
EFFECTS OF EXTERNAL REWARDS ON INTERNAL 

MOTIVATION AND JOB SATISFACTION 

by 

RUSTY L. WEATHERLY, B.S. 

A THESIS 

IN 

RESTAURANT, HOTEL, AND INSTITUTIONAL MANAGEMENT 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

MASTER OF SCIENCE 

Approved 

May, 2002 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to thank my mother and father for all of their financial and moral 

support over the years in helping me reach my goals. I would also like to thank Dr. 

Alfonso Sanchez for his patience and understanding during the completion of this work. 

If it had not been for his constant reminders and understanding of my situation, I would 

have never been able to complete this task. Trisha Morris gets a special thank you for all 

of her assistance in helping with the proofreading of this paper, even in the time crunch. 

I am very gratefiil to know Mary Margaret Ramsey. If it were not for her and the 

Lubbock Inn providing me with the ability to work and go to school, I may have never 

completed this task. The Restaurant, Hotel, and Institutional Management professors and 

staff have been invaluable over the years and have made my education successful and 

enjoyable. 

11 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ii 

LIST OF TABLES v 

LIST OF FIGURES vi 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

The Hospitality Industry 1 

Statement of the Problem 2 

Purpose of the Study 3 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 5 

Definition of Terms 5 

Extrinsic Rewards Effects on Intrinsic Motivation 6 
Monetary Rewards 7 

Non-Monetary Rewards 16 

Competition 18 

Autonomy Supportive 20 

Cognitive Evaluation Theory 23 

Job Satisfaction 24 
The Job Descriptive Index 26 
The Job Diagnostic Survey 26 
The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 27 
The Job Satisfaction Survey 28 

Summary of Literature Review 29 

III METHODOLOGY 30 

Contiol Group 31 

111 



Verbal Recogrution Program 

Employee of the Week 

Analysis 

IV RESULTS 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Job Satisfaction in General 

Satisfaction with Pay 

Satisfaction with Work 

Satisfaction with Co-Workers 

Satisfaction with Supervision 

Satisfaction with Promotion 

V CONCLUSIONS 

Hypothesis I 

Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis IV 

Five Facets of the Job Descriptive Index 

Limitations of the Study 

Further Research 

Personal Evaluation for Further Research 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

APPENDIX 

32 

33 

34 

35 

35 

39 

42 

46 

49 

52 

55 

58 

58 

60 

63 

64 

66 

68 

72 

73 

75 

79 

IV 



LIST OF TABLES 

4.1 ANOVA Table of Intrinsic Motivation Over Time 37 

4.2 ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction m General Over Time 40 

4.3 ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Pay Over Time 44 

4.4 ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Work Over Tune 47 

4.5 ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction wdth Co-workers Over Time 50 

4.6 ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Supervision Over Time 53 

4.7 ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Promotion Over Time 56 



LIST OF FIGURES 

4.1 Mean Values of Intrinsic Motivation Over Time 3 8 

4.2 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction in General Over Time 41 

4.3 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction with Pay Over Time 45 

4.4 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction with Work Over Time 48 

4.5 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction v^th Co-workers Over Time 51 

4.6 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction with Supervision Over Time 54 

4.7 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction wdth Promotion Over Time 57 

VI 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

A common question that surfaces daily is how do you motivate someone? It is 

asked in many different ways, but all of the questions target how to get results. This 

premise is true whether you are trying to motivate a child to study, an athlete to workout 

harder, an alcoholic to stop drinking, or a worker to do a better job. This topic is very 

knportant because it affects all walks of life, in all kinds of situations, and all over the 

world. Considering that the workforce is what produces our food, lodging, automobiles, 

medical products, and all of the other products and services we consimie, it is very 

important for the workforce to be at a high level of motivation. Of course, this need for a 

highly motivated workforce holds true for the hospitality industry because of the large 

economic impact that it has on the economies of the world. 

The Hospitality Industry 

The hospitality industry employs millions of individuals through out the world, 

and accovmts for billions of dollars ui business. In the United States alone, the restaurant 

industry employs over 11.3 million employees and accounts for $399 billion in sales 

annually (NRA, 2001). The United States' lodging industry employs over 1.8 million 

people, and many of these jobs can be found in the restaurants of hotels and motels (US 

Department of Labor, 2001). The large number of employees that are involved in 

providing food service gives significance to research regarding motivation. 



The hospitality field has many indicators that motivation is a key issue. For 

example, the mdustiy has one of the highest turnover rates. Furtiiermore, many of the 

jobs in tiie industiy are very tedious and unrewardmg in themselves (Wolff, 1997). For 

example, dishwashers m restaurants probably will not find then job inherently 

challenging and rewarding. Imagine having a job that requires you to clean twenty 

identical rooms a day, in the same order, and in the same way. Another good example is 

cooks. A cafeteria cook comes in everyday and prepares the same food products to go 

out on the Ime, and usually is not allowed the freedom to be creative. Imagine the 

tedious jobs in the fast food industry, like standing m fi-ont of a flyer makhag French flies 

for eight hours a day? 

Statement of the Problem 

Motivation is a constant concern for managers and corporations aroimd the world. 

There are several studies that provide evidence of how rewards affect motivation and job 

satisfaction of individuals. The limiting factor in these studies is that the vast majority of 

them were conducted in labs and academic settings, and the rewards given were not 

significant to the subjects (Herzberg, 1968; Deci, 1972a, 1972b, 1975, 1995, Deci et al., 

1999). There have been a few field studies on contingent rewards given to individuals on 

their personal performance, but not in the hospitality industry (Jordan, 1986). The 

previous research has correlated the use of rewards given to individuals on their personal 

performance and their motivation and satisfaction that result from the rewards. However, 

there has been a limited amount of research done in the area of giving a single employee 



a reward for being the best or most dedicated in the organization for a period of time. 

This concept is the employee of the week/month programs that so many industries use 

today. This research is vital to the hospitality field as it works to contmue to unprove its 

employee's job satisfaction. 

Purpose of the Studv 

The purpose of this study was to determine the effect that the implementation of 

an employee of the week program and a verbal rewards program would have on 

employees. Specifically, it was designed to determine if these reward programs would 

have a direct effect on the intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction of the employees. The 

review of literature section will study the different types of motivation and reward 

systems that have been researched previously. 

The following research hypotheses have been formulated for this study: 

Hypothesis I: The expectation of an extrinsic reward, such as an employee of the 

week reward, will decrease intrinsic motivation. 

Hypothesis III: The implementation of a verbal reward system will increase 

intrinsic motivation. 

Hypothesis II: The expectation of an extrinsic reward, such as an employee of the 

week reward, will decrease job satisfaction wdth pay. 

Hypothesis IV: The implementation of a verbal rewEird system will increase job 

satisfaction with pay. 



This study has importance ui the hospitality industry because it is attempting to 

discover the effects of specific reward systems on motivation and job satisfaction. These 

reward systems are visible in the restaurant industry where there are many plaques 

designating the employees of the month. However, it is difificitit to confum whether 

these programs are producing the desired results since there is still the high rate of 

turnover and absenteeism m the industry. 

This research is also important to the hospitality industry because it is a field 

study. As stated earUer, the majority of the studies in the past have been m lab or 

academic situations. Although the previous studies are important, the hospitality industry 

needs to discover if these theories can be applied in a field setting. A field settmg is very 

different fi-om an academic setting because it allows multiple situations to arise. These 

situations are complex in nature because of the larger number of mdividuals involved, the 

amoimt of time that the individuals have spent together, and the fact that life issues are 

involved in the workplace. The problem of employees competing and trying to belittle 

fellow employees so that they can receive the rewards is another facet that only a field 

study can produce. These factors are very difficult to control and give this kind of 

research importance and applicability. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Defirution of Terms 

Before an examination of tiiis topic can proceed, it is important to have the 

following terms defined. 

Autonomy: Autonomy means that a person is self-governing. To be autonomous means 
to act in accord with one's self— ît means feeling fl-ee and volitional in one's 
actions. When autonomous, people are fully willuig to do what they are doing, 
and they embrace the activity with a sense of interest and commitment. Their 
actions emanate fi-om their true sense of self, so they are bemg authentic (Deci, 
1995, p. 2). 

Autonomy Supportive: Autonomy supportive is when a person provides choices to 
another person so as to let him/her be autonomous. An example of this principle 
is when a parent is disciplining a child. An autonomy supportive parent would set 
the child down and tell the child what will happen if the child decides to do 
something. Then the parent lets the child decide whether or not he or she will do 
the activity. The child basically decides whether it is right or wrong for him or 
her (Deci, 1995). 

Competence: Competence is the quality of "having suitable or sufficient skill, 
knowledge, experience, etc., for some purpose"(Random, 1997, p. 268). James 
Connell (1990) and Ellen Skinner (1995) defined competence as people having 
both the strategies and capacities for attaining a desired outcome. 

Extemal Motivation: External or extrinsic motivation is defined as a reward given to a 
person so that they will demonstrate a particular behavior (Deci, 1995). 

Extrinsic Rewards: Brief and Aldag (1977) defined extrinsic rewards as any "object or 
event" that an individual received as a result of performing or completing a task. 
There are two kinds of extrinsic rewards, monetary and non-monetary rewards. 

Intemal Motivation: Internal or intrinsic motivation is defined as having feelings of 
personal contiol and competence (Deci, 1975). These feelings are the feelings of 
accomplishment, reaching a goal, wanting to do something for the joy of it, or the 
high that one might feel from working on or completing a task (Fisher, 1978; 
Harlow, 1953). 



Job Satisfaction: Job Satisfaction as defined by Spector (1997) is the degree to which 
people like their jobs. Another definition is tiie difference between the amount of 
rewards workers receive and tiie amount tiiey believe they should receive 
(Robbms, 2001). This concept basically describes the way that the employee 
views his/her job, whether or not the employee's assessment is positive or 
negative. 

Locus of Causality: Locus of Causality is the mtemal or central feeluig of one's bemg 
important or constituting a cause. It represents how a person feels about why they 
are here and why tiiey do certaui things (Deci, Casico, & Krussell, 1975). When a 
person experiences himselfherself as the locus of causality for his/her own 
behavior, he/she will consider hunselfilierself to be intrinsically motivated. When 
a person perceives the locus of causality to be extemal to himselflierself, he/she 
will consider himselfherself to be extiinsically motivated (De Charms, 1968). 

Monetary Rewards: Monetary rewards are rewards given as money or obtainable objects 
that have a value. For example, these rewards could be bonuses for work that is 
done particularly well or payment to an employee of the month (Sanson, 1995). 

Motivation: The American Heritage Dictionary (2000) defines motivation as providing a 
motive; to move; induce; or mcite. Campbell and Pritchard (1976, p. 65) defined 
motivation as having the "determinants of (a) the choice to mitiate effort on a 
certain task, (b) the choice to expend a certain amount of effort and (c) the choice 
to persist in expending effort over a period of time." 

Non-Monetary Rewards: Non-monetary rewards are either a physical object, non-
tangible objects, or praise (Sanson, 1995). These rewards are numerous in their 
manifestations and include pats on the back, personal recognition, documentation 
of a job well done, extra vacation days, boss for the day designations, etc. The 
only thing that limits this kind of reward is the creativity of the mind. 

Extrinsic Rewards Effects on Intrinsic Motivation 

Several researchers have found intriguing results on how extrinsic rewards affect 

intemal motivation. Deci (1995), who is one of the most published researchers in this 

field, has found that some rewards will reduce intrinsic motivation, while others will 

increase it. Therefore, Deci's findings and theories will be of particular interest as this 

topic is covered. Other researchers such as De Charms (1968) and Fisher (1978) have 



also discovered that extrinsic rewards and punishments have a negative effect on mtrinsic 

motivation. These surprising results along witii several other researchers and findings 

will be covered in the following sections. 

Monetary Rewards 

In the hospitality industry, the normal procedure to try and motivate employees 

has traditionally been a monetary reward. This system has been failing dramatically for 

many years and is the main reason why so many researchers in this industry have 

examined this topic (Macauly, 1989). The proof of this failure is the fact that turnover 

rates in many areas of the hospitality industry are as high as two hundred percent (Wolff, 

1997). It is surprising that the industry continues to try and use this system when a large 

portion of research fails to support any advantages in the practice. 

The hypothesis that directly pertains to the use of monetary rewards is that 

extrinsic rewards made contingent on performance will decrease intrinsic motivation. 

Deci (1971, 1972a, 1972b) has conducted many studies on this topic with similar findings 

in all. He discovered that a financial reward made contingent on task performance 

usually reduces the intrinsic motivation to do that task. Deci, Casico, and Krussell (1975) 

foimd that extrinsic rewards could affect intrinsic motivation in two ways. It can either 

change a person's perceived locus of causality fl-om within himself to his environment or 

decrease a person's feelings of competence. If either of these effects is realized, they will 

decrease the intrinsic motivation of a person. 



