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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTIO

Background and Significance of the Study

The many desires and needs of today's workforce are as dis 'imilar:.ls the:: labor

pool itself (Grindy, 1998). Difference emerging between employee' and their ne 'ds

have led to several un ettJing outcome. One dominant outcome in th hospitality

industry, and the focus topic of this study is employee turnover.

Turnover is a critical problem facing the hospitality industry. Companies no

longer have the ecurity of knowing there are twenty willing candidates for uny one job

position (McDaniel, 1998). Roger Herman explain his point-of-view on the subject to

McDaniel (1998. p. 36), "Back in the '80s. companies could be 'lean and 111 'an,' Wc

never had to worry about labor shortages or hurning people OUI. because all we had to dn

was open the door and they were lined up begging to work for us'"

Unlike the 1970s and 1980s where there was a plentiful supply of a\'ailahle

workers, today that supply is almost non-existent (Woods. Heck. & Sciarini. (YlJX I. 1\

leading derivative of a tight labor marker is the ine\'itablc increase in clllp!nycc IUI'I1<l\'cr

rate (Grindy. 1998). Due to the high demand for employees in thi~ indu~try. Grindy

( 1998) says that good employees have the ability to accept the best nlTeh and JUIllP from

job to Job. as tbe offers b cOllle more profitable. When el1lplnyec~ ch()()~c (ol/uit a j(1h.

no malleI' the reason. the deteriorating labor pool make~ it much more difficult to rcplilL'C



them (Grindy, 1998). In areas uch a tran inti popular d II ee t \ n·. elnpl y >

pool tend to be even more limiting. Maynard (1997) conclude in his reo ar h that rhe

additional strain on labor pools has cau ed employee turno er to b an i' ue of gray

importance for college-towns. Turnover rare kyrocket in June, when college students

leave for summer vacation (Maynard. 1997).

Employee turnover is not the only problem threatening the college-IO\\'11

hospitality industry. Customer service level within businesses are causing large amounts

of problems as well. This industry, in particular, relie on providing quality customer

service (Grindy, 1998). Meshing the customer service requirements of all cuslOmers. into

properly executed employee customer service training programs. is imperative to enslIr~

both a longer retention level of customers and more efficient employee~. Ho\\,('vL:r. it is

important to understand that meshing the service requirement is n t enough. Areas

associated with turnover and customer service in college-town hotels need to be heavily

researched in order to tame high turnover rates. The relationship hdwe n customer

S J"\'ice training issues and work environment opinions are mer 'ly two factors compared

to turnover issues within this study. The topic specified for Ihis study dt:als with

customer service training and employee turnover in fr:mchise hOlels localeu ill ctllkgL:

towns. This study will attempt to take the hospitality industry on~ s[efl further tl1

researching the turnover problem.

Statement of the Problem

Hotels in college-towns struggle With retenlion of both ell1pl()~ee and -.;ati-.;fied

":lIstomers. The limited labor pool that college-town hospitality indu"trie l1ave heen

suffering from has led to a constant threat of turnover. Hotel Illanai;cr" arc



imultaneously truggIing to under tand which fa r I ad t high turn er I \' Is. and

are trying ta a e their customer el ice Ie el . an. h tels have n t impl m nt d

adequate amounts of or enough empha i on cu tamer 'ervice train ing. ss _ing and

delving into the attitude and perception of both hotel manaQer and mploye s. on

turnover issues and customer ervice i ue, pro ided a wealth of in i2:hl int t\ ar a'

neces itating much re earch.

Statement of the Pumo e

The purpose of this study was to detennine the relationships bet\\'l?en CLI."lOI11~r

service training and employee turnover is 'ues in college town franchise hotds.

Objectives of the Study

The objectives of this study were:

1. To re earch and analyze information from hotel management. and hOld

employees (ranging in variou job positions) to d termine pecifically how

hen customer rvic training programs are provid\?u ror ~lllpll1Y~l:~·

2. To identify employe opinions or training rr grams clIrn:nll in place.

3. To identify the relation 'hip between work environment orinion~ and IWld

employee - hotel lIpervisor relari n:hips.

4. To identify the relution hip between work en ironment opiniun .... and

employee - co-worker relationships.

5. To identify the relationship between hotel eIllpl()yc~~ and their Cu-\\·url--er.... ill

relation to turnover issues.

6. To identify employee opinions on lurnov~r i"'~lI\?"'.



7. To identify employee viewpoints and opini n on cu 'tomer sJtisfactil.)n /

service level in relation to turnover i ue.

8. To identify the relation hip between age of employee' and th ir attitud : on

their work environment.

9. To identify the relationship between the age of employees and turn v r issues.

Hypotheses

Based on both the purpose and the objectives of this study. three hypotheses were

researched. The three research hypotheses were:

Hol: A significant relationship exists between the age of employees in

characteristics of a) customer service training issue and b) tllmovt:r

issues.

H02: Employees at college town franchise hotel' with good elllployee

management and employee-employee relationships exhibit positive

attitudes toward their jobs.

Ho3: Gender does not atrect the perception of training prngr~lIl1s.

Throughout the course of this tudy, the researcher assumed:

1. Participants answered the questionnaires honestly.

2. Participants were familiar enough with the induslry terms to lIndl.'r~lalld 1111.'

meaning of the questions.

3. Participants were tluent in the English language.



For the purpose of this rudy, the following teml- .. er operati nally d fin d as:

Chain: At least two operation that function under the ame name (Lan and

Dupre', 1996).

College Towns: College town, for the purpo e of thi tudy, will be defined as

towns which are directly affected by the college located in it: i.e. the college g nerat s

the major source of revenue in the town.

Corporate Owned Hotel Chai11: All the operations are owned by one pan:nt

company (Lane and Dupre', 1996).

Corporate Hotel M{lIlager: Corporate hotel manager are usually stationed and

work within the corporate office. Also, they typically are involved in thl:: developing

process of policies; fUI1her, they normally implement the policies for the efllire

organization. In addition, corporate hotel managers delve into the areas or marketing

research. public relation. as well as trategic development for the organization (Lc\\'i:-.

Beggs. Shaw and Crofoot, 1986).

Custolller Sati.~j(ICtiol1: Customer satisfaction measures how well a ClIstolllcr':

expectations are met by a given transaction (Bowen and Shoemaker. IlJ9X).

Empml'erll1elll: Empowerment is a state of being in which employees arc

provided appropriate boundaries applicahle to their expcrience and nwturily. III which

they are free to work (Dew, 1997).

Emry Level Position: "That group of tasks. Jutles or pcrformullcc:- ",elected as the

basis for a job filled by one individuaL entry level impl ie:- mi ni ilium perlorlnance

standards for a beginner in that Joh" (Morri .... 1973. p. 7).



Franchise: "A right, license or privilege grant d by n entity t an th r. Th

term franchise is derived from' Franc', and old French word f r free" (K IT, 1993. p. ·n.

Franchise Agreement: "A contract between the franchi rand th franchisee

granting a franchise and setting forth the mutual obligation of both parties. The

franchise agreement, more than any other element of the franchi , d fines the

relationship between the franchiser and the franchisee and set the tage tor their Jomt

success" (Kerr, 1993, p. 4).

FrQlzchise Hotels: Franchise hotel are hotel. that hold a hotel franchise:

agreement with the owner (or franchise) (Rutes & Penner. 1985, p. 234).

Hospitalit)'Industl): The hospitality industry is a subsection of the lravel and

tourism industry. (Steadman and Kasavana, 1988). See travel and tourism industry

definition.

Hotel: A hotel for the purpose of this study is defined a an establishmcnl \-"hose

primary busin s is providing lodging facilities for the general public. FUrlller. it

furnishes one or more of the following services: food and beverage service. laundering or

linens, uniformed service, room arrendant service. and lise of fllrn ilUre ano rixlUres

(Steadmon and Kasavana. 1988).

Hotel Gel/eral Manager: "the person responsible for defining and interpreting: the

policies established by top m;.magemenl"· (Gray & Liguori. 1980. p. 50).

InteTIsity: the focus of the induction-orientation anotraining program lilal i"

administered to new nonprofessional. non-"upcl'\'isory personnel. The intcn"ily or the ...c

progri.lms vary from less intensive (program .... thai are one day to one week in duralilln and



do not include in-depth explanation of job r p n-ibiliti and requirem m .). to a 111 re

intensive program (conducted for more than one week in durati n) (Maiz . 1977).

Job Competency: 'Those activitie , kill, or performanc d em d .ential t

assume the duties of a specific employment position" (Morri . 1973. p. 7).

Job Satisfaction: Job Sati faction pertains to the d gree to which empl y like

their jobs - simply how individuals feel about their job a a whole a w 1\ a th dift' rent

aspect of their jobs (Spector, 1997). The feelings a ociated with perceived differences

between what is experienced and what is expected a areas nable retull1 (Maize. 1977).

Mystery Shopping: Mystery shopping is defined by Wil 011 (1998. p. 1'+8) as. "a

form of participant observation. that uses re earchers to act as cu tomers or potent ial

customers to monitor the processes and procedures used in the delivery of a service."

Research: As iduous investigation or research delving into principles and or facts:

the arduous or lasting earch after truth (Webster. 1993).

Reserl'{ltions: An agreement (verbal or in some written fashion) betwecn the

hotel and a guest stating that th hotel will hold a particular type of 1'00111 for a specific

time period (Steadmon and Kasavana, 1988).

Rooms Division: The rool11s division is comprised or hoth dcpartmcnts and

functions which are essential in providing the serviccs guests expect and require during a

hotel stay (Steadmon and Kasavana. 1988).

Stakeholder: Some person or group that can determinc the futlln..: of an

organization (Mckeown and Watson. 1997,.

Trail/il/g: as defined by Forrest (1990). is the transfer of work-related "kill".

information. and knowledge. It is any organized acti\ity designed to change employee'"

7



on-the-job skills, attitude (Qward meeting a pecifi organization ned. r kn wi dge

CClu key and Me er mith, 1991). Training may be offered either on - ite or at anoth "I'

location during work hours or other times; it may be paid for entirel by an mplo r Of

the cost may be shared among others (Forre t, 1990).

Trail/il/g Program: a proce s to aid both new and old ernplo ee' in perf f1llln\!

the skills necessary for their new position to the satisfaction of manag m nt: includes

organized individual andlor group training to meet needs: teaching something new

(Maize, 1977).

Travel and Tourism IndllsTry: represents a multitude of busines:c:s witll the

common goal of providing required. nece. ary, or desired services and or products to tile

traveler (Steadmon and Kasavana, 1988).

TlIrnover: Turnover is defined as the replacement cycle that occurs every time :1

position is vacated, either voluntarily or involuntarily. and a new employee must he botll

hired and trained (Woods, 1997). The total amount of employees wllo lefl during Ille

course of a year divided by the number of employees wllo did not leave pillS tile Illlmher

of employees who did (the total number of people employed during a year time period)

(Maize, 1977).

Limitations

This study was limited to soliciting participation rrom twelvc rranchi ...e Il(\tel

establishments. within two separate college towns. From the twelve possihle fralldlisL'

hotels. four were selected as the sample popub.tion or Ihis stlluy. The SI/C (\1' each holel.

the number of employees at each hotel. and the timcf'ral1lc in which cach I1lllcl wa ...

sun'eved \\ere olher limitations. The results of this studY GlI1l1()( he ~enL'ralile l further- - ~

x



than the population ur eyed, becau 'e the individual ' perc pti n: and pini ns analyzed

merely are confined to the two state studied: Oklahoma and Texas.

