors were
also retained for further analysis based on Cromaadpha values: factor & £ .866) and factor Z(= .835) (see
Table 3).

Table 3
Factor Analysis Results of Training Motivation (n = 192)
Factors and Items Fact_or Eigenvalue Variance (%) Cronbach’s
Loading alpha
Factor 1: Intrinsic Motivation 2.580 36.859 .866
Help to do job better .866
Lead to higher satisfaction .784
Feel more motivated .718
Help to grow as a person .587
Factor 2: Extrinsic Motivation 2.594 37.058 .835
Improve promotion prospects .824
Enable career progress .810
Lead to higher pay 737
Total 73.917 912

After the factor analysis, the employees’ trainmgtivation model (ETMM) was derived (see Figure 1)
There are two independent variables (intrinsic extdnsic motivation) and one dependent variablkirfing
satisfaction).
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Figure 1. Employees’ training motivation model (ETMM).
H3: Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations have an irdhce on training satisfactic

A multiple regression analysis was conducted tbtteshypothesis. The two predictors (intrin
motivation and extrinsic motivatio@®nd one dependent variable of training satisfadfic®) were entere:
simultaneously into the analysiBable < shows tlt the results of the regression analysis betweedépender
variable (TS) and the independent variables (IM BNY. The overall variance explained by the twodictors was
43.5% @& = .435).F and its correspondirp-value F(2, 189) = 72.825) < .001) represented that the model \
significant, and therefore the research hypotheaisaccepted. Each predictor was positively relaidgtde outcom
variable, according to the standardized coefficiatties: extrinsic motivatio(f = .513,p < 0.0C1) and intrinsic
motivation # = .415,p < 0.001) Extrinsic motivation was mothighly related, followed by intrinsic motivation.
order to estimate the possible correlations betweempredictors, a multicollinearity statistic wamducted. Th:
tolerance level and variance inflate factor (VIFpeedictors were 1.00 and 1.00 respedy. That is predictor.
were not significantly correlated to each ott
Therefore, based on unstandardiBedhe regression equation was expresse
TS =5.786 + .706EM + .571IM

Table 4
Multiple Regression Analysis Results of the Relationship between DV (Training Satisfaction) and I Vs (Intrinsic
and Extrinsic Motivation)

Variable B SEB S
Extrinsic Motivation (EM) .706 .075 513"
Intrinsic Motivation (IM) 571 .075 415"
Constant 5.786

R 435

F (2, 189) 72.825"

Notes:” p <.001
H4: Training satisfaction positively affects emploggeb satisfactior

Finally, in order to indicate the relationship beem training satisfaction and employees’ job satighn,
correlation analysis and simpleéar regressic analysis were conductetihe result of correlation showed t\



variables are significantly relateR € .519,p <.001). Furthermore, based on regression, theitigasatisfaction
positively affect the employees’ job satisfactign=(.494,p < 0.001). The overall variance explained by the
independent variable was 24.4% € .244), and= and its correspondingrvalue €(1, 190) = 61.410p < .001)
represented that the model was significant, anckfbee the research hypothesis was accepted.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study was designed to evaluate what kindsa@iing motivations there are and how those trajni
motivations affect training satisfaction. A factoralysis identified two types of training motivaisuch as
intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, and the empgley training motivation model (ETMM) was derivéd.addition,
a multiple regression indicated that two differeatning motivations (extrinsic motivatio,= .513,p < 0.001; and
intrinsic motivation = .415,p < 0.001) positively affect employees’ training sadfon ¢(2, 189) = 72.825
<.001). Based on the results, the regression uats suggested as: TS = 5.786 + .706EM + .57Alkb, the
result indicated that there were significantly €iffnt perceptions between males and females aodsacr
respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics.elher, training satisfactio & .494,p < 0.001) also positively
affect the employees’ job satisfactidr({, 190) = 61.410p < .001).

This study was conducted only in Southeasternddrfitates and did not consider ethnic groups; fitrere
it might not represent all employees working in thedservice operations. Furthermore, accordirtfp¢o
demographic information, a considerable portiothefsample has similar demographics such as age gral
marital status. It might address the similarits@ample and problematic assumption on the normaitision of the
sample. Another limitation of the study is thasthesearch did not consider organizational charatits and
different environments affecting intrinsic and éxtic motivational factors. In addition, the poeoaomy in the
United States throughout the research period niigi affected evaluation of employee retentionsaifaction
because there was not much turnover in the restaun@ustry or in other industries.

In spite of the limitations, this research progideveral practical implications to foodserviceragiens.
Cultivating motivational factors (intrinsic and @ric motivations) provides workers more produetand higher
training and job satisfaction. Specifically, theuks indicated that extrinsic motivatigh £ .513) was more related
to employees’ training satisfaction than intrinsiotivation was £ = .415). This finding reflects Ryan and Deci’s
finding which (is) indicated that although intringnotivation is clearly an important type of motiea, most of the
activities people do are not intrinsically motivéi@yan and Deci, 2000a). According to those restdibdservice
employers should consider these findings to impemmployees’ training satisfaction, and then theyl@é@rovide
more effective job training to employees. Therefgr@viding both meaningful work and appropriate/aeds will
be helpful to satisfy and retain employees. Furttoee, the finding showed that training satisfact®positively
related to employees’ job satisfaction. Thereféwedservice managers should emphasize and continu@vide
well-designed training and development progranrdeoto retain employees at their restaurants.
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