Deci's work laid down a structure that many others have tried to replicate, and in 

turn, have criticized over tiie years. Since Deci has had such a stiong influence on this 

field of study, it is important to look at how he stiiictured his research. Deci (1971) used 

a puzzle called Soma® made by Parker Brothers as the activity for his subjects so he 

could monitor their intrinsic motivation. This puzzle could be built into a three-mch cube 

or several other figures such as an airplane, a couch, or a dog. A pilot test was conducted 

to verify that the game was fim for the subject population. The first study used two 

groups, one that received an extrinsic reward, a nominal amount of money in the sum of 

two dollars, and the other did not. The intrinsic motivation was measured by observing if 

the subject still worked on the puzzle after a thirty-minute session when the experimenter 

left the room. The subjects were left alone for eight minutes and had magazines, the 

ptozzle, or anything else that they wanted to do during this time. The amount of time the 

person spent working vsdth the puzzle told Deci how internally motivated the subject was. 

Deci discovered in this first study that the subjects that had received a monetary reward 

accomplished more while the experimenter was in the room, but they were less likely to 

continue to work on the puzzle once the experimenter left. This was Deci's proof that 

monetary rewards do not intemally motivate people, but actually hamper mtemal 

motivation. Then Deci continued the study by bringing back the subjects that he had paid 

and had them do the puzzles again without receiving any rewards. He discovered that 

this reduced the intemal motivation even more because the students were expecting the 

reward (Deci, 1971). This study led Deci (1995) to one of his first conclusions: while 

money motivates people, it also undermines their mtrinsic motivation and has a variety of 



negative effects. This conclusion later led Deci (1995) to identify another form of 

motivation called autonomy supportive, which vn\l be discussed later. 

This study by Deci (1995) was repeated many tunes usmg different tasks with 

varied populations. The study was completed both m laboratory and field studies. It was 

also repeated v^th different kinds of puzzles and chess sets, which produced shnilar 

results. Although Deci repeated this scenario often, there were four main criticisms 

regarding his research. The first criticism is that none of Deci's studies included 

performance data reported for the experimental task. This deficit leads to the question of 

whether intrinsic motivation was really lowered due to the rewards or if there was a 

difference in the performance of the individuals that influenced then motivation. Second, 

it is argued that the individuals that were paid contingent on their performance gave more 

effort to doing the task, so during the free time, they were fatigued. This explanation 

satisfies the reason why they did not continue to work on the puzzles during their fl-ee 

time. Third, differential conditioning, which means showdng the solutions to subjects 

when they did not solve the puzzle correctly, has attracted some attention. The criticism 

stems from the idea that the students that completed more puzzles correctly would 

experience different intemal rewards from recognition of the task completion or failure. 

This conditiorung was considered to be a de-motivator because it may have made 

students feel less capable of completing the tasks. The fmal criticism is that the reward 

given, which was two dollars on most experiments, was not valuable to the individuals 

participating in the studies. The lack of value is considered to limit the effect that the 

reward has on the person. Essentially, two dollars is not enough to make a significant 



impact on the individual's life. In his later stiidies, Deci would split his paid group into 

two parts, one that was paid simply for their time and effort, or non-contingentiy, and tiie 

second was paid based on performance, or contmgentiy. The criticism tiiat two dollars is 

insignificant applies to both his contmgent on performance and non-contingent on 

performance studies for paid mdividuals (Calder, 1975). 

Another group of researchers (Pritchard, Campbell, & Campbell, 1977) fi-om 

Purdue University replicated Deci's study; however, they tried to account for some of the 

criticisms of tiie prior research. First, tiiey used a chess set for tiieir mteresting challenge. 

They set up the chess set so that tiie white could checkmate tiie black opponent m two 

moves if they made the correct choices. They also made sure that all of the individuals 

participating liked playmg chess and were experienced chess players. This tactic 

addressed tiie criticism that not all of the individuals liked the task that Deci provided. 

They also addressed the criticism that the paid mdividuals would try hard and become 

fatigued, thus causing them to not want to participate in the activity during then free -

time. In this study, the free time was granted before the students actually did the task. 

The fl-ee tune was permitted in-between the mitial filling out of a simple form, which 

asked name, social security number, age, etc., and the tune that the tasks would begin. 

Incidentally, there were two sessions spaced out over a few weeks wdth the same design. 

Because the fl-ee time was granted before the task, there was no opportimity to experience 

fatigue. The third criticism, differential conditioning, or showing the solutions when the 

students did not solve the puzzle, was also addressed and shown to be a non-factor. In 

Deci's experiment, students who were not successful in the task were shown the correct 
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solution to the puzzle by the researcher, and therefore may have feh inferior. To combat 

this conditioning, subjects were asked to solve the chess dilemma by noting the moves 

they would make on a paper copy of the chessboard. Once time had expired, the 

researcher would display the correct solutions on an overhead projector and the subject 

was asked to grade their own paper. To preserve their anonymity, the subjects then put 

the sheets in a plain manila envelope. Each group had an overall score of 62%, but it was 

impossible to determine which subjects had been successful or not. Fmally, the 

researchers chose to pay five dollars as a more significant reward. The results showed 

that the group that was rewarded for their performance had a decrease in the amount of 

time that they worked on the chess problems during their fl-ee time, even though their 

performance from the first to the second session increased. The decreased time spent on 

the chess problems during the free period shows that the participants had a decrease in 

intemal motivation. In contrast, the non-paid group had an insignificant decrease in the 

time spent on the chess problems during the free time and their performance on the task 

only slightly increased from the first session to the second. Ultimately, the findings of 

this study give very stiong support for Deci's original hypothesis that contingent financial 

rewards can reduce intrinsic motivation (Pritchard et al., 1977). They also added that 

their interpretation "rests on the assumption that there are a number of variables that 

influence intrinsic motivation" (Pritchared et al., 1977, p. 14). These variables mclude 

ego, self-determination, task variety, task challenge, competence, and autonomy (Deci, 

1995). 
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Jordan (1986) was one of the first researchers to take the Deci studies into the 

field where more than minuscule rewards were offered. This point was very important 

because one of the weaknesses pointed out m previous research was that the rewards may 

have been interpreted by tiie recipients as not being significant to them, therefore causmg 

a negative effect. Thus, the fimctional significance of the reward may have been 

hampered and not have had the intended effect on the subject's motivation (Deci, 1971; 

de Charms; 1968, Heider, 1958). Jordan was trying to test Deci's hypothesis with a 

design that included the followmg features: (1) performance-contmgent rewards were 

compared to rewards that were not contingent upon performance; (2) performance-

contingent rewards were offered in combination with regular pay; (3) a field setting; and 

(4) intrinsic motivation was measured with a scale that has established constmct validity. 

This study took 48 health care technicians from the Westem Carolina Center m 

Morganton, North Carolina, and offered them an incentive plan where they would receive 

25% of all cost reductions at the end of a one-year period. They were not told an amount 

that they could receive, but it was calculated that they ntight receive a reward of as much 

as $500. The first survey was administered to the participants at the end of the year, 

previous to the discussion about the incentive plan. The second survey was administered 

three and a half months into the incentive program, and the rewards were to be 

configured using the end of the next year's figures. Thus, the total amount of money that 

the employees received was not reported. At the end of this experiment, Jordan (1986) 

concluded that there was empirical evidence that expectation of rewards contingent upon 

performance decreased intrinsic motivation of the employees between the fnst and 

12 



second set of surveys administered. Although this once agam supports Deci's findmgs, 

Jordan warned that there might have been unconfroUed stimuli involved because of the 

duration of the experiment. Interestmgly, Jordan also discovered that even though there 

was a decrease in intrinsic motivation, there was an uicrease m satisfaction with pay in 

the group where the rewards were contmgent on performance. In contrast, the non-

contmgent on performance group showed a slight decrease in satisfaction with pay. 

Jordan suggested that others repeat the study in other fields to give this study validity. 

Some researchers on these issues have discovered other interesting results. The 

findings of these researchers state that monetary rewards may not have an effect on the 

intrinsic motivation of individuals who are already highly intrinsically motivated (Fisher, 

1978; Amold, 1976). Fisher (1978) used the task of solving hidden word puzzles as the 

interesting function for subjects to complete. In this study, all individuals mvolved were 

hked as employees v^th two different pay scales. One group was paid $2.10 an hour, no 

matter how much work they did, while the other group's pay was contingent on the 

performance that the students showed on each puzzle. The employees were instmcted 

that they were participating in a research project. The research was to show that word 

puzzles could be used in the development of various types of clerical skills such as visual 

speed and figure-ground perception, a technique used in speed-reading. The researcher 

also wanted to know the students' feelings about using these skills on the job. Fisher 

used Deci's measurement of how much time the individuals used on working on the 

puzzles during their break time to measure the intrinsic motivation. It was determined 

that the pay, whether hourly or contingent on performance, did not have a significant 

13 



effect on intemal motivation. This confradicts Deci's findings that rewards contingent 

upon performance will decrease intemal motivation. Fisher concluded that because the 

subjects knew about their pay before hand, and it was for this reason that the students 

decided to participate, that the pay had no effect. There was evidence from talking with 

participants, that participating on the contingent on performance participants felt that they 

were getting paid for their work during their free time, even though they were instmcted 

otherwise. This explanation would accoimt for results that confradict Deci's findings that 

contingent rewards decrease intrinsic motivation. However, this research did corroborate 

Deci's findings that competence and high personal contiol over performance lead to 

intrinsic motivation. It was also found all-positive correlations of substantial magnitude 

on the unconsfrained (high personal confrol over performance) individuals. These 

individuals were the participants that exceeded the completion of the normal number of 

puzzles (Fisher, 1978). 

Amold (1976) conducted a study on individuals recmited to test a new computer 

game. The computer game was based on the show Star Trek, where the participants 

played the role of Captain Kirk. None of the participants were told about tiie monetary 

reward that they were going to receive, so the individuals that participated were 

intrinsically motivated to perform the task. The researchers had the individuals fill out a 

survey to begin the process. They then allowed the mdividuals to play the game. After 

each completion of play, the subjects would fill out another survey. At tiie end of tiiis 

procedure, the researchers would schedule another time that the subjects could return and 

participate again. The large number of retum subjects supported the assumption that tiie 

14 



game was considered to be highly intrinsically motivatmg. In the paid participant group, 

the researchers pre-selected one game out of three where they would pay the participants 

two dollars after they had completed the game. The measurement of mtrinsic motivation 

was calculated by the retum rate of the subjects for following games. This measurement 

showed that there was no significant difference in retum rates between paid and non-paid 

subjects using a normal deviate test. Thus, there was no significant change in intemal 

motivation between the paid and unpaid subjects. After the completion of the study, 

Arnold concluded that high intrinsic motivation appears to be a sufficient stable cognitive 

state so that extrinsic rewards will not have an effect on mtrinsic motivation (Amold, 

1976). 

Boal and Cimimings (1981) conducted a similar, but in a work envkonment. 

They hired individuals to work at a pay scale of $3.00 per hour. These employees were 

hired to work in a City Assessor's office. They were assigned either an interesting or a 

boring task to complete. At the begmmng of the third day, they initiated the freatments. 

In each treatment there were employees assigned to both interesting and boring tasks. 

The three freatments were: (1) a control group with no change, (2) a group that would 

receive a 25C pay raise because their performance had been so good during the first two 

days (contingent), and (3) a group that would receive a cost-of-livuig wage uicrease of 

25 C authorized for city employees (non-contingent). It was discovered that the 

individuals that had an interesting task did not quit working, where as the mdividuals that 

had the simple task did quit working early. This outcome was the same for both the 

contingent and non-contingent groups. These results support Arnold's conclusion that if 

15 



a task is intrinsically motivating, the extemal rewards will not have an effect. It is 

important to note that the group that had contingent rewards, the pay increase for the 

outstanding job, showed a much more dramatic quit tune tiien the non-contmgent. These 

findmgs support Deci's hypothesis that rewards based on performance will decrease 

intrinsic motivation (Boal et al., 1981). 

Non-Monetary Rewards 

Non-monetary rewards are numerous m tiieir manifestations and the way that they 

are administered. Although non-monetary rewards are not studied as frequently as the 

monetary rewards, they are used much more often m the hospitality field. This use is 

largely due to the common use of verbal rewards for douig a good job. Deci has also 

conducted research in this area and has arrived at some interesting conclusions. 

Deci (1971) conducted verbal reward research, usmg a prior form of his monetary 

reward studies. He once again used the puzzle method wdth two groups of students who 

volunteered to participate on a performance study. The students woitid work on the 

puzzle to make different shapes wdth the pieces during a 30-minute period. Once this 

task was completed, the experimental group was told that they had done much better than 

the average people involved in the study. The confrol group was told that they did just 

fine, but nothing else. The researcher would leave the room for ten minutes, and the 

subject was observed during this time. If the subject continued to work on the puzzle, it 

was said that he/she was intrinsically motivated. The results of this study showed that the 

experimental group did continue to work on the puzzles more often then the control 

16 



group, which in tum led to the conclusion that verbal rewards increased their intrinsic 

motivation (Deci, 1971). 

Rantz, Scott, and Porter (1996) conducted a survey that involved interviewing 

subjects with very in-depth questions. They used a system of asking open-ended 

questions and countmg how many times a feeling was reported as a positive or negative. 

The questions used and the method to score them was initially created by Fredrick 

Herzberg, who was a leading motivational researcher in the fifties and sixties. The 

responses were graded and then added together to determine the issues that the 

employees felt motivated or de-motivated them. The score of the survey showed that the 

employees felt recogrution, interpersonal relations, and the work itself were the main 

activities that made them want to work, or uitemally motivated them (Rantz et al., 1996). 