Another limitation is the fact that there may be bia 'e in th an 'weI" pro\'id d

from some of the participantsj Employees may have been bia ed in answering th
.-i

questions for fear of being fired or chasti ed by their employ rs because of an:wers

provided in this questionnaire - even with the agreement that the que ·tionnalr 3 s would

remain confidential. All participants may have been biased additionally, because they did

not believe the questionnaire warranted the amount of time it would lake to fill it oul. If

respondems quickly filled out the questionnaire and did not provide details the survey

requ ired, the data collected could be inaccurate,

The college towns surveyed were researched primarily because they were

conveniently accessible. Having implemented a convenient representation for tht'

population may have caused the data garnered to be another limitation. A final lif11it~ltion

d :lIs with the reliability of the/questions that form the questionnaire.

Outline of Work StructuV

This research study is organized into fuur separate componcnts. The first chapler

includes: a brief background of the subject maLler. an introductioll. the SLatcl11cnl or tlK'

problem, purpose of and objective of the study. the definitions of terms and anonYllls.

the limitations, the assumptions, and a brief statement outlining the otht'r chaptcrs ill this

study. The second chapter is a detailed review of literaturc relcvallt til this topic. Thl'

third chapter is formed of a methodology scction, a detailed syl1op .... i.... of thc .... ub.icl'ts III be

surveyed, instrumentation. and the study design as well as the procedurc ..... Thc fourth

l)



chapter analyze the data. The fifth chapter summarizes all of the findin::-s throughollt lh~

entirety of thi tudy.

If)



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Throughout this chapter an overview of relevant literature. pertinent to the

multitude of variables associated with thi topic will be summarized. By analyzing th~

\ literature, an understanding of the history on this topic was attained. The:: review consists
\
\
I of topics such as, attitudes and impacts, turnover issues, training issues. links between

customer service and employee turnover rates, and finally research and devdopment

Issues.

Attitudes and Impacts of Customer Service

ervice failures are unavoidable in any type of service atll1osph~r~ ( hung alld

Hoffman, 1998). The challenge of service oriented busint.:sses is determining "'hat a

customer perceives a service failure to be (Chung and HolTman. 1\)98). According tl)

Chung and Hoffman (1998). the first step in assessing a customer's outlook on service

failures is by understanding their perception of reality in different situations. hung ami

Hoffman (1998) believe that by analyzing service failures fromlhe cuslonll.?["·s point 01"

view, it would allow managers the opportunity to l1linimiz~ the ()CCUITCnce l)C Cuture

service failure. Adjustments in operation .... and human-resource proc~dures accmding III

Chung and Hoffman (1998) would aid in the ability or lllinimi/.iIlg failurl.?s (i.L' .. selection.

training. performance appraisals. and rewards l.

II



Within hotel there i none pecific 'cu tomer ali fa [i n m asur m nt t I'

(Bowen and Shoemaker 1998). A few method implem nt dare t tal quality

management checks (Callan and Moore, 1998). the ervice ori ntati n ind x (Petrill se,

Shanklin, and Downey, 1998), pying (Taylor, 1996), and my tel' h pping, Ith u£h

the tools that mea ure cu tomer service may differ, custom r rvice repelitiv Iy is

defined as measuring how well a customer" s expectation - are mel by a gi ven Iransael i n

(Bowen and Shoemaker, 1998).

Customer satisfaction that exceeds expectation i a requiremenl for loyall

(Bowen and Shoemaker 1998). To attain those exceeded expect'lIions. Bowen and

Shoemaker ( 1998) determined that if a hotel gue t recei ves a larger amOU1l1 of service ~)r

the hotel exceed thi particular gue t's expectation, [he guest would bl;; extremely

satisfied (Bowen and Shoemaker, 1998). Hotel gue t that attain their expected .-ervi 'e

lcvelthroughout the duration of their hotel stay have a greater tendency of being

satisfi d, than guests who do not attain that le\'el (Bo",;en and hoelllaker. 199 ').

However. it i important to realize that a satisfied customer dues not always

become a loyal customer (Bowen and Shoemaker. 1998), Ensuring thaI a COl11pi.lIlY

atisfies customers is a very imp0l1ant goal (Bowen and Shocmaker, 19l)~ 1. Whik

managers work hard to control all service failures. hung and Hollman (Jl)l)~) hclie\"L'

that a sensible cour e of action would be to focus specificall on the scrvin: error... that

are mo t likely to drive away customers.

Keeping your cu 'tomer salisfied is important. hut much mllrc llcl'd" tll he

accomplished. Bowen and Shoemaker's (19l) ») research ha" rrO"cl1 that producing Inyal

customers i. far more valuable than r producing or proUll ing sati"ficd cll"tnll1er.... A

I~



cu tomer, who fails to return or ay nothing fa rabl about the h tel t oth rs. e\'cn

though he may be sati fied, has no net pre ent alue for the h tel (B wen and

Shoemaker, 1998). Chung and Hoffman (1998, p. 67) emphasize that "the importance of

repeat customers for profitability in all busine e ha long b en e tabli'h d." B w n

and Shoemaker (1998) determined that a loyal cu tamer who both revi -it· a luxury hotel

as well as spreads beneficial word of mouth about it could produce a s t present value

exceeding $100,000. Conversely, a service failure consequently represents a well-known

way to damage potential busine s - negative word-of-mouth. Unsatisfied Cllst mers

typically tell several people about the negative service provided (Chung and H t1man.

1998).

Hotel chains have recognized the fact that a customer doe - not want to enter a

'relationship' if no value will be gained from it (Bowen and Shoemaker. 19(8). Sheraton

is a prime example of a hotel chain that has worked with thi way of Ihinking. Bowen and

Shoemaker (1998) provide one example of how Sheraton implemented this construct intl)

their company. Sheraton Hotel reworked their housekeeping systems allowing h~ralOn

Club International members the option to check out as late as 4:00 p.m. (Bowcn and

Shoemaker, 1998).

Feldman (1995) states that an important concepl. which helps individuals to

understand their social world. is an attitude. Hc continues to detail allJludcs as COI1CCph

that assist in defining how people both perceive and think about othcrs: further. how

people act toward other individuals and situations - for example. scn'icc fai lurcs llI'

critical incidents. Chung and Hoffman (I yy~. p, 67) definc a critical incident a.., "an C\'CIH

that can be described in detail and that deviates significantly. eithcr ro"itively or



negatively, from what the customer expect or con ider- nonnal in the s r\"1

encounter." Having trained employees to handle the e critical incidents will greatly

determine the outcome of the service failure.

Poor customer service in the lodging indu try has a t od ncy of producing I wer

sale, poor reputations, and dissati tied clients (Wood, 1997). Chung and Hoffman

(1998) concluded that only a mere 7 percent (by one e timate) of unhappy cust mers will

complain or report to an employee that they are leaving di satisfied. or explain the rea.-on

for switching to a competitor. Due to the e timate reported by Chung and Hoffman

(1998). companies are unable to determine and track the amollnt of custolllers that han:

left dissatisfied and for what reasons.

Bowen and Shoemaker (1998) found that customer loyalty is particularly essential

to the hotel industry. They determined most botel-industry segmems are malllre and

competition is strong: thus, Cll tamer loyalty is a matter of survival f r hotds. Customcrs

SLlpp0I1 hot Is when they feel loyally. Bowen and Shoemakc:r ( 1l198) indicatc Ihal whcn a

guest feels loyal to a hotel. the guest will spread positive word of nlOUl1l ahoul lhal Iw(cl

property to an average of 10 people. Loyal customc:rs will also spcnd morc moncy al

hotel properties they feel loyal toward (Bowen and Shoemaker. ll19H).

Emplovee Job Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction

Job satisfaction is an important factor to consider with regard (0 the lurnovcr

process. Carsten and Spector (1987) specify that throughout goml cconol11iL' pcriud".

dissatisfaction in ajob causes an employee 10 seck anothcr Jlosition: Illl\\'CWI'. sati"raL'liull

leads them [0 remain at their job. Poor economic periods lend to causc hoth diss~lli ..Jicd

and satisfied employees to quit in equal numbers (Carstcn and Spcctor. 19X7). Joh

14



sati faction i generally con ider d the factor that I ad an emplo .' thoughts to

I .1
,

1
1
!,

quitting and final decisions about taying at a job or quitting (LaL pa. 1997).

Interestingly enough, it i the economic factor, which moderat th f rb aring

effect of job dissatisfaction (Car ten and Spector, 1998). Grindy (199 , p. 27) states that

"when the economy is booming and unemployment rates are low, employees kno\\' thaI

they can probably get other jobs ea ily, which can lead to both absenteeism and employee

turnover." Economic and demographlc trends have combined to cause unparall led labor

horrages (McDaniel, 1998). In the last 14 month, "the nationalunemploym nt rate has

remained below 5 percent, a trend rarely seen in peacetime economies"lGrindy. 1998. p.

22). Carsten and Spector (1987) found that both national and local unemploymem

economic opportunity factors were determined to have the most significant impact on

. turnover.

Without resolving problems experienced by dissatisfied employees. many

complications can follow (Woods. 1997). Maynard (1997. p. 35) said. "when employ 'l'S

dislike their jobs or are indifferent toward them. their attitudes can leal! to high llIrnovcr

rates. theft. poor customer service, and low productivity:' Woods (1997) agreed: a

po 'sible complication with dissatisfied employees is their tendency 10 exhibit poor

ervice levels. The revolving door syndrome is another example or a cOl11plicatillll that

could arise (Woods, 1997). The revolving door syndrome starts when employees hegin tp

leave their unsatisfying jobs for other employment opportunities. Taktng prel'mpli\\.'

measures to reduce the amount of dissati~,riedemployees IS essential (W(luds. I 'YIn).

There is a high correlation between work satisfaction for employees and

pro.perous companie that do not sutTer t'rom recruiting problem;, (Blohowiak. 100:-<).

I:'



McDaniel (1998, p. 37) states that "you don't n ed t be a major pia rt mak • ur

workplace meaningful and attract top employee .. ' According to Blohowiak (l99 ). the

correlation between the two variables (work sati faction of employee' and pro, p I' us

companies) is a happy cycle. Satisfied, happy worker make employers mol' protit'lt Ie

(Blohowiak, 1998).

Emplovee Turnover Rates

In the hotel industry according to LaLopa (1997) and Johnson (1986), turno\"er

has become synonymous with being a fact of life by many employers, Even businesses

whose turnover rate have not increa ed till expre s that turnover has becom a more

consequential obstacle because of the strained labor markel (Grindy. 1998). Eist:n (1993)

reports that turnover in the hotel and resort industry exceeds 809c annually. 01 only are

the turnover percentages high, but so are the turnover costs associat d wIth the

employment changes (Woods, 1997: Eisen, 1993).

According to LaLopa (1997), the cost of lurnov~rcan b~ ~igl1iricanl. ESlimales ()11

the aClual monetary costs of turnover range in various levels (Woods. 1<,)<,)7, Eiscn. 1<,)93.

Cascio. 1991). Ca cia (1991) state' that it may cost a company as much as $500 10

replace an hourly employee and up to $5,000 to replace a manager. Turnover costs I'm

lodging managers can average S50,000 or more (Woods and Macaulay. I<.)9H). Many

companies associate the cost of losing one trained manager with approximately ()IH.~

year's annual salary because that is how long it takes for a new manage I' to heClllllC full y

productive (Woods and Macaulay. 1998). Woods and Macaulay (llJlJKI ... tale Ihal

lurnover costs, on average. are between S3.000 ;.Ind S 1a,ooo pCI' hourly cmployee.