This result supports Deci's findings in a very unique way. Where Deci found that 

recognition motivated people to work, Rantz found that the employees reported that 

recognition, or verbal rewards, was one of the main factors that they felt would motivate 

them. This conclusion shows a sfrong basis for the argument for a verbal reward system. 

Other investigations show that non-monetary rewards can decrease intrinsic 

motivation. In a study by Kruglanski, Friedman, and Zeevi (1971), some children were 

offered an extrinsic non-monetary reward for participating in a recall, creativity, and 

motor skills study. The children were told about their reward, an interesting laboratory 

tour, before they participated in the study. The reward was not contingent on the 

performance of the children, but just their participation in the study. They concluded that 

there was a decrease in the intrinsic motivation from the extrinsic reward. They came to 
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this conclusion because the children that were offered the reward seemed to be less 

satisfied with the experimental tasks and they were less likely to volimteer for future 

shnilar studies. They also discovered that the experimental group did not perform as well 

on the experimental tasks as the confrol group (Kruglanski et al., 1971). 

Competition 

Competition has been used in many instances to try and motivate people. Sports 

have been one of the most recognized forms of competition and have led many people to 

believe that competition is an excellent way to motivate people. This practice has also 

been taken into the work place in such situations as competing to see who can get the 

most sales, make the most calls, or become the most valuable employee, or even 

employee of the month. 

Deci et al. (1981) also studied competition using his Soma puzzles. He set up a 

competition between a subject and a confederate, who was the experimental accomplice 

and had memorized the puzzles, to see who could complete the puzzles first. The process 

began by choosing eighty subjects, forty male and forty female. Each subject was taken 

into a room with a confederate, so that the subject thought tiiey were working m pairs, 

and were asked to complete five different Soma puzzles. The first two puzzles were 

practice puzzles in which the subject would wui the first one and the confederate would 

win the second. This practice was supposed to give the subject a sense of equality with 

the confederate, and was done witii all of the subjects. Then the experimental group was 

told to compete and try to finish the next three puzzles first, while the control group was 
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told to just do their best. The subjects were allowed ten minutes per puzzle, and they 

were always allowed to win. If the subject did not finish tiie puzzle, then the confederate 

woitid also not fmish. The researcher would then take the confederate out of the room so 

that he could interview the participants separately, which took eight minutes. It was 

during this time that the mtrinsic motivation was measured by observmg the amount of 

time that the subject continued to work on the puzzles. After the time was up, the 

researcher would retum and ask the subject to fill out a questionnake. The fmdings of 

this study showed that the subjects that were instmcted to compete were less mtrinsically 

motivated than the subjects who were asked to do then best (Deci et al., 1981). 

Deci and his associates made some other discoveries with this research and 

reached some profound conclusions. First, the detrimental effects of explicit competition 

on intrinsic motivation were higher for females than males. They also supported the 

theory that trying to win tends to decrease people's intrinsic motivation for the target 

activity. These findings led Deci and his associates to the conclusion that competition is 

an extrinsic reward, and therefore it has a similar effect to monetary rewards (Deci et al., 

1981). Deci foimd support for this idea from a previous study done by Spence and 

Helmreich (1978). They concluded that mastery and competitiveness were two separate 

components of achievement. In the research they freated mastery as an intemal drive to 

perfect a task. Competitiveness was an extemal feeling of wanthig to beat another to feel 

that they had accomplished the task (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 

There are other negative issues that also arise from competition. The feelings of 

mutual mistmst that the other person is cheating are very common. Heightened 
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emotionality and aggression were otiier characteristics that seem to coincide with 

competition (Deci, 1995). Jordan (1986) also witnessed some of tiiese negative feelmgs 

with his research m the field study. He found that some of the participants set up 

personal competitions to see who could cut tiie most costs, which produced some signs of 

mistrust between individuals and cutting comers to save money (Jordan, 1986). 

Autonomv Supportive 

Deci's research m human motivation led him to a very unportant distmction m 

human behavior, whether a behavior that a person presented was autonomous or 

confroUed. The distinction between these two is that autonomous is actuig m accord with 

one's self or feeling free, but confroUed behavior is acting without a sense of personal 

endorsement. In this sense, uitrinsic motivation is considered to be autonomous 

motivation where extrinsic motivation is considered to be a confroUed motivation. The 

style of thinking of autonomy and authenticity opposed to confrol and alienation are 

relevant in all aspects of life (Deci, 1995). 

Deci (1995) conducted a study to evaluate this concept, using the previous 

methodology to test intrinsic motivation with the Soma® puzzle. He selected a group of 

volunteers from the psychology department to participate in a study involving thought 

processes. After giving the instmctions, Deci would threaten the subject and tell them 

that they would get in frouble and be punished if they did not complete the puzzle in the 

time limit allowed. After the time limit, the researcher would leave the room for ten 

minutes and observe through a one-way mirror the amount of time the subject spent 
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working on some new solutions to the puzzle. This once again was the measure of the 

subject's intrinsic motivation. As hypotiiesized, threatening a person wiU give a 

confroUed behavior; all of tiie subjects finished the puzzle in the allotted amount of time, 

but they experienced decreased intrinsic motivation. This is shown as they did not 

contuiue to play with other puzzles, which were left in the room, when the experimenter 

left the room (Deci, 1995). Lepper (1975) conducted experiments very sunilar to Deci's, 

but they were conducted in an elementary school setting. In his research, he discovered 

that many other events, such as deadlines, imposed goals, surveillance, and evaluations, 

also acted as a controller and reduced uitrinsic motivation. This led to the theory that a 

subject that is confroUed will have a lowered intrinsic motivation, but a subject that is 

autonomous or autonomy supported wiU have a high intrinsic motivation (Lepper, 1975). 

Deci stated that when autonomy supportive tasks are offered to a subject, that 

his/her intrinsic motivation will increase. Deci et al. (1994) gathered a sample of 

psychology students to participate in a research project, but did not tell them what the 

research regarded. They then implemented the autonomy supportive aspect of the 

research. When the subjects were brought in, they were told that they were going to have 

to watch a computer screen for the appearance of spots of light, which was considered an 

uninteresting task. The experimental group was then given a rationale as to why they 

needed to do the uiunterestuig task, which was to improve their concentration. Next, the 

assistants realized and acknowledged the negative feelings that the subjects might have m 

completing the boring task. Realizuig this aspect of the task, Deci and the assistants used 

language that seemed to invite the people to work on the task instead of demanding that 
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tiiey work on it, thus limiting tiie pressure on the students. The autonomy supportive 

behaviors were rationale, acknowledgment, and choice. The results of this stiidy were 

quite significant. They discovered that when the autonomy supportive behaviors were 

used, the subjects had a large increase in mtemal motivation. They found that these 

subjects integrated the task mto their thoughts. They made this conclusion based on the 

subjects' willmgness to continue with the task during their free tune, reporting that they 

felt free, enjoyed the task, and believed that it was personally important. On the other 

hand, the non-autonomy supportive, or confroUed, subjects felt pressured into domg the 

task, seldom repeated the task, and reported doing the task in spite of their deskes and 

that they feh they should do it, not that they wanted to do it (Deci et al., 1994). 

Koestner, Ryan, Bemieri, and Holt (1984) realized this same finding in earlier 

research. Kostner and his associates performed a study involving limits in a messy 

activity with children. The activity was finger painting. There were two classes used in 

which one was confroUed by telling the children to "be good boys and gkls and don't 

make a mess." The other group (autonomy supportive) was told that they needed to be 

neat with the finger painting because other students were going to have to use the room 

later. They were also told that they knew that the children lUced messy fmger pamtmgs 

and sloppmg the paint on, but that this would leave the room messy. The autonomy 

supportive group kept the room neat and cleaned up after themselves so that the other 

children had a nice place to work. On the other hand, the confroUed group ignored tiie 

warnings, made a mess and generally was difficult to confrol (Kostner et al., 1984). 
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Cognitive Evaluation Theorv 

The cognitive evaluation theory has played a major role in the research of Deci 

and Jordan. It was central in the studies that Deci conducted m his early years, and it was 

tiie basis for his hypothesis in his Soma puzzle studies, includmg the many different 

techniques he repeated in his studies , such as cash for performance and threat of 

punishment for poor performance. Furtiiermore, the cognitive evaluation theory assisted 

hun m his autonomy supportive tiieory (Deci, 1975). De Charms (1968) origmally 

proposed the cognitive evaluation theory m the late 1960s. This theory basically stated 

that the infroduction of an extrinsic reward based on work effort that had been previously 

uitrinsically rewarding due to the pleasure of the content of the work itself would tend to 

decrease the overall level of motivation. Deci, Ryan, and Koestner (1999) later refmed 

this theory to support that events that allow needs to be satisfied tend to increase mtrinsic 

motivation, while events that disallow needs to be satisfied tend to decrease mtrinsic 

motivation. In short, individuals can interpret rewards as either a confroUer of their 

behavior or as indicators of their competence. 

The cognitive evaluation theory has received support and validation from many 

different authors with Deci (1995) as one of the firmest supporters with dozens of studies 

validating this theory. Other authors who have conducted research supporting this theory 

are Pritchard, Campbell, and Campbell (1977), Deci, Betiy, Kahle, Abrams, and Porac 

(1981), Jordan (1986), and Schrof (1993). With the vast amount of research and findings 

in support of the theory, one would expect that it would have major implications for 

managerial practices in the corporate world. Accordingly, the main practice should be to 
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not base the employee's pay or financial rewards contmgent on the performance of that 

employee (Eisenberger et al., 1999). 

Job Satisfaction 

An issue that has atfracted significant attention from researchers is job 

satisfaction. Job satisfaction has been defined by Spector (1997) as how an employee 

feels about the job that they are domg with consideration to the different aspects of the 

job. This one measure has been the most frequently studied variable in organizational 

behavior research (Spector, 1997). One reason why this topic is researched so much is 

that turnover rates are so high in many businesses, including as much as a two hundred 

percent turnover rate in the hospitality industry (Wolff, 1997). The inverse relationship 

between job satisfaction and turnover is intuitively clear. When job satisfaction is high, 

employee turnover and absenteeism are low (Ilardi et al., 1993). 

There are two approaches used when studjdng job satisfaction. The first is a 

global approach, where one's overall attitude is the main point of mterest. The other 

approach is called the facet approach. This approach is divided kito four main areas or 

facets: rewards, other people, nature of the work, and organizational context. This 

approach allows a researcher to do sensitivity analysis to determine if the rate of pay or 

rewards given to an employee can affect the employee's job satisfaction. The researcher 

reaches their conclusions by localizmg the different parts of the job so that he/she can 

see if there is a specific area in which an employee is satisfied or dissatisfied (Spector, 

1997). 
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Job satisfaction has been measured usmg two different methods, mterviews and 

questionnaires. The interview method is not as popular because of the time and cost 

uivolved in administering it; however, h can lead to more extensive mformation because 

a respondent can elaborate on an issue as it is bemg discussed. This technique can 

expose issues that were not originally expected or knovm to the mterviewer. 

Questionnakes, on the other hand, are tiie preferred method of gathering mformation 

from employees. The questionnake is usually inexpensive, easy to administer to a large 

number of employees, and normally gets more consistent and rehable results. The results 

in a questionnaire are usually more reUable because employees are more likely to be 

tmthful when their responses are anonymous (Spector, 1997). 

There are many existing questionnakes that a researcher can use, including both 

facet scales and global scales. The main advantage to using these questionnakes is that 

then reliability and validity have akeady been proven and established. On the negative 

side, existing questionnaires may be confusing to the audience if it differs from the 

original intended audience, and they may not directly assess the area being measured. If 

the negatives were pronounced, a researcher would have to develop and test a 

questionnake of then own. While there are many questionnakes in use today, there are 

four facet-scale questionnakes that are of particular interest to current researchers. They 

are the Job Satisfaction Survey, tiie Job Descriptive Index, the Mkmesota Satisfaction 

Questionnake, and the Job Diagnostic Survey (Spector, 1997). 
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The Job Descriptive Index 

The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) is a five-facet scale, which mcludes work, pay, 

promotion, supervision, and co-workers. This scale is stinctured by plackig an 

explanation of the facet followed by rune to eighteen questions concerning that facet. 

There are both positively based and negatively based questions for each facet. The entire 

questionnaire consists of 72 short phrases that describe tiie five facets of the job (Smith, 

KendaU, & Hulin, 1969). This questionnake is one of the most used and popular facet 

scales among organizational researchers because of its validity. In addition, there have 

been over 100 published studies that have used the Job Descriptive Index and have shovra 

sfrong reliability of the subscales. The subscales give the researcher a much more precise 

understanding of the employee satisfaction; however, all of the subscale scores can be 

combmed to give a global job satisfaction score (Spector, 1997). Recently, there has also 

been a sixth facet included into the Job Descriptive Index. The sixth facet is the Job in 

General Scale, which is the overaU satisfaction with the job. This is used ki place of the 

global score that can be found by combining all the other scores (Balzer et al., 1990). 

The Job Diagnostic Survey 

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) is also a five facet and global scale. The facets 

that are covered are growth, pay security, social, supervisor, and general, the last of 

which serves as the global scale. This survey was origmally designed to observe the 

effects of job characteristics on employees. There are many subscales in this survey such 

as motivation, personality, and reactions. In the subscale "reactions," tiie survey looks 
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specifically for job satisfaction. The survey is set up wdth the subscales consistmg of two 

to five questions each. For each question, the kidividual bemg surveyed has a seven-

point scale from which to choose ranging from exfremely dissatisfied to exfremely 

satisfied or disagree strongly to agree sfrongly (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). 

The Mkmesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 

The Mkmesota Satisfaction Questionnaire has been another popular tool among 

researchers ki measuring job satisfaction. It has two forms that can be used, a long and 

short version. The long version consists of 100 questions that measure 20 different 

facets. These 20 facets are: activity, independence, variety, social status, supervision 

(human relations), supervision (technical), moral values, security, social service, 

authority, ability utilization, company policies and practices, compensation, 

advancement, responsibility, creativity, working conditions, coworkers, recognition, and 

achievement. There are five questions based on each facet, and the facets can be added 

together to make a global view. Obviously many researchers like this survey because of 

the many facets that it covers. Unfortunately, some of the facets have been shown to 

have a positive correlation with each other, which brings into question its validity (Weiss, 

1967). 

The short questionnaire is made up of only 20 questions. There is one question 

for each of the 20 facets listed above. This form has been shown to have acceptable 

intemal consistency reliabilities for the extrinsic, mtrinsic, and total scores (Schriesheim, 

1993). This reliability and the reduced cost of the shorter version have made it popular 
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for many researchers; however, this version has some of the same high correlations 

between subscales as the long version (Schmitt, 1978). Ultimately, the short version is 

often more practical for many researchers who are both Iknited ki tune and fimds when 

collecting their data. 

The Job Satisfaction Survey 

The Job Satisfaction Survey is the most popular for job satisfaction and consists 

of nine facets with four questions each. The nine facets that this survey measures are: 

pay, promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, operating conditions, 

coworkers, nature of the work, and communication. The respondents are asked to circle 

a number from one to six that corresponds with then feelings about each question 

regarding then job, and the questions are alternately favorable and unfavorable. The 

scale for scoring the survey is set up as a summated rating scale format as explained 

below. The Job Satisfaction Survey can also have the nine facets scored together for a 

global view of job satisfaction (Spector, 1997). 

The summated ratkig scale is where both positive and negative ended questions 

are asked. Addkig the number of positive responses and the reverse score of negative 

responses scores each facet. The resultkig score is the total number to be used for each 

facet and to be added to get the global score. The scores range from 4 to 24 for each 

facet, or 36 to 216 for tiie global score. If tiie score has a high number, such as 24, then 

the surveyed shows a high level of job satisfaction. On the otiier hand, a low score will 

show a high level of job dissatisfaction. 
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Summarv of Literature Review 

There have been several studies examining motivation. Most have been 

conducted in educational settings, and a few were in a field setting, but there has not been 

any completed in the hospitality industry specifically. The findings of the previous 

studies suggest that the hospitality industry may be approaching motivation in the wrong 

manner. The following will examkie this question in the hospitality industry using two of 

the previous job satisfaction questionnakes. 

29 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of tiiis study was to measure the effect of an "employee of the week" 

and a verbal recognition program on mtemal motivation and job satisfaction. The study 

was conducted in tiiree dining centers m an accredited Soutii Westem University. The 

three dinkig centers were chosen based on two factors. Fkst, none of tiiem currentiy had 

any type of reward system in place. Second, tiie willingness of the managers of the three 

duiing centers to participate ki the study. One of the dkung centers was used as a confrol 

group. The second dining center adopted a verbal recognition and reward system for the 

employees. The thkd dining center had an "employee of the week" program 

implemented in which a type of monetary reward was given. Two measurement times 

were uivolved. The first was one week before the mcentive and recognition programs 

began. The second measure was taken six weeks after the initial rewards were given in 

each of the programs. Three questionnakes were administered: the Job Diagnostic 

Survey, the Job Descriptive Index, and a demographic questionnaire. The questionnakes 

were available in both English and Spanish. Intrinsic motivation was measured using the 

Job Diagnostic Survey developed by Hackman and Oldham (1975). Job satisfaction in 

general, job satisfaction with pay, job satisfaction with coworkers, job satisfaction with 

supervision, job satisfaction with work itself, and job satisfaction with promotion were 

measured by using the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) developed by Smith, Kendall and 
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Hulm (1969). The demographic questionnaire was used to obtain the general 

characteristics of the employees mvolved in the study. 

The sample was obtained by asking employees of the three timing centers to 

volunteer to participate in a job satisfaction survey, but they were not informed of any of 

the programs at that time. Both the fitil tune and part tune employees were allowed to 

participate. There were five mdividuals that chose not to be kicluded in the study. Two 

of these individuals were in the confrol group, two in the verbal rewards group, and one 

was in the employee of the week group. The sample size at the beginning for the confrol 

group was twelve, for the verbal recognition group was sixteen and for the employee of 

the week experimental group was twenty. During this study, the confrol group had one 

employee that quit and two employees that refused to complete the second survey. One 

employee in the verbal recognition group quit, and one employee refused to complete the 

second survey. There were two employees in the employee of the week group that quit 

and one employee that was terminated. These changes left a sample size of nine 

employees in the confrol group, fourteen in the verbal recognition group and seventeen 

employees in the employee of the week group. 

Confrol Group 

The dining center that served as the confrol group had a weekly all employee 

meeting that was held on Wednesday. The employees that chose to participate were 

asked to fill out all three surveys by themselves away from the otiier employees during 

one of these meetkigs. They were told that participation was voluntary and to not put any 
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identifykig marks, such as a name or number on the sheets. After completing these 

surveys, tiie employees were instincted to place the surveys mto an envelope. A 

designated stiident then brought tiie envelope to tiie researcher who was ki the office witii 

tiie manager. Seven weeks later, the exact processes were replicated. 

Verbal Recognition Program 

The dkung center where the verbal recognition program was knplemented had an 

employee meetkig on a bi-weekly basis every other Monday. The first set of surveys was 

admmistered at one of tiiese meetings. Employees willing to participate were instmcted 

to fill out tiie surveys by tiiemselves away from the otiier employees. They were told that 

participation was voluntary and to not put any identifying marks, such as a name or 

number, on the sheets. When they completed the surveys, the employees were to place 

them into an envelope. A designated student then took this envelope to the researcher 

who was with the manager of the dkiing center in his office. A week later, the manager 

started a verbal rewards program. He was instmcted to give some verbal rewards based 

on specific events as well as to use his discretion. An example of a specific time when he 

would have to give a reward would be when his group served a high volume of students 

during a single meal. If there were more than 400 students served at a meal, then the 

entke crew received a verbal reward, such as "That was a great job that all of you did." 

Other rewards were subjective to the manager's discretion; however, he was instmcted to 

keep the reward system consistent for all employees. The second set of surveys was 

admmistered seven weeks after the irutial survey. Unfortunately, there was not an 
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employee meetkig on that date, so the surveys were not admmistered all at once as the 

fnst one had been. The employees were given an exti-a break during then shift to fiU out 

tiie survey, which was designated m a stair step form by tiie manager. The insti^ctions 

were repeated to tiie employees agaki, and after completkig the survey tiiey placed them 

into an envelope. A designated employee then took the envelope to the researcher who 

was waiting in the office with the manager. 

Employee of the Week 

The dining center designated to implement the employee of the week program 

held all employee meetmgs every Monday. The first set of questionnakes was 

administered at one of these meetings. At this meeting, each employee that agreed to 

participate in taking the surveys were instmcted to fiU out the surveys by themselves 

away from the other employees. They were told that participation was voluntary and to 

not put any identifying marks, such as a name or number, on the sheets and they placed 

the completed forms into an envelope that a designated employee would retum to the 

experimenter who was in the manager's office. The following week, an employee of the 

week program was implemented on Monday. The employee of the week program's 

objective was to reward an employee who had demonstrated excellent performance by 

exceeding the expected requkements of the job. This program allowed the employees to 

choose the employee of the week. They were kistmcted to choose the one employee that 

they felt had most exceeded his/her job requkements. All of the employees, both full 

time and part time, were eligible for the award. On Wednesday, the manager passed out 
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ballots to all of the employees. The employees would vote for the employee they felt was 

most deservkig and placed then ballot into a collection box before they left for the day. 

The manager then counted these votes. If there was a tie, the manager had the fmal vote 

between the two employees. The winner was announced at the next all employee 

meeting on Monday. The winning employee received a reward consisting of a basket of 

items that had a retail value of about $25.00, an award certificate, and posting of a photo 

on the dining center's bulletin board. The items ki the basket kicluded the decorative 

basket, some hard candy, chocolate chip cookies made m the dining center, and coupons 

for activities on the university campus, such as a play given by the theater department. 

Seven weeks later, the exact processes were replicated for administering the second set of 

surveys at an all employee meetkig. 

Analysis 

Data was analyzed uskig frequency and descriptive statistics. To test the 

hypotheses, a Mixed-Design ANOVA with Repeated Measures on one factor was used. 

The design was analyzed uskig the General Lkiear Model (GLM) of the statistical 

software SAS® for windows, release 8.00. The power of the tests was obtamed using 

SPSS® for windows, release 10.0.5. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Intrinsic Motivation 

When analyzmg mtrinsic motivation and the employee of the week group, k was 

expected that the mtrinsic motivation would decrease after applykig the employee of the 

week program. Also, k was assumed that the confrol group would remain stable. This 

behavior is described as an interaction in statistical terms. 

Table 4.1 shows a non-significant kiteraction between "groups" and "tkne" 

(F(2,37) - 0.05, p = .9528). This result does not support Hypotiiesis I. Table 4.1 

kidicates a significant effect for "tkne" (F(l,37) = 4.21, p = .0474) that is also shown ki 

Figure 4.1. There is a decrease from 4.76 to 4.5 on mtrinsic motivation for the employee 

of the week group. This decrease is predicted ki some of Deci's (1995) research. 

However, there is also a decrease on intrinsic motivation for the confrol group, indicating 

that other factors besides the freatment are affecting both groups. 

Figure 4.1 shows that there is a very small difference on intrinsic motivation 

between the confrol and employee of the week groups, which is shown as non-significant 

(F(2,37) = 0.8, p = .4550) as seen in Table 4.1. Because there exists additional factors 

that have influenced intrinsic motivation on one or both groups, there is no basis to assess 

the influence of the freatment of the employee of the week program. Therefore, there is 

no substantial evidence to accept or reject Hypothesis I. 

When analyzing mtrinsic motivation and the verbal rewards program, it was 

expected that the intrinsic motivation would uicrease after knplementkig the reward 
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program. It was also assumed that the confrol group would remain static. Table 4.1 

shows a non-significant interaction between "groups" and "time" (F(2,37) = 0.05, p = 

.9528). This result does not support Hypothesis III. 

When analyzing Table 4.1, it indicates a significant effect for "tkne" (F(l,37) = 

4.21, p = .0474); however, the change is in an unexpected direction. Figure 4.1 shows a 

decrease from 5.18 to 4.9 on intrinsic motivation for the verbal rewards group. This 

decrease confradicts the research done by Deci (1995). However, the decrease on 

intrinsic motivation in the confrol group indicates that other factors beside the freatment 

may be affecting one or both groups. 

Figure 4.1 shows that there is a small non-significant difference on intrinsic 

motivation between the confrol and verbal reward groups, which is shown in Table 4.1. 

(F(2,37) = 0.8, p = .4550). Because additional factors exist that have influenced kitiinsic 

motivation on one or both groups, there can be no basis to assess the influence of the 

freatment of the verbal reward program. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence to 

accept or reject Hypothesis III. 

Also, there are apparently differences between the groups from the onset of tiie 

study. Note that in all cases the kitiinsic motivation was highest in tiie verbal reward 

group and the lowest in the employee of the week group. 
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Table 4.1 
ANOVA Table of Intrinsic Motivation Over Time 

Source df •x^ 

Between subjects 39 

DC 2 .04 0.8 .45 

Residual between 37 (1-59) 

Within subjects 40 

Time 1 .10 4.21* .05 

DC X Tkne interaction 2 .01 0.05 .95 

Residual within 37 (0.41) 

Total 79 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 
* Significant at p<.05 
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Job Satisfaction in General 

It should be expected that the job satisfaction m general would change if the 

"freatinenf had an effect on the groups. Also, because no freafrnent was applied to it, the 

confrol group should remaki stable. Job satisfaction ki general was analyzed for an 

kiteraction between "groups" and "tkne." The results were not significant (F(2,37) = 

1.06, p = .3570) as shown ki Table 4.2. This resuU proposes that the freatments are not 

creating an effect on the groups or that the changes are not large enough to be statistically 

significant. 

The mean values for job satisfaction hi general as shown m Figure 4.2 show an 

increase on job satisfaction in general for the dining center where the employee of the 

week program was knplemented and no change for the other two dinkig centers. 

However, the effect of "tune" (Table 4.2) was not significant (F(l,37) = 1.30, p = .2617). 