Research has proven th;.ll these eSlimalcs ;.Irc so high hccause il lakes approxil11ately Ihree

I ()



months for a new employee ro reach the level of productivit of a train d mpl y

(Woods, Macaulay, 81).

Woods (1997) tates that there are three cost categorie a ociated with turn v r

(each section has both tangible [the payment is given from th operal r directly fr m th

bottom line] and intangible costs [ oft costs which do not direct! Ie s n the batt rn

line]). The three categorie ,a outlined by Wood (1997), are separati n costs.

replacement costs, and training costs.

• Separation costs are those cost directly related to the loss of a current employee.

Example of separation co t range from separation payment. unernploymt:nt taxes.

termination of benefits, conducting exit interviews, the maintenance of applicabk

files, and removal from payroll (Woods, 1997).

• Replacement costs consist of costs associated with recruiting new employees

(inclusive of advel1ising, managerial, and staff time). medical examinations. and pre

employment screening (Woods, 1997).

• Training cost· are inclusive of orientations (and all costs associated with produ 'ing

orientations), the cost of having reduced productivity until an cmploycl: CIII pCl"fonn

at the de ired level, the cost of printing informallon and lilerature for new employees.

and training costs (trainers. materials, training facility charges, etc.) (Woods. 1l)971.

Since cost estimates associated with turnover arc as high as they arc. it is

necessary to under ·tand what causes turnover. Muchinsky and MOITm\' ( II.)XO)

hypothesized three sets of turnover causes: individual factor". work-related fal'lors. and

economic opportunity factors. The relation"hip hetwcen voluntary clllplo)'ce lllrJltl\'cr

17



and job satisfaction ha been heavily re earched (Car ten and Spector. 199): Muchinsky

and Tuttle, 1979; Porter and Steer, 1973: Price. 1977).

Woods (1997) states that two of the compounding factors the ho. pitality industry

faces in regard to turnover are baby boomer issue and temporary empl ee is. ues. Baby

boomer were former hourly employees at hotels. ow, they are custom rs at th se

hotels. Woods (1997) states that the 'temporary employee i 'sue' I a view Ihat an

employee is just 'passing through' one position on the way to a 'real job.' Prior t 110\\.

these issues were never addressed and now are effecting the turnover rales within the

lodging industry (Woods, 1997).

Management is another factor that creates turnover issues in (he hospitality

industry. Woods (1997) states that poor management. which weakens morale. is among

one of the three largest causes of turnover in the hospitality industry. The other 1\\'0

causes are low compensation and faulty or inadequate hiring practices (Woods. 1997).

Research has indicated that more employees leave their jobs because they an:: unsat i.. ri~d

with the quality of supervision than for any other reason (Woods and Macaulay. 19lJX).

Poor quality of supervision has been staled by both employees and managers as heing the

leading cause of turnover in the hospitality industry (Woods and Macaulay. ILJLJH 1. Thi~

finding not only hurts some companies more than others. but Woods and M:lc;lulay

(1998. p. 83) determined that it also "impacts Ihe slock prices industry wide,"

Solutions to Solvin!;! the Turnover Problem

Blohowiak (1998) points out that employees who arc sali~ricJ at their joh". "l:ly

with their current employers. However. if you concludc that all clllpillyec or your" i" nul

satisfied. implementing retention program" or further research in thc arca dre tWI)

IX



beneficial steps to aid in combating a potential tum ver pr blem (BI hO\viak. 199 ';

Woods, 1997; Woods and Macaulay, 1998).

McDaniel (1998, p. 38) states that "we've alway' had comp titi\'e ben fits and

competitive pay, but we have to go one tep further now," Several lUdie" have sought

out the most productive methods of reducing turnover (Wood, 1997; Wood~ and

Macaulay, 1998; Blohowiak, 1998). Mo t companie refer to the methods of reducing

turnover as employee retention program (Wood and Macaulay. 1998). Employee

retention and recognition programs do not have to be expen "ive or elaborate in ord~r tn

be effective (McDaniel, 1998). McDaniel (1998, p. 38) conrinues by saying that

"although benefits and recognition programs can vary from simple to sophisticatcd. thc

ultimate goal of those programs is the same: to retain good employees. Of course. that i ....

anything but simple in an industry troubled by high turnover rates."

Woods and Macaulay (1998) outline several examples of both short and long t~rll1

prescriptions for solving turnover problems. It is n cessary to understand thaL with Lhe

benefit of re earch managers have the ability to better understand both long and shon

term changes within the market.

Short-Term

•

•

Determine why employees are leaving. Are they going to other lod~ing industry

companies. and if so why (Woods and Macaulay, 1(98).

Determine why employees are staying. Invcstigate and rind out what lh~,,\.'

employees like about your company (Woods and Macaulay. I()9~)
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• Que tion employee about what they want from their job and the comp'my. :o;king

what employees want is much better and much more effective than gu sing (Wood:o;

and Macaulay, 1998).

• Allow employees to have a voice, a chance to expres their opini nand pint· of

views (Woods and Macaulay, 1998).

• Stay away from the recruiting to recruit theory. Don'tju t recruit to recruit.

Implement recruiting programs that meet the company's needs and goals (Wood:, an I

Macaulay, 1998).

• Make the interviewing process a serious step (Woods and Macaulay, 1998).

Long-Term

In contrast to the short-term prescriptions (focu ing on collecting and lIsing:

information). Woods and Macaulay (1998) define long term prescriptions as focusing on

change to the company essentially trying to make it a place where employees want 10

work. Long term pre 'criptions take both time and money.

•

•

•

One example would be to develop better socialization progra11l~, \\'hich could assi'-l

employees in getting accustomed to the workplace (Woods and Macaulay, 1l)l)8).

Another example would be to develop training programs in the employec's nativc

language (Woods and Macaulay, 1998).

Offering career-path development is another option. where the company would olfl'l'

assistance to help employees plan careers with the company (W()od~ and M,u.:aul<.lY.

1998).



•

-

• Implementing quality circle i a pre cription chara t ri ti . Ha in-=- t am' f

managers and employee solving problem together i an th r pr 'criptiv

characteri tic (Woods and Macaulay, 1998).

Having partner and profit haring program to get employee In 1 d in th b tr m

line is another long-term prescriplion technique (Wood and acaula, 1998).

• To motivate the employees, you could offer Incentive programs (Woods and

Macaulay, 1998).

• One final example would be to determine alternative employees. by r~crlliting

employees from unusual sources (Woods and Macaulay, 1998).

Recruitment and Hiring Practices

More important now than ever, is the recruitment proces companie' implement

(Grimty, 1998). Interviewing i "a key component of hiring quality workers" (Grindy.

1998, p. 25). Training employees and placing capable people in managerial pm,itions and

training employees' need to be accompli hed. Bu ine 'se are beginning to recognize thal

employee training is essential for their 'ucce ,both to incr ase the t: ffici~ncy or thcir

operation and a a means to retain employees (Grindy, 1998). Good recruiting leads to

retention, thus eliminating the need for recruiting (Blohowiak, 199 ).

Mo 't operations are finding that gaining referrals aboLlt possihlc cmployec

candidate from current employees is one of the most effective recruiling mdhod" in

practice (Grindy, 1998). Businesses have found that these rcl"cnuls. especially whcn

from good employees. tend to mean that the new worker will fit in with (hc other

employees (Grindy, 1998). The new workers also tend 10 be more reliahle.:'\o thalthey

will not cause the employee who referred them to look poorly (GrinJy. 1l)l)X). Thcsc

21



employee referrals are uch a practical recruiting technique that man bu "in 'S "ha e

begun to offer financial reward to employee who do provide 'liCC . "ful mpl

referrals (Grindy, 1998). Having the neces ary hiring practice' in plac (0 elicit th type

of employees a bu iness strives to employ i only part of the olution. Once a c mpan

succeeds in attaining the 'desired' employee, they again face the dreaded (urno\, r

obstacle.

Training

Ongoing training within the hospitality indu try is essential due ( the high

turnover rates (Krout, 1994). Training not only battles the turnover problem: i( also

battle the service problem. To achieve higher levels of customer ~ervice. plenty of

training should be provided (Doherty, 1998). The key to berter service is training

(Wildes, 1997).

The enactment of education and training policies has contributed 11.1 improving the

quantity and quality of services (Wildes, 1997). Marlin (1989. p. 150) stales Lhat ~el'\'il'e

quality standards must posses "<.I continuous linking of standards. stall pcrf'onnance,

training and reward mechanisms," m order to be effecti ve. Heyes and 'tewarl ( 19lJ6)

maintain that employees have better atritudes toward their employers and jobs arter they

have had training.

There are several problems associated Wilh training. Onc main prohklll is that

employees are less likely to seek additionultraining whcnil is not helicvcd to hcndiljoh

security or future advancement (Heyes and Ste\\'arl. 1996). KmullllJL)-l) dClcl'lllined lhat

when trainees perceived trainJllg to be related tn either tl1c 11l)""ihility of' ~ail1ing future

advancement. or being directly related tLl their pcrfmm<lnce ill their currcl1ljoh. they had
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a higher tendency of being more mori ated to learn. According to He es and St an

(1996), another problem i that receptivene toward training tend to be d p ndent n

the monetary a peets associated with it. When there i n monetary reward f r training

se sions, the likelihood of having a favorable attitude toward fluure training tends to b~

minimal (Heyes and Stewart, 1996). The major problem facing training. ac rding to

Spitzer (1982), is transferring the knowledge an employee gained in the trai.ning sessiulls

to their job.

Empowerment

More training will as ist in employing personnel that consistently providc servicc

requirements in an efficient method. This will keep customers returning and spr ading

positive referrals (Dew, 1997). To attain this level of service. many things need to be

accomplished. Empowering employees with necessary customer service training and a

range of freedom to implement tho e service skill, i one attempt at simultaneoLlsly

increa ing °ervice levels and lessening turnovers rate within hotc Is (Dc\\'. 1<)97).

Dew (1997) indicates that empowered personnel have the neccssary fecdhack.

knowledge, and training to successfully perform their jobs. Many busine~~es havc

indicated that they have been able to retain more employees by providing lhelll wilh

empowerment abilities and a sense of respect. as well as by creating a c,lring 'l'amily

armosphere' workplace environment (Grindy, 1998). Dcw (1<)97. p. 3) Ixlic\'cs Ihat "ill a

state of empowerment. people feel a s nse of owner"hip and prilk in their ,,·oll. and arc

rev,'arded for the successful role they play in l11L.lking their o\'erall orgallizati(11l

succe sful."

Research and Development



Research and Deve10pI1)ent i an area in the h'pitaliry indutry thaI ha' b n

either ignored or neglected (Chon and 01 en, 1998). Performing furth r r . arch in the

\ areas of turnover and customer ervice training will benefit the ho. pilality indu 'Iry

(Woods, Heck, and Sciarini, 1998). Chung and Hoffman (1998) beli ve thaI at the

foundation of good service includes three things: good data. an understandin2 of what

customers want, and understanding the extent to which a company is meeting those

expectations.

The need for academic research within the hospitality industry continues to

escalate (Chon and Olsen, 1988). Woods, Heck, and Sciarini (1998) have flHlIld Ihat

corporate offices are willing to assist in the collection of data. due to their interest in tile

results. Further, Woods, Heck, and Sciarini (1998) state that greater am unts of rt's~arch

projects are needed in order to obtain longitudinal information. which has tile potential of /

being able to help the lodging industry measure turnover rates.
/

Conclusion

Survival in the increasingly competitive and uncertHln hClspi[Hlit~ industry

'" requires that operators reconsider the neglected area of research and de\'(~loplllcnl (011

'\ issues such as turnover and customer service training programs) and plan to allocate llIUl'e

,\dollars toward it (Chon and Olsen. 1998). L1Lopa (1997) finds it peculiar that tl1ere i" "n

little research in the area of turnover. for the hospitality induslry. c"peclally dul' \() tlIe

much anticipated increase in hospitality related jobs,

I The capabdir)' to predict both organlLation,t1 commitment and IUI"IHl\'cr in
)

\ hospitality related jobs \vould become a worthwhile [0<.)1 for manager" (LaLpra. IlJlJ7 J.