Also, Figure 4.2 shows that while there is a difference on job satisfaction mean values 

between the employee of the week program and the other two groups. The difference 

was not significant (F(2,37) = 2.30, p = .1143). It is important to note that the employee 

of the week group's mean job satisfaction was lower than that of the other two groups 

during the entke study, even though there was an increase frend for this group over time. 
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Table 4.2 
ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction in General Over Time 

Source df ^ 

Between subjects 

DC 

Residual between 

39 

37 

.11 2.30 

(176.32) 

.11 

Within subjects 

Time 

DC x Time kiteraction 

Residual within 

Total 

40 

1 

37 

79 

.03 

.05 

1.30 

1.06 

(70.62) 

.26 

.36 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 
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Figure 4.2 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction in General Over Tkne 
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Satisfaction with Pay 

When analyzing job satisfaction with pay and the employee of the week, k was 

expected that the job satisfaction witii pay would decrease after applykig the employee of 

tiie week program. The confrol group should remain stable. This behavior is described 

as an interaction in statistical terms. 

Table 4.3 shows a non-significant interaction between "groups" and "time" 

(F(2,37) = 0.42, p = .6621). This result does not support Hypothesis II. Table 4.3 

indicates a non-significant effect for "tkne" (F(l,37) = 0.02, p = .9028). However, Figure 

4.3 shows an increase (opposite from the expectations) on job satisfaction with pay for 

the employee of the week group. This increase is sknilar to the results ki Jordan's (1986) 

research. However, there is a decrease on job satisfaction with pay for the confrol group, 

showing that there are other factors besides the freatment affecting one or both groups. 

Figure 4.3 shows that there is an initial difference on job satisfaction with pay 

between the confrol and employee of the week groups, and the difference became very 

small at the conclusion of the study. This fmding is shown as non-significant (F(2,37) = 

0.8, p = .4550) ki Table 4.3. 

Because additional factors might have influenced job satisfaction with pay on one 

or both groups, there is no basis to assess the mfluence of the freatment of the employee 

of the week program. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence to accept or reject 

Hypothesis II. 

When analyzmg job satisfaction with pay and the verbal rewards program, it was 

expected that the job satisfaction with pay would increase after implementing the reward 
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program. It was assumed that the confrol group would remain static. Table 4.3 shows a 

non-significant interaction between "groups" and "time" (F(2,37) = 0.42, p = .6621). 

This result does not support Hypothesis IV. AVhen analyzing Table 4.3, h indicates a 

non-significant effect for "time" (F(l,37) = 0.02, p =9028). However, Figure 4.3 shows 

an uicrease on job satisfaction with pay for the verbal rewards group. This mcrease 

agrees with the research conducted by Deci (1975). However, the decrease on job 

satisfaction with pay in the confrol group, which was non-significant, indicates that other 

factors beside the treatment may be affecting one or both groups. 

Figure 4.3 shows that there is a difference on job satisfaction with pay between 

the confrol and verbal reward groups, which is shown as non-significant (F(2,37) = 0.82, 

p = .4487) as seen in Table 4.3. 

Even though there were not statistically significant differences between the 

groups. Figure 4.3 does show a difference between the groups. Because additional 

factors might have influenced job satisfaction with pay on either one or both groups, 

there can be no basis to assess the influence of the freatment. Therefore, there is no 

substantial evidence to accept or reject Hypothesis FV. 

Also, there are apparentiy differences between the groups from the onset of tiie 

study. Note that the job satisfaction with pay was always lower in tiie verbal reward 

group. 
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Table 4.3 
ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Pay Over Time 

Source df T] 2 

Between subjects 39 

DC 2 .04 0.82 .45 

Residual between 37 (283.76) 

Within subjects 40 

Tkne 1 .01 0.02 .90 

DC X Tune kiteraction 2 .02 0.42 .66 

Residual witiun 37 (146.11) 

Total 79 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 

44 



37 

31 

29 

27 

25 

T^r 

Time 1 Time 2 

'Control Group •Employeeof the Week - ^ Verbal Rewards 

Figure 4.3 Mean Values of Job Satisfaction with Pay Over Time 
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Satisfaction with Work 

It should be expected tiiat the job satisfaction with work would change if the 

"freatinent" had an effect on the groups. Also, because no freatment was appUed to it, tiie 

confrol group should remaki stable. Job satisfaction with work was analyzed for an 

interaction between "groups" and "tkne." The results were not significant (F(2,37) = 

0.36, p = .7016) as shovra in Table 4.4. This result proposes that tiie freatments are not 

creatkig an effect on the groups or that the changes are not large enough to be statistically 

significant. 

The mean values for job satisfaction with work as shown in Figure 4.2 show no 

increase on job satisfaction with work for the dining center where the employee of the 

week program was implemented and a small, non-significant decrease for the other two 

dkiing centers as shown in Table 4.4 (F(l,37) = 0.84, p = .3646). Also, Figure 4.4 shows 

that there is a difference on job satisfaction with work between the verbal rewards and 

confrol group. Moreover, the difference was not significant (F(2,37) = 0.44, p = .6470). 

A similar value on job satisfaction with work was obtained between the confrol and 

verbal reward groups initially. 

46 



Table 4.4 
ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Work Over Tune 

Source df 

Between subjects 

DC 

Residual between 

39 

2 

37 

.02 0.44 

(184.42) 

.65 

Within subjects 

Time 

DC x Time kiteraction 

Residual within 

40 

1 .02 

.02 

37 

0.84 

0.36 

(93.14) 

.37 

.70 

Total 79 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 
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Satisfaction with Co-Workers 

It should be expected tiiat tiie job satisfaction witii co-workers would change if 

tiie "freatinenf had an effect on tiie groups. Also, because no freatinent was applied to it, 

the confrol group should remain stable. Job satisfaction with co-workers was analyzed 

for an kiteraction between "groups" and "tkne." The results were not significant (F(2,37) 

= 1.02, p = .3704) as shown m Table 4.5. This result proposes that the freatments are not 

creatkig an effect on the groups or that the changes are not large enough to be statisticaUy 

sigiuficant. 

The mean values for job satisfaction with co-workers as shown in Figure 4.5 show 

a decrease on job satisfaction with co-workers for the dining center where the employee 

of the week program was implemented and no change for the other two dining centers. 

However, the effect of "time" was not significant (F(l,37) = 0.89, p = .3523). Also, 

Figure 4.5 shows no difference on job satisfaction with co-workers at the beguining of 

the study for the confrol and employee of the week groups, but shows a growing 

difference at the conclusion of the study. Moreover, the difference was not significant 

(F(2,37) = 1.14, p = .3307). The downward frend on job satisfaction with co-workers as 

seen in Figure 4.5 suggests the possibility that the freatment of the employee of the week 

program might have had an effect on the decrease of job satisfaction witii co-workers and 

had no effect on the freatment of the verbal rewards program, but tins cannot be 

statistically proven. 
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Table 4.5 
ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Co-workers Over Tkne 

Source df r^ 

Between subjects 39 

DC 2 .06 1.14 .33 

Residual between 37 (174.31) 

Within subjects 40 

Tune I .02 0.89 .35 

DC x Tune kiteraction 2 .05 1.02 .37 

Residual witinn 37 (96.87) 

Total 79 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 
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Satisfaction with Supervision 

ft should be expected tiiat tiie job satisfaction witii supervision would change if 

tiie "freatinent" had an effect on tiie groups. Also, because no treatinent was applied to k, 

the confrol group should remain stable. Job satisfaction witii supervision was analyzed 

for an kiteraction between "groups" and "tkne." The results were not significant (F(2,37) 

= 0.38, p = .6878) as shown ki Table 4.6. This resuU proposes that the freatments are not 

creatkig an effect on the groups or tiiat the changes are not large enough to be statistically 

significant. 

The mean values for job satisfaction with supervision as shown ki Figure 4.6 

shows a general decrease on job satisfaction with supervision for all of the timing centers, 

with the decrease trend in the confrol group bemg the greatest. The effect of "time" was 

not significant (F(l,37) = 1.79, p = .1897). Figure 4.6 shows that there is almost no 

difference on job satisfaction with supervision at the beginning of the study, but a 

difference for job satisfaction with supervision at the end of the study. The difference 

was not significant (F(2,37) = 0.39, p = .6803). It is important to note the parallel 

responses on job satisfaction with supervision of the freatment groups and the abnormal 

behavior (a decrease in mean scores) of the confrol group. These results may kidicate the 

presence of additional variables intervening in the study. 

52 



Table 4.6 
ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Supervision Over Tkne 

Source df «2 

Between subjects 39 

DC 2 .02 0.39 .68 

Residual between 37 (189.07) 

Within subjects 40 

Tkne 1 .05 1.79 .19 

DC X Tkne kiteraction 2 .02 0.38 .69 

Residual withki 37 (82.68) 

Total 79 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 
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Satisfaction with Promotion 

It should be expected tiiat the job satisfaction with promotion would change if the 

"freatinenf had an effect on the groups. Also, because no freatment was applied to k, the 

confrol group should remam stable. Job satisfaction with promotion was analyzed for an 

kiteraction between "groups" and "tkne." The resuks were not significant (F(2,37) = 

0.42, p = .6602) as shown in Table 4.7. This result proposes that the freatments are not 

creating an effect on the groups or that the changes are not large enough to be statistically 

significant. 

The mean values for job satisfaction with promotion as shown in Figure 4.7 show 

parallel responses with almost no change on job satisfaction with promotion for all of the 

dining centers. Therefore, the effect of "time" was not significant (F(l,37) = 0.20, p = 

.6604). While the mean value responses were different from the confrol group and the 

other two groups, the differences were not significant as shown m Table 4.7. Moreover, 

the difference was not significant (F(2,37) == 1.03, p = .3661). It is knportant to note that 

the employee of the week group's mean job satisfaction with supervision was much 

lower than that of the other two groups during the entke study. 
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Table 4.7 
ANOVA Table of Job Satisfaction with Promotion Over Tkne 

Source 

Between subjects 

DC 

Residual between 

Df 

39 

37 

Tl 

.05 1.03 

(348.79) 

.37 

Within subjects 

Tkne 

DC X Time interaction 

Residual within 

Total 

40 

37 

79 

.01 

.02 

0.20 

0.42 

(173.93) 

.66 

.66 

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean squared errors 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Hypothesis I 

The first hypotiiesis stated that the implementation of an extiinsic reward system 

would decrease intrkisic motivation. Accordkig to the design of tius research, it was 

expected that tiie confrol group would have no variation on mtrinsic motivation skice 

there was no freatment applied to k. In the results, k was found tiiat the kiteraction 

between "tkne" and "group" was not significant, which indicates that Hypothesis I 

cannot be accepted. From Figure 4.1, k is evident that there is a decrease on mtrinsic 

motivation for the group where the employee of the week program was implemented. 

This agrees with the finding that there was a significant effect of "time" (F (1,37) = 4.21, 

p = .0474), which means that the average score for intrinsic motivation before the 

freatment is different from the average score after the freatment. This conclusion agrees 

with the finding of Jordan's (1986) study where the expectation of rewards contingent 

upon performance decreased intrinsic motivation. The results also agree with the 

findings of many of Deci's (1995) studies. The result that a financial reward made 

contingent on task performance reduces intrinsic motivation to work on a task has been 

replicated in dozens of Deci's stiidies (1971, 1972a, 1972b, 1995). Pritchard, CampbeU, 

and Campbell's (1977) resuks from thek chess experiment also provide support for tiiis 

findkig. Their research showed a reduction in time spent on the chess problems during 

free time, which showed a decrease ki intrinsic motivation for the group receiving 

contingent rewards. However, there is a similar effect on mtemal motivation on the 
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confrol group m tins stiidy tiiat was not expected. The mtemal motivation of tiie confrol 

group also experienced a decrease m intemal motivation. This was non-significant, but k 

was assumed that the confrol would remain constant. 

While trying to explain this fmdmg, lack of randomization, group contamination, 

and the demographics of the group are three concems that must be addressed. A repeated 

measure design requkes that there be randomization on the selection of tiie subjects mto 

tiie different groups. In this case, the groups were akeady formed by the dinkig center 

that the employees worked at and we were not aUowed to move the employees from one 

dkung center to another. Two main factors have contributed to the contamination of the 

groups. The first is the relationships of the employees from the different dkiing centers. 

It is impossible to confrol the socialization and relationships of the individuals once they 

have left the workplace. The second factor that would have contributed to the 

contamination of the groups is the infrequent practice of borrowing an employee from 

one dining center to assist another dining center that is short handed. The use of this 

practice was discovered after the study was completed. This practice is common in the 

university dining centers, but only occurs occasionally. So, the knowledge that the two 

other dining centers were being offered a reward system could have been a factor in the 

decrease on intemal motivation for the confrol group. 

In addition, because the demographics observed in the dining center where the 

employee of the week program was implemented was very diverse, the reward may not 

have been judged to be significant for aU the employees. The employees kicluded fiiU-

time employees, part-tkne employees, and part-time student employees. The ages of tiie 
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employees ranged from eighteen to fifty-tiiree, where tiie fitil-tkne employees were 

generally older. In addition, there were four different races represented. Perhaps more 

importantly, the social classes of these employees ranged from the lower class to the 

upper class. The college students were considered the upper class due to thek abUity to 

afford and pursue a higher education. The knportance of tiiese demographics is that the 

reward could have a different effect on the different mdividuals. Thus, where one 

employee might fmd the reward significant, anotiier employee might not titink tiiat the 

reward is very significant at all and would have ignored the program. The significant 

effect of time and the decrease on intemal motivation in the confrol group precludes the 

acceptance or rejection of Hypothesis I, because it indicates the possibihty of other 

variables besides the freatment intervening on this experiment. Though some of the 

results clearly would lead towards acceptance of this hypothesis in regards to the 

employee of the week group, without a stable confrol group it is impossible to draw a 

clear conclusion. 