\

\ McDaniel (1998. p. 36) explam,; thai "by ~lUdying why people Ica\c a joh. you can turn il

~,I
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/ around to deduce rea on why people tay with a job:' With that knowled,:,e. rtnnag r~

would have the ability to focus more of their resources on satisfying cust mers needs.

\ expectations and motivations instead of hiring and training employees (LaLopa. 1997).



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The many aspects of research design are covered within chapter three. for
(

\ example, methodology related to area including ubject applicable to this study.

'\ instrumentation (the instrument utilized to measure the intended variables 1. research

design, and necessary procedure implemented into this study. The analysi . of the data

collected and the statistical tests used will be fUl1her discussed in chapter four.

Research Design

The descriptive research design. ba ed on an experimental faun lation. was

implemented into this tudy and isolated the use of a questionnaire. The questionnaire

was distributed in per. on after mailing copie of pertinent information and forms tn the

twelve hotel managers. Unfortunately throughout the duration of this ~ludy the researcher

was unable to control selection interaction. The purpose of this study was In determine

relationship between customer service training and employee turnover rates in college

town franchise hotels.

The specific objectives were as follows:

1. To research and analyze information from hotel management. ami holel

employees (ranging 111 various job positions) to identi fy cl11pluyee opinion" of



training program currently in place.

2. To identify the relation hip between work environm nt i ue and h t l

employee I supervi or relation hip .

3. To identify the relationship between work en ironment ius and mpl y /

co-worker relationships.

4. To identify the relation hip between hotel employee and th ir co-\vorkc::rs in

relation to turnover issues.

5. To identify employee opinion on turnover issues.

6. To identify the relationship between age of employe and their attilUdcs on

their work environment.

7. To identify the relationship between the age of employees and turnover issues.

Population and Sample

The population in this study comprised of twelve different franchise hOlels,

located within two college towns. The two college town' used in this sludy werc Denloll.

Texas and Stillwater, Oklahoma. These two college lowns provided a comhined total of

lwenty hotel to choose from. Twelve of the twenty hotels were franchi. e hOlels

applicable to the study population. A population size of twelve hOlels (all the franchise

hotels in both cities) was selected. The population sample size was limilcd 10 fOllr

franchise hotels (two hotels in each lown). Selection orthe four hOlels was based (Ill Ille

response timeframe in relation to participation letters. Two franchisc hotels in both

Stillwater and Denton responded in lime to participate in (he study. () similar franchise

hOlel chains (i.e. Days Lnn in Stillwater and Days Inn in Denton) were "lUdied for Ihe

purpose of this research.
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Stillwater is located approximately 60 mile' from both Oklahoma ity and Tulsa.

Oklahoma State Univer ity is located in Stillwater. north central Oklah mao Oklahoma

State University has grown from it' one building "Old Central" housin2 merely 14.4

students, in 1894, to its now more than 26,000 students in four different campus s

(http://osu.okstate.edu/directory). It ha a community population can i ting of m re than

42,000 people (http://osu.ok tate.edu/directory). Information from Lodging.com deraib

Stillwater, Oklahoma as possessing six hotels. Five the six are Franchi "e hotds.

acceptable for the hotel population for this study.

The University of North Texas, in Denton, Texas ha an enrollment of

approximately 25,000 students on its 500 acre, 734 structure campus

(http://www.unt.edu/catalogs/98-99/lluniversity.html#hist). Denton has nine hotels. eight

of which are franchise hotels (http://search.travelbase.com). Denton is located 35 miles

northeast of Fort Worth, 37 miles northwest of Dallas, and 27 miles from the Dallas/ Fort

Worth International Airport. Denton is comprised of a community of approximately

70.000 people (htrp:llwww.unt.edu/catalog./98-99/uuniversity.html#hist l. The alional

Decision Systems Report for Denton County stated that for May of 19<)9. 5I,l)C;; or the

Denton County population were males, 50.49'0 were females, More specirically. in the

city of Denton, 48.1 % were male and 49.6% were female.

Data Collection

The questionnaire created for this study was based on a qucstionnaire designcd hy

Woods and Sciarini. It was designed to target perceptions Oil tumO\'l:r and ,..,cnicc from

hotel employees. The participants were ash:ed to answer Ljuc"tiolls pw\'idcd in the

Ljuestionnaire relating to areas of "ervice levcls. training is ues. tUrllu\,cr hsues. and



perceptions and aUitude . The que tionnaire consi ted of 1\1 0 'ections. e ti 11 n

pertained to different issue and question related to area uch a turn v r and custom'r

service training programs. This ection u ed a Likert-type scale ranking artitudes and

opinions (with 1 being strongly disagree, 2 being di agree, 3 being neutral. 4- bing agre

and 5 being strongly agree). Vogt (1999, p. 160) de cribe Likert- cal . and Lik rt-like 1
\

scales as "the most widely used auitude scale type in the social cienc .. They are 

comparativelyea y to construct, cao deal with attitudes of more than one dimension. and \

tend to have high reliabilities.·' r, r" I,

The Likert-scale is a very common questionnaire format that was creatcd by

Rensis Likert (Vogt, 1999). It was implemented into this tudy for a multitude of reasons.

One main reason was to ascertain perceived attitudes on customer s rvice. The wording

used in each que'tionnaire varies as applicable to the question (Vogl. 1999). ur\'cy

participants were provided with various starements and asked to answer questions with a

range of responses from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree." In these survcy

instruments. the participants were asked to answer hy indicating their feclings from a

range of strongly disagree to strongly agree,

Section two dealt with the demographic questions: age. gendcr. income.

education. marital status. job position. and length of employment in fhe current joh

position. This section of the questionnaire employed hoth open-ended and Clll:-'C-clldcd

questions. The researcher. various cOl11mittl:e and faculty members a:-. well a:-. :-.tudelll:-'

continually reviewed the questionnaire for clarity and ilia;;.

Procedure

All t\\'ehe of the franchise hOlels in the population \\'ere initially contaclt:d \'j"

~()



mail. Each of the Denton franchi e hotel ere gl en a c p f th D nr n C ver Lett r

(see Appendix C) printed on Oklahoma State Univer ity (OS ) lerterh ad.

Accompanying this cover letter wa (1) a pre-paid elf-addre d nvel p . (_) an

appointment request card (see Appendix D), and (3) a copy of the que tionnair . Each of

the Stillwater franchise hotels were sent a copy of the Stillwater Cov r Len r (see

Appendix B) printed on (OSU) letterhead, and a copy of the questionnaire. Personal

solicitation of the Stillwater franchise hotel was po ible as the re 'earcher lived in

Stillwater, discarding the necessity of sending the additional content enclos d in the

packages sent to the Denton hotel managers.

The data for this study was garnered from hotel employees ranging in various joh

positions in the states of: Texas and Oklahoma. Que tionnaires were distributed to all

employees working a shift during the applicable two-day time frame in \vhich the

researcher was surveying a particular hotel. The researcher was the sale distributor or

que tionnaire forms and the on- ite contact person. All employees availahle were

solicited to partlcipate in the study. No employee was denied participation fmlll the study

with the exception of any employee under the age 20. Employees under the age or 20

were can idered exempt for the purpose of this research. Questionnaires weI'\;; distributed

to employees as time allowed and were di.stribured in person and ohlained in person

during the two-day time period. In some instances. participants requested addilion,l! lillh.'

to complete the questionnaire. Tn such scenarios. pre-paid self-addn:ssed husine~s reply

envelopes were provided. All SS empJoyee~ that were solicited to panicipalc in the ~tlldy

completed a questlOnnaire. providing a I DOc,;( response level.

III



The specified procedure and guideline of the Oklah rna Stat University

Institutional Review Board (IRB) were adhered to at all time thr ugh ut the durati n f

this research. See Appendix A for the IRB approval fonn. Thi wa a com' nience

sample that involved voluntary participation. The intent and purpose of the survey

instruments and study were explained in the cover letter preceding th surveys. t all

times confidentiality of participants was strictly enforced.

Analysis of Data

All questionnaires were coded and manually compiled onto hardc pies f data

sheets prior to entering the data into the computer sy tern. The data \Va then transferred

into SPSS (a statistical computer software package). Data wa analyzed according tel

standard statistical procedures. It was necessary in ceI1ain areas to collapse data pools

(compiling 'strongly agree" and "agree" respon es into one section. "neutra'" ch~)ice as

its own section, and compiling "disagree" and "strongly di agree" choices into unother

section).

The questionnaire asked about a wide variety of issues and allitudt:~. The data

gained from the que tiollnaires were tatistically analyzed using SP software by the

researcher, committee members, and some graduate students. Frequencies. percentages.

standard deviations, means, and A OVA's were calculated and compiled inlO t.thks.

~ I



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Methodology

Data was obtained from the questionnaire in trument described in Chapter m.

The questionnaire was distributed to employees of four franchise hotels. Resp ns $

gained from the questionnaire were measured by associating a quantitaliw value ",ith

each of the 5 choices on the 5-point Likert-scale. For example. Strongly Agree

ascertained the value of 5 and options decreased in value down to the value of I for

Strongly Disagree. The answers from each of the 55 participants were evaluated and

analyzed in relation to all subjects involved and questions asked.

SPSS software wa. utilized to analyze the 55 completed questionnaires. Oncway

analysis as well as frequency tables and charts were used to understand the re~ulh alld

data gathered. More relevant information was discovered. regarding the statistical

significance of questions, through oneway analysis. Frequency charts and 1,lbks assisted

in understanding the demographic characteristics of the population sample.

As a way to more accurately understand the significance of the n:spollses. the

five-point Likel1-scale was collapsed intl)'a three-point scale for ana~,::;i~. The Liken --- . - - .- . --- .~ .. _~ . ..__P_--
scale \Va initially setup with the following meanings: I equaling: strongly di~'lgree. 2

equaling disagree, 3 equaling neutral. 4 equaling agree. and:; cqualing strongly agree.



The original scale wa collap ed into three ection' can i ting f: tr ngly disagr and

disagree both equaling I, neutral equaling 2 and 3 equaling both agr e and sir nglyagrct.'.

Respondent Characteristics

45.5 percent of the participants surveyed had a high chool d gr J' their highest

level of education. 27.3 percent of the respondents had orne college educati n a th ir

highest level of education. Only 1.8 percent of the ample populati n had graduat

degrees, while 10.9 percent of the population had a bachelor degree. Of those people

surveyed, 5.5 percent had vocational chool training a their highest level of education.

TABLE IV: WHAT IS YOUR HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATIO (q51l?

,I Fr~quencv
CUOlulati,..:

P~rcel1l V31id Po::rcent P.:r..:..:nl

V3lid High School 25 45.) I 50.0 50.0

S Ille College 15 27J ,~O.O 1-10.0

Bachelor Degree 6 10.9 12,0 92.0

Vocation31
) 5.5 6.0 <)X,n

School

Gr3du<lte Dcgr..:e 1 1.8 2.0 IOO,n

Total 50 90.9 loo.n

l\li,sing "\0 R~sponsc 5 91

Tot:!1 :'i5 100.0

A larger percentage of the 55 participants surveyed were femLiIe (5-l.5 peln:nt)

than male.

TABLE II: WHAT IS YOUR GENDER (q49)?

CUOlulaliw

Fr~quency Percent Valid Percent Percenl
Valid \-Iale 2) 41.X .+3.4 ·BA

E:mak )0 5'+.~ 56.6 I(lo,n

Toul 53 9/)'+ 100.0

\1J"ing '0 1{':'[1nnse 2 3.<,
Total 55 100 ()



The majority of re pondent were between the age- f _0 and 29 y ars ld (52.7

percent).

TABLE III: INDICATE YOUR AGE BRACKET (I YEAR) (q50).

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 20 - 29 29 52.7 54.7 5·L7
30 - 39 14 25.5 26.4 1.1

40 - 49 7 12.7 13.2 9·LI

50 - 59 3 5.5 5.7 100.0

Total 53 96.4 100.0

Missing No Response 2 3.6

Total 55 100.0

In relation to marital status, a r~latively close split exists between the population

sample. Of the 55 participants surveyed, 43.6 percent were married. while 49.1 percent or

those surveyed were single.

FIGURE V: MARITAL STATUS (q53)
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65.5 percent earn less than $20,000 a year. 21.8 percent of the re pondent earn

between $20.000 and $29,000. Only 5.5 percent of the respondent earn b tween

$30,000 and $39,000. No higher levels of income were indicated by tho e urv e.d.

TABLE V: INDICATE YOUR INCOME BRACKET (qS2).

I I I
Cumulauve

Freauenev Percent Valid Pereent Percent
Valid less Ulan ,)10.000 36 65.5 70.6 70.6

S20.OOO • $29.000 12 21.8 23..5 94.1

S30.000· S39.000 3 5.5 5.9 100.0
Total 51 92.7 100.0

Missing '10 Response 4 7.3

Total 55 100.0

FIGURE IV: INCOME LEVELS (q52)
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q52 Indicate your Income bracket.
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The actual length of employment (within a pal1icipams current j b P siti)l1)

varied dramatically throughout the population ample. 16,4 p rc nt of th :urv y d

had less than one month of employment, and 49.3 percent of tho survey d w rk d at

the location for six months or les . Thi number illu trate the tran itor populati n for

the hospitality industry pecifically located with-in college town'. Of the remaining 50.7

percent of the population sample, their lengths of employment were widespr~ad and

ranged from seven months (3.6 percent) to nine years (108 months at 1.89c).

FIGURE VI: LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT (q5"+)
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Correlation Analvsis

The one way analysi option in SPSS oftware clearly illustrat d the signifi ance

of various questions when they were compared to different employ opmlOl1s.

Of the population sample surveyed 45.5 percent agree that th y had recei ved

customer service training within the last six month .

FIGURE VII: TRAINED WITHl THE LAST SIX MONTHS
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q6 I han: h:ld CUSlom.:r s.:nic.: [r:lining within th.: la.1 six month,.

21. 8 percent of Ihose surveyed indicated that they had only rccci\'l:d ClI:-.tUlllcr

service training at the start of employment.

fiGURE VIII: TRAINED O:-';LY AT JOB START ('17)
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Of those employees surveyed. 21. 8 percent aid they had never r eiv dan.

form of customer service training; the conyer e of thi statement being that 54.5 p rc nt

of those people surveyed disagreed (saying they had received cu tamer ervic training).

FIGURE IX: NEVER TRAI ED (q9)
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q9 I have never had customer service training on this joh.

Question 8 is significant - Thave had no customer service training 011 [his joh.

People aged 50-59 years of age strongly agreed with this statement. Employees in lhe:-.c

four hotels. aged 50-59. feel they have had no form of customer servicc training while

employed in their present position. Whereas. the IllJjority of thc resronJcnh hl'l \\'cell the

ages 20 to 39 years of age strongly disagree to question numher eight. The employees ill

the two age brackets of 20 t029 and 30 to 39 feel that they have hall somc form or

customer service training. Age effects perception of cuslomer :-.crvicc training.
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Age was not the only demographic compar d t cu t mer rVI e training i~-;tl6.

When comparing employee training i ue again t g nder (Table XII. parts -C). th

analysis showed that gender does playa significant role in the employment experience.

Throughout the correlation analysis, both male and femal mployees indicated

strong responses, but different genders responded trongly to different que ·tions. For

example. more male respondents indicated that the believe customer ervice training

programs are not effective (male mean score: 1.8636). Female re pondent· presenll:d

neutral responses to that same question (female mean core: 2.3348). The ~ignifieancc uf

question 2 -our employee training programs are effective- versus genders was .0'21.

However, in question 44 - I have many interaction with cu tomers - female

respondents indicated that they had more interactions with eu tomers (with a mean score

01'2.8). Male re pondents were more neutral on this question. indicating only a 2.J~78

mean score on the three-point collapsed scale. The significance of question numbcr ·U

was .021.

In question 47 - I feel I am effective at making my customcrs satisficd - \\'()IllCIl

responded with a mean rating of 2.7667, indicating that they strongly agree with thc

question. Male respondents indicated neutrality on the subject. with a mean r.lling of

2.3636. The oneway analysis of question 47 versus gender garn red a significance rating

of .045.

While gender does effect other areas of the work environll1clll in thc hospitality

industry, the survey instrument and respondent answers garnered only threc I"C"r)()IlSCS

with significance levels greater than .05. Four additional qucstiolls which wCI"e close III

holding a .05 significance rating on gender in relation to employee I\\ues were CjUCSIIllI1S:
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5, 18, 24, and 39. The e four other urvey que tion were clo e, but below th

significance level. They ranged in proximity from .0649 to .097 si!mifican rating".

These questions included the following:

Question 5: My organization stresses customer ervice training.

Significance: .069; Male Mean: 2.0435: Female Mean: 2.4667: women agr with this

tatement. Men are neutral.

Question 18: My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of

subordinates. Significance: .064; Male Mean: 1.6087; Female Mean: 2.0345: men

disagree with this statement. Women are neutral.

Question 24: When I do a good job, I receive recognition for it.

Significance: .087; Male Mean: l. 7727; Female Mean: 2.1724: men di agree with this

statement; women are neutral.

Question 39: We are constantly under-staffed.

Significance: .097: Male Mean: 2.4348: Femal Mean: 2.0667: men tend to agree with

this statement: women tend to be neutral.

While employee gender holds significance on the work experiencc. g.ender is not

the only factor that impacts the work experience. The relatioll~hips bctween an

employee's opinions on their work environment and their relationship with co-workers

also has significance. As Tables XV indicates. employees that said they like their co

workers (q 19) indicate they also have more confidence in their supervisor'" .joh

competency. The mean rating for this comparison IS 2.7436 (q 15). The "igl1ific~lI1cl' or

this question wa. rated at .004. very significant.

-Ill



Confidence in a upervi or corre pond to an mpl ee" flings 1 ward

approachability levels as ociated with said upervi or. Wh n an mpl _ee has qu . ti ns

and that employee likes his co-workers, the employee feel hi upervl or IS

approachable. This is indicated in Table XV, Part C, que tion l6 with ignificance rating

of .048. These employees agreed that their supervisor i approachabl a indicated willl a

mean rating of 2.7436 for this question.

Question 17 - My supervisor is fair to me - further indicated a significance in

relation to how an employee feels in regard to parity issue a sociated with their

supervisor (Tables XV, q 17). Employees who like their co-worker (76 percent) agreed

at a rate of 2.6905 that their supervisor is fair. This link between the feel ings of co

\.vorkers and parity issues related to supervisors indicated a significance rating of .016.

highly significant.

Employees were asked a negatively phrased question. number 18 - 111)' supervisor

shows too little interest in the feelings of sub rdinates. A the statement was phrased. a

significant number of employees disagreed that their supervisor does not sllO'v interest in

their feelings. 74 percent of the employees surveyed disagreed. giving a mean ratlllg of

1.6829. This information has proven that employees believe the supervisors care.

Employees who indicated that they liked their co-workers (in question ILJ - Ilike my co

workers) also indicated that their supervi~or showcd interest in the feelings oj" his/her

subordinates. Employees indicated a .043 significance rating for this i~slll:.

Employees with a positive opinion of their work en\Ironl1ll:nt also e.'press a

significant level of empowerment. As Tahles XV shows. cillploycl:s who lil-\c their wurl-\

environment also express a strong (2.7073 mean) helicf'that thcy arc empowered to

~I



inreract with cu tomer (q44). If the emplo ee did nor expre-' c mpetenc and

approachability about their supervisor, it wa doubtful that the mplo ee \ uld f el that

the work experience was po itive when dealing with cu tomer .

The majority of employees, 70 percent, agreed in que tion 9 that they were

empowered. Question 9 - We are empowered - was ju t short of being ignificant.

Question 9 had a .059 significance rating - just below the .05 standard.

One of the most significant questions on the Employee Que 'tionnaire dealt with

employee turnover and job satisfaction. Question 35 - I have contemplated quilling my

job here - had significant ripple effects throughout many of the 'urvey issues. Thirte~n

questions are significant when paired with this question; this represents appro:(imale!y 'l.7

percent of the total survey. Which means, of all the questions on the survey. this question

triggered significant responses that employers in the hotel industry should pay close

attention to.

It becomes very clear thaI if an employee has contemplated quitling his or hn .it'h.

then the employee has definite opinions abollt the work clwironment. El1lploycl:s will)

have thought about leaving their current place of employment exprl:ssl:d a distillct lack of

faith in their co-workers' work ethic. and their co-workers' skills. Thesc clllployl:cS alsp

said they are overworked and spend too much time dealing with papl:rwork while on the

job.

The cluster of significant questions dealing spccifically anoul co-wurkers' skilh.

attitudes and competency include questions II. 12. I J. 32 . .1-1. and are includl'd in Tahle

XVI. Part D.

I
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The e arne employee' who have contemplated quittin~ th ir job' also b Ii \'e

that their supervisors are not competent and are unapproa hable in the workphce,

Questions 15 and 16 indicate .050 and .025 Ie el of ignificance r spectively. The

employees expressed, with a mean rating of 2.833 that the supervisor i. not compet nL

and, further, the supervisor is unapproachable - as indicated with the mean rating of

2.913.

Respondents who answered in agreement to the "1 have contemplated quitting my

job" question also have strong opinions about their relation hips with their co-\\'ork rs.

The question cluster (questions 33, 38, 39, and 42) howed ignificance ratings ranging

from .000 to .042.

Pay (question 22), pride in the employee's job (question 28) and opinions abollt

the employee's supervisors (questions 15 and 16) are also significant when compared to

the re ponses of employees who have contemplated quitting.

·n
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, RECOMME DATIO S, AND CO CLUSIO S

Purpose and Objectives

The purpo e of this study was to detemline the relationships b tween customer

service training and employee turnover is ues in college town franchise hotels. Th

objectives of this study were: 1) To re earch and analyze infom1ation 1'r m h tel

management, and hotel employee (ranging in various job po ilions) to determine

specifically how often customer service training programs are provided for employees.