Hypothesis III 

The third hypothesis stated that the knplementation of a verbal reward system 

would increase intemal motivation. It was expected in this design that the mtemal 

motivation ki the confrol group would remain stable. In the results, it was found that the 

interaction between "time" and "group" was not significant, which kidicates that 

Hypothesis III cannot be accepted. From Figure 4.1, it is evident tiiat there is a decrease 

on intrkisic motivation for the group where tiie verbal reward program was implemented. 
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This behavior was tiie opposite of the expectations of tiie hypotiiesis. The fmdkigs of the 

statistical analysis indicates a significant effect of "tkne" (F (1,37) = 4.21, p = .0474), 

which means that the average score for kitiinsic motivation before the freatments differs 

from the average score after the freatinent. ft is knportant to note that the mtemal 

motivation for the verbal rewards group before the freatments was tiie highest of the three 

groups (5.2 vs. 4.9 and 4.8) and remamed the highest after the treatments (4.9 vs. 4.6 and 

4.5). These findings disagree witii tiie fmdkigs of Deci's (1995) study. In Deci's verbal 

reward study, h was found that mtemal motivation kicreased witii a verbal reward 

program. He found this result ki the study that mvolved teUing the students that they had 

done much better than the other students, or that they had done just fine. The study 

concluded that those individuals that had been told they had done better than the other 

students would work on the puzzle longer. This continued work proved that there was an 

increase in intemal motivation (Deci, 1971). The findings of this study are in 

disagreement with those of Rantz, Scott, and Porter (1996), where the employees 

interviewed stated that they wanted recognition for the job that they performed. 

Recognition is a verbal reward system, and the employees stated that this kind of system 

would motivate them. 

One possible reason for this fmdkig is that the program might have been 

implemented incorrectly, but there is no proof of tiiis occurrence. In the dining centers of 

the university, the managers are kept very busy. They have to fill in when people are 

sick, complete a very large amount of paperwork, and attend several meetings a day. 

This overwhehning amount of work leaves tiie managers with a Iknited amount of tkne to 
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work witii tiiek employees. Not surprismgly, tiie manager ki the dkung center where the 

verbal reward program was implemented was also very busy which might have hkidered 

his ability to implement the program. He reported that he did his best to give the 

employees verbal rewards, but tiiat tiiere were many occasions when he was unable to 

accomplish this task. There were even some instances where he leamed about things that 

he should have rewarded days after tiie fact. This time between tiie action of the 

employee and tiie verbal reward bekig given could have caused the negative effect. 

In this instance, k is also important to pokit out that there was a decrease on 

intrinsic motivation for the control group. As discussed above, this result was 

unexpected. The two most lUcely causes for the negative effect are a lack of 

randomization and group contamination. A repeated measures design requires that there 

be a randontization of the subjects ki each group. In this kistance, the groups were 

akeady formed by the employment of the individuals, and we were not able to mix them. 

As for group contamination, we discovered that someone in the confrol group leamed 

about the employee of the week program. Therefore, the fact that the control group was 

not being offered a reward system could have been a factor in the decrease on intemal 

motivation. The significant effect of time and the decrease on intemal motivation in the 

confrol group does not allow us to clakn (Hypothesis III) that a verbal reward program 

will increase mtemal motivation, because it indicates the possibihty that there were other 

variables besides the freatment intervening on this experiment. 
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Hypothesis II 

The second hypothesis stated tiiat tiie implementation of an extiinsic reward 

system would decrease job satisfaction witii pay. Job satisfaction with pay was measured 

by usmg the facet by tiie same name from tiie Job Descriptive hidex. Accordkig to the 

design of this research, k was expected that tiie confrol group would have no variation on 

job satisfaction witii pay since there was no freatment appUed to k. In the results, k was 

found tiiat tiie interaction between "tkne" and "group" was not significant, which 

indicates that we cannot claim (Hypothesis II) that an extrinsic reward program will 

decrease job satisfaction with pay. 

From Figure 4.3, we can see that there is a difference in job satisfaction with pay 

at the begkming of the study between the employee of the week and the confrol group. In 

this research, it was found that there was an increase on job satisfaction with pay from the 

mean of 30.6 to the mean of 33.2 for the employee of the week dining center. However, 

this increase was found to be not significant (F (2,37) = 0.02, p = .9028). During this 

time, the confrol group had a decrease in job satisfaction with pay from 35.8 to 32.2, 

which was unexpected, and none of the site and time effects were statistically significant. 

As stated before, because the results are not statisticaUy significant, we cannot accept 

Hypothesis II. However, given the change on the confrol group, it indicates the presence 

of other variables in the experiment that disallows us to reject the Hypothesis 11. 

Even though these results are not significant, k is important to note that Jordan 

(1986) found sknilar results to these on the experimental group, hi Jordan's study, he 

measured job satisfaction with pay. The fnst mean for job satisfaction with pay before 
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tiie incentive program was 9.37 for shift one and 11.10 for shift two. The second 

measurement of satisfaction with pay, which was taken after the start of the mcentive 

program, was 104.00 [sic] {researcher's note: should be 10.40) for shift one and 13.10 

for shift* two. This sknilarity on tiie increase m job satisfaction witii pay has fremendous 

potential and should be considered (Jordan, 1986). 

On trykig to form an explanation for the decrease m the job satisfaction with pay 

on tiie confrol group, the most logical reason could be tiiat tiie possible contamkiation of 

tiie confrol group caused a sense of resentment agakist the employer. The resentment 

would come from tiie employees' feelmgs tiiat tiiey were being excluded from all of tiie 

benefits (the reward programs) that tiie employer offered thek employees. Thus, the 

employees would feel that they deserved a pay mcrease to make up tiie difference ki not 

havmg the reward programs. It is notable that the employee of the week group had a 

higher mean satisfaction with pay than the confrol group by the conclusion of the study, 

even though the opposite was true at the beginning. 

Hypothesis IV 

The fourth hypothesis stated that the knplementation of a verbal reward system 

would increase job satisfaction with pay. Job satisfaction with pay was determined by 

using the facet by the same name from the Job Descriptive Index. According to the 

design of this research, it was expected that the confrol group would have no variation on 

intrinsic motivation since there was no treatment applied to it. In the results, it was found 

that the interaction between "time" and "group" was not significant, which indicates tiiat 
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(Hypothesis IV) a verbal reward program will increase job satisfaction with pay cannot 

be claimed. 

As shown in Figure 4.3, there is a change m the job satisfaction with pay for the 

verbal reward group (26.9 to 28.9). This small change was not statisticaUy significant 

(F(l,37) = 0.02, p = .9028) for tkne, but k was the expected result. As discussed m the 

section on Hypothesis II, the change on job satisfaction with pay on the confrol group 

kidicates the presence of other variables that precludes the acceptance or rejection of the 

hypothesis. 

There are several considerations that may explain why there was such a small 

increase on job satisfaction with pay on the verbal rewards group. The first is that 

managers in the hospitality industry, especially ki the food service mdustty, are very 

busy. The manager in this experiment was typical in this regard. He was too busy to 

knplement the verbal reward program properly. He had reported that he had attempted to 

reward his employees cis often as possible, but there were many occasions and days 

where he was unable to give the rewards that the employees deserved. Secondly, there 

w£is group contamkiation when employees in this dining center discovered that one of the 

other dinkig centers had an employee of the week program. This discovery could have 

damaged and lowered the employees' job satisfaction with pay. Thus, any increase in job 

satisfaction with pay caused by the reward program may have been negated by the 

reduction of job satisfaction with pay from this situation. It is knportant to note that the 

verbal reward group had the lowest mean score for job satisfaction with pay during the 

entke experiment. Another explanation, the flooring effect, is a sunple statement tiiat 
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"When tilings are really bad tiiat k can only get better." Since tiie verbal rewards group 

began with such a low mean of job satisfaction witii pay, k can be concluded tiiat tiie 

employees' satisfaction would have a much higher probability of mcreasmg skice k could 

not fall much further down. This conclusion is even more likely since any change, such 

as the verbal rewards, would be beneficial just because k was a change, ft is worth notmg 

that even ki light of this effect, the mcrease only brought this group's satisfaction closer 

to the other two groups. 

Five Facets of the Job Descriptive Index 

The five facets of the job descriptive survey that are not dkectly Imked to the 

hypothesis are knportant to consider. These five facets are the job satisfaction in general, 

work, co-workers, supervision, and promotion. When comparing the three different 

groups using these facets, there are some very interesting findings. The first of these 

results concems the confrol group. Since there was no freatment appUed to the confrol 

group, it would be assumed that there should be no difference in the mean scores of this 

group from the first to the second set of surveys. Surprisingly, on all of the facets except 

job satisfaction in general, there was a frend of a decrease in the mean value from tkne 

one to tkne two, as seen in Figures 4.2,4.4, 4.5,4.6, and 4.7, but it was non-significant. 

This decrease substantiates the fact that there were other factors uivolved with the confrol 

group, such as the contamination of the groups. 

The experimental groups also had some very mteresting fmdkigs. The employee 

of the week group showed an increase ki satisfaction with work and promotion, but had a 
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decrease in satisfaction with co-workers and supervision. This resuU is mteresting 

because the facets that deal with the individual tiiemselves all had an mcrease, but tiie 

facets tiiat dealt witii otiier people showed a decrease. When explainkig tiiis resuh, tiie 

logical conclusion is that the freatinent, tiie employee of the week program, created a 

negative effect on tiie feelings that the employee had regardkig tiie people that they 

worked witii. The negative feelings tiiat the employees might have acquked during this 

experiment are mistmst or envy. The mistrust would have grown out of the fact that the 

employees were chooskig the employee of the week. It is conceivable that some of the 

employees picked may not have been considered by all of the otiier employees as 

deserving of the reward. Thus, the other employees might have felt that the reward 

program was a popularity contest; thereby creating the rift between the employees that 

caused the mistrust. The envy aspect comes from the same basis. If an employee 

received the reward and had not really earned it but had received it based on popularity, 

then some of the other employees could have envy for that popularity or the reward itself 

The verbal rewards group showed both increases and decreases on these five 

facets. There was an increase on satisfaction with work in general, co-workers, and 

promotion, but there was a decrease ki satisfaction with work and supervision. The 

kicreases were expected, but the decreases were very surprising. The decrease seen in 

satisfaction with work can be explakied by tiie large decrease ki satisfaction with 

supervision. If an employee feels that thek supervision is poor, then k is natiiral that the 

employees would not like coming to work. Therefore, the lack of deske ki coming to 

work would logically decrease the satisfaction of working, hi explaining the decrease 
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witii satisfaction of supervision, the most probable explanation is resentinent ki tiie 

feelings of tiie employees towards tiie manager. The verbal reward program might have 

caused tins resentinent. Skice the manager changed suddenly in knplementing tiie reward 

system, tiie employees might have fek that the rewards were diskigenuous. hi tiim, tins 

kiskicerity would have lowered the respect that tiie employees had towards tiie manager, 

thus lowering tiie satisfaction level because tiiey feh tiiat the manager did not have the 

same level of authority. 

Limitations of the Study 

After the completion of this study, there were several Iknitations that were 

identified and that were often unconfroUable. The relatively short length of tkne that this 

study covered was a serious limitation. The span of seven weeks may have been 

inadequate for the reward programs to significantly realize thek effect on the employees. 

Also, the short tkne may have not allowed the programs to run thek fttil course, thus still 

bekig new and exciting to the employees. Without seeing the long-term effects of these 

reward programs on employees, it is difficult to make recommendations to the industry as 

a whole. 