2) To identify employee opinions of training programs currently in place. J) To identify

the relationship between work environment opinions and hotel employee - hotel

supervisor. 4) To identify the relation hip between work environment opinions ano

employee - co-worker relation hip. 5) To identify the relationship bel\-vcen h )td

employees and their co-worker in relation 10 turnover issues. 6) To identify employee

opinions on turnover issue. 7) To identify employee viewpoints ilnd 0plnion~ on

customer satisfaction / service levels in relation to turnover issues. R) To identify the

relationship between age of employees and their attitudes on the work environment. l))

To identify the relationship between the age of employees and turnover issucs. Ba~cd nn

both the purpose of the study and the specific objectives set for thi ... re ...earch. thrce

hypothese were postulated. Each of the hypotheses set out to inve~tigatc how particLiI~lr

-1-1

I~
,'"



variables and issues related to i ue ranging from rum er. cu~tomer s f\'IC trainin:::..

work environment, co-workers, and upervi ion.

Sample and Population

The population in this study comprised of twel e different franchise h tels.

located within two college towns. The two college towns u ed in thi 'wd w r D nton.

Texas and Stillwater, Oklahoma. The two town provided a combined total of twent.

hotels to choo e from. Twelve of the twenty hotel were franchi -e hot Is thaI were

applicable to the population. A population ize of twelve hotel (all the franchise hot~ls in

both cities) was selected. The population sample ize was limited to four franchise Ilnlcb

(two hotels in each town). Selection of the four hotels was ba ed on lhe response

timeframe to the participation letters. No similar franchi e hOlel chain (i.e. Days Inn in

Stillwater and Days Inn in Denton) were studied for the purpose of this r search.

Instrumentation

The questionnaire consi ted of t\V sections. Section one perl4lin J 10 Jillcrcnl

issues and questions relaled to areas uch as turnover ancl customer service trainin\!.

programs. This section used a Likert-type scale ranking attitudes and opiniolls (with I

being strongly disagree. :2 being disagree. 3 being neutral. -+ being agree. and .5 heing

strongly agree). The Like11-scale was implemented into this study for a multilude of

reasons. One main reason was to ascertain perceived aLtitudes toward customer service

levels. In tbis survey instrument. participants were asked to answer hy indicating tlleir

feelings from a range of strongly disagree Lo :->lrongly agree.

Section two dealt with the demographic quesLions: Llge. gender. II1COIllC.

education. marital staLUs. job position. ancllcnglh of employmcl1l in currcllt jon P()...,iLiOll.

;

c'.



This ection of the que tionnaire employed both open-ended and cl se-ended questions.

The questionnaires that were created were continually revi w d for clarity and bia . by

the researcher, some committee member , faculty member , and tudent .

Data Collection and Analysis

The employee questionnaire (Appendix E) was sent out to hot I manag rs with a

cover letter on Oklahoma State University (OSU) letterhead (Appendixes Band ) which

described the research project and provided contact information of both the res archer

and the committee chairman and an appointment reque t card (App ndix D). The

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the questionnaire at Oklahoma Statt:

University (Appendix A) prior to contacting or surveying of any participants. Participants

were reassured during the entirety of the surveying proce's that confidentiality standards

would be upheld at all time.

Participants were provided with instructions to the questionnaires at the top of the

first page. Instructions to this questionnaire indicated the purpose for the research. al1lJ

why it was being conducted. The instructions briefly described how to use tbe Liken-

scale. Questionnaires were distributed and picked up in person during lhe months of

March and April 2000 in each of the four franchise hotels. In some instances completed

questionnaire were mail.ed to the researcher via a pre-paid busincss reply envelope.

Results compiled from the data collected were analyzed in Chaptcr IV and listed in

variou tables and chans. The SS questionnaires returned were analyzcd using the

statistical software package SPSS to determine standard deviations. means. pen.:erlfagc".

oneway analysis, and frequencie ..

,
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Finding and Conclusions

Of the 55 respondent, 45.5 percent of the participant 'ur e d had a hi_h. h

degree as their highest level of education. 27. 3 percent of the re pondent had s me

college education as their highest level of education. 1.8 percent of the "ampl populati n

had graduate degrees, and 10.9 percent of the population had a bach I r d eX e. Of th e

people surveyed, 5.5 percent had vocational school training as their highe t 1 vel f

education. The majority of respondents ranged in age between 20 and 29 year' old (52.7

percent). 65.5 percent earn less than $20,000 a year, 21.8 percent of the respondents C;lrn

between $20,000 and $29,000 a year, and only 5.5 percent of the respondents earn

between $30,000 and $39,000. 0 higher level of income were indicated by those

surveyed. There appears to be a relatively close split in the population sample in relation

to marital status. Of the 55 participants surveyed. 43.6 percent were married. while 49.1

percent of those surveyed were single. The actual length of employment (Wilhi n a

panicLpants current job position) varied dramatically throughout Ihe population sample.

16.4 percent of tho e surveyed had less than one month of employment. and 49.3 percent

of those surveyed worked at the location for six months or less. This number illustrates

the tran itory population for the hospitality industry specifically located with-in cui lege

towns. Of the remaining 50.7 percent of the p pulation sample. their lengths of

employment were widespread and ranged from seven months (3.6 perccllt) to nine year~

(lO8 months at l.89'c). A larger percentage of the 55 participants survcyed were female

(54.5 percent) than male. Of the population sample survcyed -1-5.5 perccllt agreed that

they had received customer service training within the last six ll1onths. while 21. X

percent oftbose sun·eyed indicated that they had only rccci\·l'd cu-.tomcr scr\·icc lrainll1g

47
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at the start of employment. Of tho e employee urveyed. 21. percent 'aid th . had

never received any form of customer ervice training: the conver'e of thi tatern nt

being that 54.5 percent of those people surveyed di agreed ( 'aying they had r c ived

customer service training).

The one way analysis option in SPSS software clearly illustrat d the significance

of various questions when they were compared to different employe opinions. Question

8 is significant - I have had no customer service training on thi job. Peopl aged 50-59

years of age strongly agreed with this statement. Employees in these four hotels aged 50-

59 feel they have had no form of customer service training while employed in their

present position. Whereas. the majority of the respondent between th ages 20 lO 39

years old strongly disagreed with question number eight. The employees in the two age

brackets (20 - 29 and 30 - 39) feel that they have had some form of customer service

training. Age effects perception of customer service training.

Age was not the only demographic compared to customer service lraining issucs.

When comparing employee training issues against gender (Tabl XII. parIs A-C). the

analysis showed that gender does playa significant role in the employment t:xpcricncc.

Throughout the correlation analysis. both male and female elllr10yccs indicatcd

strong responses. but different genders responded strongly to different questions. For

example, more male responses indicated that they helieve customer servIce trallllllg

programs are not effective (male mean score: 1.8636). Female rcsrnlllknt:-. rre..;elllcd

neutral responses to the same question (female mean :-.core: 2.3348). The :-.ignil'iclllcl' or

question 2 -our employee training programs are effecti\'c- vcrsu" genders was .on.
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However, in que tion 44 - I have many interaction with cu 't m r' - female

respondents indicated that they had more interaction- with cust m r' (with a m an' re

of 2.8), than male respondents. Male re pondents were more neutral on thi 'qu srion.

indicating only a 2.3478 mean core on the three-point collap ed scale. 1h :ignificance

of question number 44 was .021.

In question 47 - I feel I am effective at making my cu tamers sari 'fied - \\' men

responded with a mean rating of 2.7667 indicating that they strongly agree with the

question. Male respondents indicated neutrality on the subject, with a mean rating of

2.3636. The oneway analysis of question 47 versus gender garnered a significance rating

of .045.

While gender does effect other area of the work environment in the hospitality

industry, the survey instrument and respondent answer garnered only three responses

with significance levels greater than .05. Four additional quesrions which were close to

statement. Men are neutral.

included the following:

5. 18.24. and 39. Four other survey questions were close. hut below the significancc

My organization stress s customer service training.Question 5:

holding a .05 significance raring on gender in relarion to employee issues \vcre ljuestions:

level. they ranged in proximity from .0649 to .097 significance ratings. These qucstions

Significance: .069: Male Mean: 2.0435: Female Mean: 2.4667: womcn agree wilh this

Question 18: My supervisor shows too little intcrest in the kclings or

subordinates. Significance: .064: Male Mean: 1.6m::?: Female Mcan: 2.03-+5: l11en

disagree with this statement. Women are neutral.



Question 24: When I do a good job, I recei e rec gniti n f r it.

Significance: .087; Male Mean: 1.7727; Female Mean: 2.1724: m n di agr with thi~

statement; women are neutral.

Question 39: We are constantly under- taffed.

Significance: .097; Male Mean: 2.4348: Female Mean: 2.0667: m n tend to agre with

this statement; women tend to be neutral.

While employee gender has significance on the work experience. g nder is not the

only factor. The relationships between an employee's work environment opinions and

their relationship with co-worker al 0 has significance. A Tables XV indicate~.

employees that said they like their co-workers (q 19) also have more confidence in their

supervisor's job competency. The mean rating for thi comparison is 2.7..D6 (q IS). The

significance of this question wa rated at .004. very ignificant.

Confidence in a supervisor corre ponds to an employee's feelings toward

approachability lev Is associated with said supervisor. When an employee h:ls question..;

and that employee like his co-workers, the employe feels his supervisor is

approachable. This is indicated in Table XV, Part C. question 16 with a significance

rating of .048. These employees agreed that their supervisor is approachahle as indicated

with a mean rating of 2.7436.

Question 17 - My supervisor is fair to me - further indicated a significIIlCl:.· in

relation to how an employee feels in regard to parity issues associated will1thc-lr

supervi or (Tables XV. q 17). Employees who like their co-workers (76 percenl) agreed

at a rate of 2.6905 that theIr supervisor is fair. This link hetweclI feelings or co-workers

and parity issues of supen'isors indicated a significance rating of .0 I h. hi~hly signi ficlIl!.
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Employees were a ked a negativ ly phra 'ed qu . ti n. number I -my:up rV1: r

show too little interest in the feeling of ubordinate . Empl indie:.!t d that

they liked their co-workers (in que tion 19 - I like my co-work rs) al 0 indi ated that

their supervisor showed interest in the feelings of hi /her ubordinate . Emplo.

indicated a .043 significance rating for this is ue. A the tatem nl wa phras d. a

significant number of employees di agreed that their upervi or do . not show interest in

their feelings. 74 percent of the employees surveyed di agreed, giving a mean ruting or

1.6829. This information has proven that employees believe the sup l"\'isors car.

Employees with a positive opinion about their work environment also exprcss a

significanllevel of empowerment. A Tables XV shows. employees who like their work

environment also express a strong (2.7073 mean) belief that they are empowered to

interact with customers (q44). If the employee did not express competency and

approachability about their supervisor. it is doubtful that the employee wi II feel that th~

work experience wa positive while dealing with customers.

The majority of employees, 70 percent. agr ed in question 9 that tht:y arc

empowered. Question 9 - We are empowered - was just shorr of being signiricant.

Question 9 had a .059 significance rating - just below the .0- .landard.

One of the most significant questions on the Employee Questionnaire dcals with

employee turnover and job satisfaction. Question 35. - I have contt:l1Jplatcd quilling IllY

job here - has significant ripple effects throughout many of sUr\'ey issllcs. Thirh.'cn

questions are significant when paired with this question. rcprcscnting approxilllatdy 27

percent of the question base.
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It becomes very clear that if an employee ha contemplat d quitting his r h r job

then the employee has definite opinions about the work environm nt and how the

employee is effected by it. Employee who have thought about I aving their curf nt

place of employment express a distinct lack of faith in their co-work rs' w rk thics and

their co-workers' skill. These employee al 0 feel they are overwork d and spend too

much time dealing with paperwork while on the job.

These same employees al 0 believe that their supervisors are not competent and

are unapproachable in the workplace. Questions 15 and 16 indicate .050 and .025 levels

of significance respectively. The employees expressed with a mean rating of 2.833 that

the supervisor is not competent, and that the supervi.sor i unapproachable - as indicated

with the mean rating of 2.913.