Secondly, the sample itself has several limitations that need to be considered. The 

first Iknitation was the size of the sample. Because the sample was quite small, it is 

possible that a skigle employee could have skewed the results. This effect was at work ki 

the confrol group, for example, which may explaki some of the differences between the 

first and second measurement times. This consideration is particularly knportant when 
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considering the results of tiie mtemal motivation from tiie confrol group. Another 

lunitation was tiiat tiiere was no randomization of the subjects in tiie groups. The groups 

were formed by where the subjects were employed. We were unable to mix or move any 

of tiiese employees, thus possibly making the one of the groups ki the sample different 

from the rest. This effect is evident ki the differences in the general job satisfaction with 

pay at tiie begkming of the study. The lack of homogeneity m the groups, such as tiie 

employment statiis of the employees, fuU-tkne or part-tkne, was another factor ki the 

differences ki the groups. Though the differences themselves were consistent across the 

groups, each dkung center had full and part tkne employees, the differences between 

these sub groups were significant and affected the groups overall view of reward 

programs. Some key differences m employment status included benefits such as health 

kisurance, dental insurance, vacation, sick leave, and retirement that were only available 

to regular full-time employees. In addition to typical differences one might expect 

between fuU-tkne and part-tkne employees based on hours worked, these dining centers 

also had some temporary full-time employees who worked for temporary agencies and 

often were trykig to earn a regular full-time job. These differences in objectives for all of 

these employees often led to disagreements and a fl-actured work envkonment. Another 

significant difference that led to fracturing of the workforce was the socio-economic 

differences among the employees. Most of the fuU-tkne employees came from a lower 

socio-economic group, kicluding those near poverty. Many hospitality fields have 

employees from this social group because thek pay scales are so low. In confrast, the 

part-time employees were largely college students working in a work-study program. 
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These employees were often from a higher socio-economic background as shown by tiiek 

ability to afford and pursue a college education. In addkion, many of these stiidents did 

not need to work at all, but only did so as part of thek academic obligation. This 

information is known due to the knowledge tiiat the researcher possesses from bemg 

involved witii the university. Obviously, when motivations for workmg are so diverse, 

reward programs will be viewed quite differently. Anotiier significant difference found 

in tiie subgroups was age. As is ti^e ki many work settkigs, tiiere is a general mistinst 

and misunderstandkig between the generations. One common example is the views by 

"baby boomers" that "generation Xers" do not work as hard and therefore are poorer 

employees. The diversity on different aspects (age, gender, race, education, mcome 

level, and social status) of the subgroups caused a notable rift and resentinent among the 

timing center employees ki this study. The largest Iknitation of the groups ki this study, 

however, was the contamination of the groups. It was reported by both the managers of 

the verbal reward and confrol group that the employees of thek dining center knew about 

the employee of the week program. They discovered this when the employees asked if 

they were going to start the same program. Two different scenarios could have caused 

this contamination. One is that the university itself is small and all of the employees 

come either from the university or the small surrounding community. Thus, it is very 

lUcely that the employees of the different dining centers might know each other. This 

relationship could be either family oriented or sknple friendship. The second possibility, 

although not reported to have occurred during this study, is that on occasion the dinkig 

centers Avill send an employee from one dkung center to another. This practice is used 
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when there is a shortage of employees at one dkung center and is only a temporary move. 

If tins occurred, the employee tiiat was fransferred would have noticed tiie differences 

and likely would have talked with the other employees about them. 

The size and type of reward used m the employee of the week program is also a 

limitation of the study. The reward, a basket of goodies, may have been looked dovra 

upon by the employees as not being significant, as the employees themselves made some 

of the items in the basket. For example, the cookies that were in the basket were made in 

the dining center and there was one kistance where the employee that made the cookies 

was selected as the employee of the week. Skice it is known that many employees that 

work in the food service industry "snack" when they are working, this employee probably 

felt cheated because he had to do exfra work making the cookies and had akeady sampled 

them before he got the reward. The baskets used were all the same and had no 

customization for different employees, and the rest of the edible items in the basket were 

also readily available from the manager. The other item, which changed from week to 

week, was the set of tickets to a university fimction. It was discovered that some of the 

tickets, such as the ones to a theater play, were not used, and the employee that received 

the tickets could not even find someone to give them to. This fact in itself indicates that 

the reward might have been unimportant to the employees of the dkiing center. 

A significant limitation to the verbal reward group was that there was no fraining 

for the manager in how to give the rewards. The manager received kistmctions on how 

to give the rewards, but he had never had any practice outside the facility on 

implementmg tiiis type of program. There was also no supervision of tiie manager to 
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make sure tiiat tiie rewards were implemented and were being given regularly. This lack 

of supervision could have feasibly allowed tiie manger to play favorites with certam 

employees, which of course would have been defrknental to tiie mtemal motivation and 

job satisfaction of tiie otiier employees. There is no evidence of tiiat happemng ki tins 

study, but k was not confroUed either. 

Further Research 

This type of research could be knportant to the hospitality industiy for many 

reasons. The most significant of tiiese reasons is the high turnover ki the mdustry. There 

is an kituitive correlation between mtemal motivation, job satisfaction, and employee 

tumover. If tiie employees experience a high level of mtemal motivation and job 

satisfaction, then the tumover rate for these employees will logically be much lower. 

When considering the cost to hke and frain employees in the proper sanitation and 

cooking skills needed for food service, it is clear why it is so important to Iknit employee 

tumover. 

This study needs to be replicated, but the limitations need to be considered and 

addressed where possible. The main limitations that need correction are the 

randomization of the subjects, the size of the sample group, the contamination of the 

groups, and the implementation of the verbal reward system. It would be difficult to do a 

field study and have tme randomization of results; however, it might be possible in a lab 

setting. If possible, a researcher might consider coordinating this study across similar 

public universities in the same general geography to help prevent group contamination. 
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This design might allow for larger sample sizes as well as working to prevent group 

contamination. Finally, the verbal reward system needs to have formal ti-amkig for tiie 

manager, or have another, less busy, mdividual ki the dkung center responsible for the 

reward system. 

Personal Evaluation for Further Research 

The importance of this kind of research in the hospitality industry is substantial 

and has merit to contmue. However, there are many influences kivolved in such a 

volatile industry that a researcher has to consider. It is possible that the Iknitations of this 

study may inherently interfere in a field study. There are several reasons for this thought, 

including some akeady mentioned in this paper. The first is that there is such diversity in 

the type of employees that are involved. It is almost impossible to gather a sample that is 

distributed evenly ki terms of diversity (age, gender, race, education, income level, social 

status). There are not many other industries where non-skilled employees work side by 

side with college graduates. This diversity, lack of understanding, and differing motives 

between these individuals could make the sample heterogeneous. 

In a hotel there are front of the house, front desk clerks, waters and waifresses, 

and bartenders, and back of the house employees, cooks, housekeepers, laundry personal, 

and makitenance personal. The differences and generally observed envy or mistmst 

between these two groups will also make this type of study difficult to property design 

and execute. The simple fact that these departments generally lack communication and 

understandkig of the otiier departments builds a rift in the industiy tiiat is commonly 

recognized. Furthermore, these differences cause many employees to feel under 
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appreciated. Add to tins feelkig of bekig under appreciated tiie fact that the majority of 

hospitality employees make little more than nunimum wage and k becomes clear that 

tiiere are issues present much larger tiian those addressed tiirough sknple motivational 

techniques. In conclusion, these issues might contribute to the dissatisfaction of 

employees m the industry and the high tumover rates experienced to such a large degree 

that motivational drivers explored ki tiiis study have little chance to create a real knpact. 

Due to these noticeable problems, k is difficuU for this kkid of study to show or 

find significant results. However, without research to further explore tiiese issues, 

managers will continue to use programs and other devices to try and limit tumover 

without having any knowledge if they really work. Even though there are significant 

challenges in the design of a study of this kind, it is in the best interest of the hospitality 

industry to continue to work to overcome these issues and find ways to confrol for these 

variables. 
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APPENDIX 

INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTIONAREES ADMINISTERED 

TO THE EMPLOYEES OF THE 

DINING CENTERS 
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InstiTictions 

You are being asked to participate in a stiidy exploring tiie level of mtemal 

motivation and job satisfaction of employees ki the food service mdustiy by respondkig 

to the followmg questionnakes regardkig your feelmgs toward work. You should 

understand that the responses will be held ki confidence, and that there is no way your 

name or this establishment can be Imked to your responses after tiiis session. The 

questionnaire will be handled only by Dr. Alfonso Sanchez and Rusty L. Weatiieriy from 

Texas Tech University. 

This survey is completely voluntary and you are not requked to participate. If 

you choose not to participate, it will not affect your employment m any manner. There 

are three parts to this survey that we would like you to fiU out. To complete all three 

sections, it will take you approximately thirty mkiutes. The first and second sections 

have instmctions with them. If any of the mstmctions are unclear, please ask the 

individual giving the survey for help. The thkd section is some mformation about 

yourself, such as age, race, and hobbies. Please do not put any identifying marks on these 

sheets, such as name, employee number, etc. Please answer the questions as tmthfuUy as 

you can, whether the responses are good or bad. The manager of the dining center will 

not be allowed to see your individual responses. After completkig the surveys, please 

place them in the envelope that will be in the front of the dkiing center. Thank you in 

advance for participating in this survey. 
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Sample hems From the Job Descriptive hidex (JDI) 

Thkik of the work you do at present. 
How well does each of the following 
words or phrases describe your work? 
In the blank beside each word or phrase 
below, write 

YJoT "Yes if k describes your work 

WFoT "No" if k does NOT describe k 

_?_If you cannot decide 

WORK ON PRESENT JOB 
Fascinating 
Routine 
Satisfying 

Think of the pay you get now. How well 
does each of the following words or 
phrases describe your present pay? In 
the blank beside each word or phrase 
below write 

Yfor "Yes if it describes your pay 

N For "No" if k does NOT describe k 

J?_If you caimot decide 

PRESENT PAY 
Income adequate for normal expenses 
Fair 
Barely live on income 

Think of the majority of the people that 
you work with now or the people you 
meet in connection with your work. 
How well does each of the following 
words or phrases describe these people? 
In the blank beside each word or phrase 
below, write 

YFor "yes" if it describes the people 
you work with 

N_For "No" if k does NOT describe 
them 

? If you cannot decide 

CO-WORKERS (PEOPLE) 
Stimulating 
Boring 
Slow 

Think of the kind of supervision that you 
get on your job. How well does each of 
the following words or phrases describe 
this? In the blank beside each word or 
phrase below, write 

Y For "Yes" if k describes tiie 
supervision you get on your job 

N For "No" if k does NOT describe k 

? If you cannot decide 

SUPERVISION 
Ask my advice 
Hard to please 
Impolite 
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Thkik of the opportunities for promotion 
that you have now. How well does each 
of the following words or phrases 
describe these? hi the blank beside each 
word or phrase below, write 

JY.For "yes" if k describes the people 
you work with 

J l F o r "No" if k does NOT describe 
them 

? If you cannot decide 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR PROMOTION 

Promotion on ability 
Dead-end job 
Good chance for promotion 

Think of your job in general. All in all, 
what is k like most of the tkne? hi the 
blank beside each word or phreise below, 
write 

YFor "yes" if it describes the people 
you work with 

WFoT "No" if k does NOT describe 
them 

? If you cannot decide 

JOB IN GENERAL 

Pleasant 
> a d 
Idea 

SOURCE: From the Job Descriptive Index, which is copyrighted by Bowling Green State 
University. The complete forms, scoring key, kistmctions, and norms can be obtained 
from Dr. Patricia C Smith, Department of Psychology, Bowling Green State University, 
Bowlmg Green, OH 43403 (Spector, 1997). 

82 



SbCTION ONE 

This pan of the questionnaire asl<s you to 
describe your job, as objectively as you can. 

Please do not use this part of the questionnaire to show how much you like or 
dislike your job. Questions about that will come later. Instead, try to make your 
descriptions as accurate and as objective as you possible can. 

A sample question is given below. 

A. To what extent does your job require you to work with mechanical equipment? 

1-

Veiy little; the job 
requires almost no 
contact with 
mechanical 
ec|uipment of any 
kind. 

3 — 4 - -

Moderately. 
©• 

Very much; the job 
requires almost 
constant work with 
mechanical 
equipment. 

You are to circle, the mimber which is the most accurate description of your job. 

If, for example, your job requires you to work with 
mechanical equipment a good deal of the time-- but also 
requires some paperwork- you iv l̂ght circle the number 
six, as was done in the example above. 

ir vou do not understand these instructions, please ask for assistance. If you 
do understand them, turn the page and begin. 
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I. To ivhat extent does your job require yon to work c 
voiir own organization)? 

I 2 - 3 -

josely with other people (either clients, or people in rehited jobi i 

/ Vctv liiiii;. de.ili.ii- .villi ulher 
in:.ipli-1^ mil j i all 1,1.-1 csisary MoOcratcIv some dealing 

wiih oiliers IS neccssaiy 
Very nuicli. dcnl-iii|: vvriU 
ulher people i>. 411 .ibsoltiii:lv 
i:5Sentiel :iiid crucial p^n i>t 

2. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your job permit you to decide on your own 
how to go about doing the work? 

' - - - 2 3 - - 4 - - - 5 - 6 7 
vciy liiiic. ihc job Liivcs 
Mtc 3lniOS< 110 personal 
•̂ ay" aboiil lunv aiiJ whc 

ilie work I i iloiie 

Moderate aulonomy, many 
things arc standardized and not 
under my control, but I can 
make some decisions about the 
work 

Ver̂ - mucli, tlie job ijivcs mc 
almost complete 
respoiuibiltiy tor dcL-idin^ 
liovv and wlien tlic uork is 
done 

3. To what 
piece of 
finished 

tent floes your job involve doing a "whole" nnd identifinble piece of work? Thnt is, is the job ;i complete 
rk thnt has an obvious beginning nnd end? Or is it only n small part of the overall piece of work, which is 
other people or by automatic machines? 

2 3 - - 4 - - - 5 - - 6 7 
Mv job Ii (inly a 11 
lIlC ovci.ill i i icti: u 
iL-sults ol niv .iciiv 
lie seen III tlic )m.i 

My job IS a modcraie-sized 
"ciiunk" of llic overall piece of 
work, iny own coniributiDii can 
be seen 111 (lie final outcome 

Myjoh iiivul' 
whole pigt: C 
sian ID rmisli. IIK- m: 
in> aciiviiii:'. arc e.iSi 
ni ihe Tinal prodiii.1 0 
service 

cun t; ihc 
t>tk. Inim 

4. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what extent does the job require you to do many different Ihmgs at 
work, using a variety of your skills and talents? 