An employee who likes his/ her work environment i' an assent to an organization.

Employees who have positive opinions of their work environment find their supervisors

competent. approachable. and fair. They also believe their supervisor n:cipr catcs and

cares about the employees. When an employee thinks of their supervisor in Ihis pt)sili\'c

Jight. Ihe entire job experience tends to fef1ect a positive experience.

Because such a large group of those surveyed had six months or less Ii 1111:

employed at each of the four hotels. it is easy to understand how essential it is I'm

employers to provide customer service training as close 10 a hiring datc ror ncw

employees as pos ible. Employee understanding or a particular hotcls customer ,cn'icc

goals and ideals should be clearly indicated to ensure customcr salisfaction. This -.hould

be presented to employees at the stal1 of employment. or within thc rirst six months to

:c



give the employee an idea of how they hould ior fact ith u ·tomer on a day t day.

customer to customer basis.

Based on the information garnered in thi tudy, the r . earcher ha' d termin d

that each of the three hypotheses should be rejected, due to gap' in the. urvey instrument.

Although the survey instrument led to clear directions on future research topics and goals.

it inhibited the researcher from being able to accept any of the three hypoth s s B.

implementing the recommendations (see the recommendation ection) stated belo\\'.

future research will be able to conclude on a more conclusive base whether or not Ihe

hypotheses should be accepted or rejected and why.

~
The data from this study led the re earcher to detemline the following statcmcnts:

educational programs dealing with these issues.

-+. Implementing a Spanish version of this survey would allp\\,

"I

:l
I

future research regarding these and many related employee issues.

The information gained could be u ed to provide specific area' 10 focus 11 for

. more respon es.

\ 3. Industry pcfson neI Of educatars fa f futufe use should develop t,.a i11 illg an"

I
I
I

i

2. The urvey proce s with more time and a larger population base would garner

employees to express their views.

Recommendations
\./

The intent of thi study was to determine whal factors havc led 10 Ihe high

turnover rates in college town franchise hOlels. The "tudy \\'a~ abo attcmpting to

determine viewpoints of customer service tr<.linillg pmgram~. supc['\'i"il1fl i~~llCS. co-



worker-related i ue. and work en ironment i ues. The r . archer us d d m graphic

characteristic, and the answers garnered from the Likell cale t analyze empl ye

opinion , viewpoint , and attitude . The recommendation for futur research n these

topics and some uggestions for revi ion of thi re earch 'tud are:

U It i recommended that more tate be surveyed,

2. t is recommended that a larger ample ize be "urveyed t determine a more

valid response level.

3. It is recommended that the research tudy the relationship between geographic

location and significance levels on different i ties.

4. It is recommended that re earch be continued to identify changes remplo. ec

opinion in the ho pitality industry.

5. It is recommended that additional que'tion and topic. b researched in
"--..

relation to turnover in the hospitality indu try.

6. It is r commended that the income bracket n t leave out Ille i IlCOl1lC b 'I \\'CL Il

brackets on the questionnaire utilized (i.e. ~O.OOO to 2(}.OOO should hc 20.000

to 30,000).

7. It is recommended lhat the age split be more detailed espccially in the 20-.'l)

age range .

.,ylt is recommended that the level of education ~eclioll .;hould include all nplillll

for currently in college.

_ .?/It i recommended that there be a quc.;tion . pccifying if an cmpluyec \\';1"';1

full-time or part-time employee.
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OJa.AHOMA STATE UNIVERSln
INsTInmONAL REVIEW BOARD

Date: IRB#: ~ISJ

Proposal TItle:

PriDcipai
Investigator(s):

Reviewed and
Processeci as:

~NSBIP.BET'WEEN CUSTOMEllSAllSFACI10N LEVELS
ABDEMPLOYEE TOllNOVElt RATES AT COI.I.EGE.TOWN FB.ANCBISE
BDIELS"

Approval Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved

SignatUre:

March 2 :000
Carol Olson. Director ofUnivermy Research CompiW1ce

Approvals arc valid for one caiczJdar yar, after which time a request for c:onan",nm must be submitted.. AJzy
""'dific:moa to the: r'C3CU'd1 project approved by the: IRB Im1St be submitted far approval with the advisar. sigzwure.
The IR.B office MUST be IlOOfu:d In wntlDg wilen a pl"OJect 15 c.omple:te. Approved proJccu are subject to DXIIJIJa'ing
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8SU
March 10. 2000

Dear Hotel Manager:

OKl.A.HOMA STATE UNIVERSITY

c.aa. 1/_"'Ii •5cMmSdIIIitlltlllll ... ...__•

ZlDlIS West
S o-.. ;40714173
.0501 713: f1I405-7....m

From current literature I have found that the employee turnover r:ue in hotel positions.
speclllcally college town hotels. is a senous concern. In an eifon to deterrrune ways to
battle high turnover rates. I will be conducting research at eleven college town hotels.
This research will exanune the relationship between pnmarily turnover rates and
customer service levels.

Your hotel meets the cmeria appiicable to my research requirements: hence. I am writing
to seek vour much-needed panicipauon in this study. Your paruclpauon would
necessitate a two-day llme period (or once I have gamed at least 25 paruclpant surveys)
dunng: the next month to survey both approximately 25 members of your stJif (varymg in
positions and depanmentsl and some select customers. Data coilected are highly
confidential and NO names of employees or customers will be menuoned in the
completed research project. In addition. should you desire a summary of the findings. I
shaH be happy to fulfill your request.

Both the survey imended for your employees. and the survey intended for your cuslomers
WIll take no more than ten minutes 10 fill out. And. are enclosed for you to peruse at your
leisure.

Should you have any questions regarding this research. please feel free 10 contact either
me. Sherri M. Carr al 405-372-9406. or Dr. Jerrold Leong at 405-74+6713. You may
also contact Sharon Bacher. IRB Executive Secretary. 203 Whitenursl. Oklahoma State
l;niversIlY. Stillwater. OK 74078: (405) 7+4-5700. Thank vou (or vour coooeration.
Your panlclpatJon ana cooperatJon are sincerelY apprecIated. . .

;

j
~

=
I,

Shem M. Carr
HOle!. ReSlaUr:lnl AdmlOlstr.ltIon Dept.
929 W. Pkwv Dr.
Stillwater. OK 74075
405-372-9406
carrs99@aoLcom

Enclosure ,2) Quesllonn3..lres

Dr. Jerrold Leong
Hotel. RestaUr:lnl AdnuOlslrallon Dept.
210 HES W
Oldahoma Slate Lnlverslty
Stillwater. OK 74074
405-744-6713
leong@okslale.edu
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8SU
March 10. 2000

Dear Hotel Manager:

OKLAHOMA 5 TAT E tJ N , V E R SIT \.

lo~ a/ Iivmlln iJliiWiftlln" Sa.11
Sdalai 0/ Hotel ond imvuram AGlIlINSImIOn
210 lIS WIn
SIiIIwIIf. 0kIGham0 14078-6113
.0>7...713: fat 40)'74~199

From current literature I have found thJt the employee turnover rate in hotel posillons.
specltlcally college town hotels. is a senous concern. In an effort to detemllne ways to
battie hIgh lUrnover rates. I will be conducting research :lC eleven college town hotels.
nus research will examine the relationship between primanly turnover rates and
customer service levels.

Your notel meets the cntena apphcable to my research requiremems: hence. I am wnting
to seeK your much-needed panIclpallon In this study. 'Your panlcIp:1lI0n would
neceSSItate a two-day lime penod lor once I hJve gamed at least 25 oamclpam surveys.
dunng the next momh to survey both approximately 25 memoers or' vour staff tvarymg In

positions and departmems I and some select customers. Data collected are hi ghl y
cOnIldential and NO names of employees or customers will be mentioned in the
compieted research project. In addition. should you desire a. summary of the findings. I
shall be happy to fulfill your request.

Please mdicate your willingness to participate in the study on the enclosed acceptance I
deniallecter and return it as soon as possible. In addition. please indicate to whom all
future correspondence should be addressed. as well as a telephone number or e-mail
address by which this individual may be contacted. Both the survey Intended for your
employees. and the survey Imended for your customers will take no more thm ten
minutes to fill out. And. are enclosed for you to peruse at your leisure.

Should you have anv questIOns regarding this research. please feel free to contact either
me. Shem M. Carr at 405-371-9406. or Dr. Jerrold Leone at 405·7-W-6713. 'You rna\'
:liso contact Sharon Bacher. IRB Executive Secretary. 203 Whitenurst. OklahomJ St~te
university. Stillwater. OK 7·W78: (405) 7.+4·5700. Thank you for vour cooperation.
Your partICIpatiOn and cooperation are sincerely appreciated.

-,

, I

JI

-I
i II.
} I

11
Shem M. Carr
Hotel. Reslauranl AdminIstratIon Dept
929 W Pkwy Dr.
Stillwater. OK 74075
405-372-9406
carrs99@aol.com

Dr. Jerrold Leong
Hotel. Restaurant Adrrunlstrallon Dept.
210 HES W
Oklahoma State LJniversllv
Stillwater. OK 74074
405-744-6713
leong@oks{ate.edu

;.-.:,
~l
:1c,

Enciosure (2) Ques!lonnalres

(I) Acceotar:ce Leller I Pre-p:.l1d Envelope

I
' , ,, .,

,... ' .



APPE DlX 0

APPOINTME T REQUEST CARD

67

; i·.
Cl
J'-l
j I
q
: I

·q
·.
·.: ,



APPOI TME T REQUEST CARD

____ Yes, my hotel will participate in your study.

____ No, my hotel declines participation in your tudy.

Hotel Property Name: _

Hotel Property Address: _

Person to coO£act: _

Phone( ) E-mail: _

Employee Turnover & Customer Service Research Contact:
Sherri M. Carr
Oklahoma State University
Hotel and Restaurant Admini 'tration Department
Human Environmental Sciences, West 2\ 0
Stillwater. OK 74078

..
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Employee Turnover and Customer Service Questionnaire

; l

I'·t
: ,.,I,
: I

..

This survey is being administered for the School of HOtel and Restaurant Administralion at Oklahoma
Slate University. The information in this survey will assist in gaining perspective on emplo. ee turnover
and customer service. Your opinion is invaluable. please take the few moments necessary to complele it.
Your responses are not personallv identifiable. and wi II remain strictlv confidential.