1 2 —- 3 - 4 - 5 6 7 

jiv link- tin; (Ob icqiiires 
L' III ill llik. i.nii:: lunniic 
iiij:> O'-ci .Hid tnci .ij^aiii 

Moderate variety Very much, the job requires 
mc to do many difTcreni 
ihm];:. using a number of 
differeiil skills and lalents 

5. In generni, how significant or important is your job? That is, are the results of your job likely to significantly affect 
tlic lives or well-being of other people? 

1 •—- - — 2 -- 3 " — 4 - 5 - - 6 - 7 

\oi vcr) sijimricatv. ilic 
•)iil(.rinics of my work are not 
likely lolin\c iin|)0;[ani effects 
.)!> iHlitf ijctipk 

Moderately significanl. Highly signif'icuiii. ilic 
outcomes of my woik cm 
alTcct other pcopl-j m very 
iinponani ways 

6. To what extent do managers or co-workers let you know how-well you are doing on your job? 

1 - — - 2 — - 3 — — - 4 5 6 . 

^::iV hull:, [jcuplc iilmo.si 
Mirvci let mc know I ow 
-A ell I ni'i doing 

Moderately, someiuncs 
people may give me 
"feedback,"other iimci; they 
may not 

Very mi-cli. manaî crs JI co
workers provide me wuh 
ahnosl constant "lccdb.ick' 
about I10W well I am doin^ 

7. To what e.xtent does doing the job itself provide you with information about your work performance? That is, doci-
the actual work itself provide clues about how well you are doing-aside from any "feedback" co-workers or 
supervisors may provide? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

VL-I> lililc the iiib Mscll IS sot 
11)1 Ml I lOllId ^vOtk ItHC '̂CI 

Moderately, sometimes doinj; 
'he job provide: "Tcedback" 
10 inc. somciitnes 1- uoes not 

Very much, the job is set up 
so that I î ei .ilmost constant 
"Fccdbai;!'" as i wmk about 
how well I an: doinij 

84 



SECTION TWO 

LisicJ below are a number ofstateinents which could be used to describe a job. 

Veil are to indicate whether each statement is an 
accurate or an inaccurate description of your job. 

Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in deciding 
how accurately each statement describes your job-regardless of 
whether you like or dislike your job. 

Write a inimber in the blank beside each statement, based on the following scale: 

Very 
Inaccurate 

How accurate is the statement in describing your job? 
2 3 4 5 6 

Mostly Slightly Uncertain Slightly ,Mostl> 
Inaccurate Inaccurate Acctirate Accurate 

Vt;,-) 

Accurate 

1. Tlie job requires me to use a number ofcomplex or high-level skills. 

2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people. 

J The job IS arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece of work from beginning to end. 

•1. Jusi doing the work required by the job provides many chances foi me to ilgure out how well I am doing. 

5 The job is quite simple and repetitive. 

6 The job can be done adequately by a person working alone-without talking or checking with other people. 

7. The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost never give me any "feedback" about how well 1 am doing on my 
work 

8- This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well the work gets done. 

9 The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgement in carrying out the work. 

10. Supervisors often let me know how well they think 1 am performing the job. 

I I The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work 1 begun. 

12 The job iiself provides very few clues about whether or not I am performing well. 

1 3 Ihe job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how 1 do the work. 

14 The job itself is not very significant or important 'n the broader scheme of things 
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SECTION THREE 

Now please indicate liow yoii personally feel about your job. 

Each of the statements below is something that a person might say about his or her job. 
You are to indicate your own, personal feelings about your Job by marking how much you 
agree with each of the statements. 

Write a mimber in the blank beside each stateinent, based on this scale. 

How accurate is the statement in describing your iob? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 

1 Us hard, on this job, for me to care very much about whether or not the work gets done right, 

2. My opinion of myself goes up when 1 do this job well. 

3. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job. 

4. Most of the things 1 have to do on this job seem useless or trivial. 

5. I usually know whether or not my work is satisfactory on this job. 

5. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when ! do this job well. 

7. The work 1 do on this job is very meaningful to me. 

8. I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the work 1 do on this job. 

'). I f-equently think of quitting this job. 

10. I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that 1 have performed poorly on this job. 

11,1 often have trouble figuring out whether I'm doing well or poorly on this job. 

12. I feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my work on this job. 

13. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 

14. My own feelings generally arejiot affected much one way or the other by how well 1 do on this job. 

15. Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly jny responsibility. 
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SECTION FOUR 

Now please indicate how satisfied you are with each aspect of your job listed below. 
Once again, write the appropriate number in the blank beside each statement. 

How satisfied aie you with this aspect of your iob? 

i 
E.xlremeA 
Dissatisfied 

2 
Dissatisfied 

3 
Slightly 

Dissatisfied 

4 5 6 7 
Neutral Slightly Satisfied Extremely 

Satisfied Satisfied 

1 The .imoiint of job security 1 have. 

2 The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive. 

3 The amount of personal growth and development I get in doing my job. 

4 The people 1 talk to and work with on my job. 

5 fhc degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss. 

6 fh.- leeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my job. 

7, The chance to get to know other people while on the job. 

8 fhc amount of support and guidance I receive from my supervisor. 

9 The degree to which I am fairly paid for what 1 contribute to this organization. 

10. The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my job. 

I 1 How secure things look for me in the future in this organization. 

12 The chance to help other people while at work. 

13 The amount ofchallenge in my job. 

14 The overall quality of the supervision i receive in my work. 
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SECTION FIVE 

Now please think of the other people in your organization who hold the same job you 
do. If none has exactly the same job as you, think of the job which is most similar to 
yours. 

PleasL- think about how accurately each of the statements describes the feelings of these 
people about the job. 

It is quite all right if your answers here are different from when you described your own 
reactions to the job. Often different people feel quite differently about the same job. 

Once again, write a number in the blank for each statement, based on this scale: 

How much do you agree with the statement? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree 
.Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 

1 Most people on this job feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when do the job well, 

2. Most people on this job are very satisfied with the job. 

3. Most people on this job feel that the work is useless or trivial. 

4 Most people on this job feel a great deal of personal responsibility for Ihe work they do. 

5 Most people on this job have a pretty good idea of how well they are perfonning their work. 

6 Most people on this job find the work very meaningful. 

7. Most people on this job feel that whether or not the job gets done right is clearly their own responsibility, 

8. People on this job often think of quilting, 

9. Most people on this job feel bad or unhappy when they find that they have performed the work poorly 

iO Most people on this job have trouble figuimg out whether the> are doing a good or a bad job. 
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SECTION SIX 

Listed below are a number of characteristics which could be present on any job. 
People differ about how much they would like to have each one present in their own 
jobs. We are interested in learning how mtich vou personally would like to have each 
one present in your job. 

Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which you would like to have each characteristic present in 
your job. 

NOTE: The nuinbers on this scale are different from those used in previous scales 

Would like 
having this only 

a moderate amount 

Would like 
having this 
very much 

9 10 
Would like 
having this 
extremely much 

1 High respect and fair treatment from my supervisor 

2. Stimulating and challenging work. 

3 Chances to exercise independent thought and action in my job. 

4, Great job security. 

5. Very friendly co-workers. 

6. Opportunities to learn new things from my work. 

7, High salary and good fringe benefits. 

8 Opportunities to be creative and imaginative in my work. 

9. Quick promotion. 

10. Opportunities for personal growth and development in my job. 

I 1. A sense of worthwhile accomplishment in my work. 
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SECTION SEVEN 

People diflei in the kinds of jobs they would most like to hold. T|,e questions in this section give you a chance to say iiist what it 
IS about a job that is most important to you. 

For each question, two different kinds of lobs are 
briefly described. You are tn indicate which of the 
lobs vou personally would prefer-ii you had to make 
a choice between them. 

In ansuermg each question, assume that everything else about the jobs is the same. Pay attention onl> to the charactensiics 
nttuall) lisied 

Two examples are given below 

JOB A 
A job requiring work 
with mechanical equipment 
most of the day. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

-2 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

Neutral 

JOBB 
A job requiring work 
with other people most 
of the day. 

...._4 
Slightly 
Prefer B 

5 
Strongly 
Prefer B 

If you like working with people and working with 
equipment equally well, you would circle the number 3, as 
has been done in the example. 

I lerc i.s another example. This one asks for a harder choice-between two jobs which both have some undesirable features. 

JOB A 
A job requiring you to 
expose yourself to con
siderable physical danger 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

Slightly 
Prefer A 

..,..3 —.. 

Neutral 

JOBB 
A job located 200 miles 
From your home and famil>'. 

4 
Slightly 
Prefer B 

Strongly 
Prefer B 

II you would slightly prefer risking physical danger to working far from home, you would circle number 2, as has been done in 
ihe example 

Please ask fur assistance if vou do not understand exactly how to de these questions. 
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JOB A 
JOB B 

I A )ob where the pay is 
very good. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

2 — 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

I. A job where yon are often 
required to make iinpor-
tniit decisions. 

I-- - - - 2 -
Strongly Slightly 
Prefer A Prefer A 

i- A job in which grea ter 
responsibility is 
given to those who do 
the best work. 

I 2 
Strongly Slightly 
Prefer A Prefer A 

Neutral 

Neutral 

Neutral 

A job where (here is 
considerable opportunity 
to be creative and innovative. 

4 5 
Slightly Strongly 
Prefer B Prefer B 

A job with many pleasant 
people to work \vith. 

— 4 5 
Slightly Strongly 
Prefer B Prefer B 

A job in which greater 
responsibility is given 
to loyal employees who 
have the most seniority. 

— 4 5 
Slightly Strongly 
Prefer B Prefer B 

•I. A job in an organization 
which is in llnancinl trouble 
and might have to close down 
wiihin the year. 

I-
Strongly 
I'reler A 

2 — 
Slighdy 

Prefer A 
Neutral 

. - 4 -. . . 
Slightly 
Prefer B 

A job in which you are not 
allowed to have iiny say 
whatever in how your work is 
scheduled, or in the proceiiures 
to be used in carrying it out. 

5 
Strongly 
Prefer B 

A \ e r y routine Job. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

2 — 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

,..— 3 . . . 

Neutral 

. . . 4 . . . . 

Slightly 

Prefer B 

A job where your co
workers are not very 
friendly. 

5 
Strongly 
Prefer B 

A job with a supervisor who is 
often very critical of you and 
your worl< in front of other 
people. 

I 2 - -
Sirimgly Slightly 
Prefei A Prefer A 

Neutral 
. . . 4 . . . . 

Slightly 

Prefer B 

A job which prevents you 
from using a number of 
skills thai you worked 
hard to develop. 

3 
Strongly 
Prefer B 
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IOB A 

/, A job with a supervisor 
who respects you and 
treats yoii fairly. 

1-
Slrongly 
Prefer A 

2 — 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

• 3 — 

Neutral 
... 4 —-

Slightly 
Prefer B 

JOB B 

A job which provides constant 
opportunities for you to learn 
new and interesting tilings. 

- 5 
Strongly 
Prefer B 

8. A job where there is a 
real chance you could be 
laid off 

A job with very little chance 
to do challenging work. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

. . . . 2 —-
Slightly 
Prefer A 

Neutral 
. . . 4 . . . . 

Slightly 
Prefer B 

Strongly 
Prefer B 

9. A job in which there is a 
real chance for you to develop 
new skills and advance in the 
organization. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

. . . . 2 —-
Slightly 
Prefer A 

Neutral 
. . . 4 -— 

Slightly 
Prefer B 

A job which provides 
lots of vacation time 
and an excellent fringe 
benefit package. 

Strongly 
Prefer B 

10. /\ job with little freedom 
and independence to do 

your >vork in the way you 
think best. 

A job where the working 
conditions are poor. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

2 — . 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

• 3 — 

Neutral 
. . . 4 . . . . 

Slightly 

Prefer B 

- 5 
Strongly 
Prefer B 

11. A job with very 
.satisfying team-work. 

A job which allows you to use 
your skills and abilities to 
the fullest extent. 

Strongly 
Prefei A 

. — 2 — 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

Neutral 
. - 4 -_ . 

Slightly 
Prefer B 

Strongly 
Prefer B 

12. A job which offers 
little or no challenge. 

A job which requires you 
to be completely isolated 
from co-workers. 

Strongly 
Prefer A 

2 — 
Slightly 
Prefer A 

...... 3 . . . 
Neutral 

... 4 . . . . 

Slightly 

Prefer B 

- 5 
Strongly 
Prefer B 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Sex: 

Age: 

Ethnicity: 

SECTION EIGHT 

Biographical Backeround 

Male Female 

White: African American: 

Hispanic: Other: 

Asian: 

Education 
Grade School 
Some High School 
High School Degree 
Some Business College or Technical School Experience 
Some college Experience (other than business or technical school) 
Business College or Technical School Degree 
College Degree 
Some Graduate Work 
Master's or Higher Degree 

5. Employment Status 
Full-time 
Full-time with a Temporary agency 
Part-time 
Part-time and attending high school 
Part-time and attendmg college 

6. What is your job title (brief)? 

7. What are your hobbies 
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