"

III
III \I)

For each question. please circle the most appropriate 51 III...
nl Q)

~
C)

UI Q) III <:
response: Strongly Disagree = 1: Disagree = 2: Neutral = 3: (5 C, :; ~ >-

>- rn III 01 01(J) <:
Agree = 4; Strongly Agree = 5. 01 i:5 z c::

c:: 0

e ...
U5

U5

, 2 3 4 5
1 This companv has heloful emolovee tralmnlz. , 2 3 4 5
2 Our emolovee lraininl! proerams are effective. , 2 3 4 5
3 We need more emolovee trainine implemented. , 2 3 4 5
4 You have to complete a certain amount or rraining hours belore you are allowed to , 2 3 4 5

oeriorm a lob on vour own.
5 Mv orll:amzation stresses customer servIce IraJm",t .. , 2 3 4 5
6 J have had customer service traininlz in the past six months. , 2 3 4 5
7 [have onlv had customer service traminlZ when 1 bell:an mv iob here. , 2 3 4 5
8 I have never had customer service traininll: at this iob. , 2 3 4 5
9 We are empowered. , 2 3 4 5

10 When hinne. the interview process for this companv IS not thorou2h enoull:h. 1 2 3 4 5

11 I have 100 many things 10 accomplish at work and not enough time to do them all. 1 2 3 4 5

12 I have too much paoerwork. 1 2 3 4 5
13 Manv of the rules and procedures make doin2 a 20ad job difficult. , 2 3 4 5
14 I oflen feel that I do not know what is eoin2 on with the orll:amzation. 1 2 3 4 5
15 Mv supervisor is comoetent in performimz his / her lOb. 1 2 3 4 5
16 When I have Questions. [ feel mv supervisor IS approachable. , 2 3 4 5
17 Mv suoervlsor IS fair (0 me. 1 2 3 4 5
18 Mv supervIsor shows 100 hllie intereSl In the feelin!!s of subordinates. 1 2 3 4 5
19 I like mv co-workers. , 2 3 4 5
20 Our company orovldes rewards to emplovees. based on lenl!th of emplovmem. , 2 3 4 5
21 Our company Slnyes to keep ItS emplovees happy. 1 2 3 4 5

22 The benerits and salary we receive are as good as most other compelllors In the
1 2 3 4 5area.

23 There are benefits we do not have which we should 1 2 3 4 5
24 When 1do a lZood iob. I receIve recolZnition for It. 1 2 3 4 5

25 Individuals who perform well at their job stand a good chance of being promoted. , 2 3 4 5

26 I am satisfied wllh mv chances for salarv increases. , 2 3 4 5
27 In relation [0 salarv. 1 feel appreclared bv rhe orlZanization. 1 2 3 4 5
28 I feel pnde in mv lob. 1 2 3 4 5
29 I sometimes feeJ mv lob is pOintless. , 2 3 4 5
30 r like dOing this iob. , 2 3 4 5
31 I feel I have been worked too hard. , 2 3 4 5
32 I feel that others around me are nOI worklnl! hard enoUizh. 1 2 3 4 5

Shem M. Carr
Oklahoma State Un;yer51IV
Hotel and Restaurant Adminlslrallon Department
Human Envlronment.:ll SCIences. West 210
Stillwater. OK 74078
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Employee Turnover and Customer Service Questionnaire

aJ
~ aJ

for each question. please circle the most appropriate
Cl ~
III Q)

~
Cl(Il aJ Q) c(

response: Strongly Disagree = 1: Disagree = 2: Neutral = 3: 0 OJ "5 ~ >-
>- III Q) Cl Cl
Cl rJl c(

Agree = 4; Strongly Agree = 5. 0 z c
c: e0.... US

CJ5

1 2 3 4 I 5
33 There IS 100 much bickennlZ :lna lilZhtinlZ at work. 1 2 3 4 5
34 I have to work harder at mv iob because of the incomoetence or" co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5
35 I have contemOI:lled auittinlZ mv lob here. 1 2 3 4 5
36 This hotel orooenv has low emolovee turnover rates. 1 2 3 4 5

37
The maJoney of our employees have been employed at lhls hotel for at least one

1 2 3 4 5
vear.

38 Emolovee absence has affected our level of cuslOmer salisraclion. 1 2 3 4 5
39 We are constantlv under-starfed. 1 2 3 4 5
40 We have a laval \!rouo of stable emplovees. 1 2 3 4 5
41 We constantlv have emolovee no-show. 1 2 3 4 5
42 We are conslantlv lookin\! for new emolovees. 1 2 3 4 5
43 Mv or\!amzation stresses customer satisfaction. 1 2 3 4 5
44 I have many interactions with cuslOmers. 1 2 3 4 5
45 Satisfvin\! a customer is the mOSllmponanl aspect of mv lob. 1 2 3 4 5
46 I feel [ would serve customers better if il were not for all the red taoe. 1 2 3 4 5
47 I feel [ am effective at malcin\! mv customers satistied. 1 2 3 4 5
48 The servIce level at lhis hOlel is constantly exceedin\! expectations. 1 2 3 4 5

49 What is your gender? ( ) Male ( ) Female

50 Whal is your age? ( ) 20-29 ( ) 30-39 ( ) 40-49 ( ) 50-59 ( ) 60+

51 What is your current level of education'
( )High School Degree l ) Some College () Bachelor Degree
( )Vocallonal School \) Graduate Degree ( POSl Graduate Degree

52 What IS your level of income!
( ) Jess than 20.000 ( ) 20-29.000 ( ) 30-39.000 ,) 40-49.000
( ) 50-59.000 ( ) 60-69.000 ( ) 70.000 or more

'3 What IS your mamal status') ( ) Single ( ) MafTied

54 What IS your current Job litle') _

55 How long have you been 10 this current Job position' _

Please return the completed survey to Sherri Carr by Friday, l\Jarch 2·t. 2000. Thank
you for your assistance. every respon -e is invaluable.

..
; l
, .
, :

:,
, ).I.

Shern M. WIT

Oklahoma SUle Universlly

HOlel and Resuur:lnt AdmlO,mallon Oepanmenl

Human EnvlronmenGlI Sciences. WeSI 210

SlIlIwaler. OK 7J(}78 Pae 1 01 ::
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DEMOCRAllHIC FREQUENCY TAULES

'1',\ utE I: UEI\IOC HA I'lIIe QUESTIONS ("9 . 54) STATISTICS

q54 Whal is
q50 Indical~ q51 What is your length of

your age your highl:sl 452 Indicale 453 Whal is employmcnl in
449 What is hrackel (in level of your income your mailul your currenl joh
your gender'! years) education? bracket. statns? position?

N Valid 53 53 50 51 51 54
No Hc:~pol\'l' 2 2 5 4 4 I

f\kan 1.5660 16lJl:l1 1.8000 1.3529 1.4706 16.4444
Stu. Oc:vi:llilln 5004 .9111 1.0102 .5941 .5041 23.1815
V:lfl:llll'(" .2504 8.l02 1.0204 .3529 .2541 537.3836

• ,,-. ,.".......-. ••••• ~ --.... .........., •• '~f f l' lAU



DEMOGRAPHIC FREQUENCY TABLES

TABLE II: WHAT IS YOUR GENDER (q49)?

I I Cumu alive:
Freauencv Percent Valid Percenl Percent

Valid :viale 23 ..U.8 43.4 43.4

Female 30 54.5 56.6 100.0

Total 53 96.4 100.0

Missing No Response 2 3.6

Total 55 100.0

TABLE III: I:'IDICATE YOUR AGE BRACKET UN YEARS) (q50).

I I I
CumuJali \'e

Freauencv Percent Valid Percem Percem
Valid :0 .. 29 29 52.7 54.7 54.7

30 .. 39 14 25.5 26.4 81.1
40 .. 49 7 12.7 13.2 94.3
50 .. 59 3 5.5 5.7 100.0
TOlal 53 96.4 100.0

Missmg :"10 Response 2 3.6
Total 55 100.0

TABLE IV: WHAT IS YOUR HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCA TlON (q51)'?

I I I
Cumulallve

Freauency Percent Valid PerceOl Percent
Valid High School 25 ~5.5 50.0 50.0

Some Collel.!e 15 27.3 30.0 80.0
Bachelor DelZree 6 10.9 12.0 92.0
Vocallon;)1

5.5School - 6.0 98.0

Graduate Degree l 1.8 ::.0 IDO.a
TOlal 50 90.9 100.0

Missing \0 Response 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0
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DEMOGRAPHIC FREQUENCY TABLES

TABLE V: INDICATE YOUR I COME BRACKET (q52).

I I Cumulauve
FreQuencv Percent Valid Percenl Percent

Valid less than S20.000 36 65.:5 70.6 ;0.6

520.000 • $29.000 12 11.8 23.5 94.1
530.000 . $39.000 3 5.5 5.9 100.0

Total 51 92.7 100.0

Missin~ ~o Response ..l 7.3

Total 55 100.0

TABLE VI: WHAT IS YOUR MARITAL STATUS (q53)?

I I Cumulauve
Freouencv Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Single 27 49.1 52.9 52.9
Married 24 43.6 ..l7.1 100.0
Total 51 92.7 100.0 ;

Missin~ ~o Response 4 7.3
Total 55 100.0
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DEMOGRAPIDC FREQUENCY TABLES

TABLE VII: WHAT IS YOUR LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT AT YOUR
CURRENT JOB POSITION (q54)?

I Valid
I

Cumulau\'e

Freauencv Percent Percent Percent

Valid less lhan a month 9 16.4 16.7 16.7

1 month 3 5.5 5.6 22.2

2 months ~ 7.3 7.~ 29.6

3 months 3 5.5 5.6 35.2

4 monlhs 5 9.1 9.3 -W.4

6 months 3 5.5 5.6 50.0

7 months 2 36 3.7 53.7

8 montns 3 5.5 5.6 59.3

10 months 1 1.8 1.9 61.1

12 months ( 1 yean 3 5.5 - .6 66.7

I~ months ( 1.167 years) 1 1.8 1.9 68.5

18 months (1.5 years) 3 5.5 5.6 74. L

24 months (2 years, 4 7.3 7.4 81.5

30 months (2.5 years) I 1.8 1.9 83.3

36 months (3 years) 1 1.8 1.9 85.2

42 months (3.5 years) I 1.8 1.9 87.0

48 months (4 years) 2 3.6 3.7 90.7

60 months (5 years) 1 1.8 1.9 92.6

66 months (5.5 years) I 1.8 1.9 94.4

72 months (6 yearsl 2 36 3.7 Q8. L

108 months (9 years) I 1.8 1.9 100.0

Total 54 9 .2 100.0

Missing o Response I I.

TOlal S5 100.0
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CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAINING FREQUENCY TABLES

TABLE VIII: TRAINING STATEMENTS (6 - 8) STATISTICS

q61 have had q7 I had customer q8 1 have never
customer service service training only at had customer

training in the past 6 beginning or service training at
months. emplovrnenl. this iob.

N Responses 53 54 51
No Response .,

1 4--
Mean 2.1509 1.6481 1.6471
Std. Deviation .8857 .8278 .8444
Variance .7845 6852 .7129
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CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAINING FREQUENCY TABLES

TABLE IX: I HAVE HAD CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAINING IN THE PAST SIX
MONTHS (q6).

Freouencv I Percent I Valid Percent I Cumulauve Percent

Valid Disagree 17 30.9 32.1 32.1

: euual II 20.0 20.8 52.8

Agree 25 ~5.5 47.2 100.0
Total 53 96.4 100.0

Missing ~o Response 2 3.6
Total 55 100.0

TABLE X: I HAD CUSTOMER SERIVCE TRAINING ONLY AT THE
BEGINNING OF MY EMPLOYMENT (q7).

I I I
Cumulative

Freauency Percent Vaiid Percent Percent
Valid Disagree 31 56.4 57.4 57.4

Neutral II 20.0 20.4 77.8
Agree 12 21.8 22.2 100.0
Total 54 98.2 100.0

Missing 'Jo Response I 1.8
Total 55 100.0

TABLE XI: I HA VE NEVER HAD CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAINING AT THIS JOB (q~).

I I I
Cumulallve

Freauencv I P~rcenl I Valid Percent Percent
Valid ulsagree .30 54.5 58.8 :'8.8

'Jeutral 9 16.4 17.6 -6.5
.-\gree l2 21.8 23.5 100.0
Total 51 92.7 100.0

Missinc :\0 Response ~ 7.3
TOlal 55 100.0
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TI~A INING vs. GENDEU (QUESTIONS I - 8 liS. 49)

TABI.E XII, PART A: UESCRIPTIVES

Sid. Sid. 95% Conlluen<:e Interval for Mean

N Il,'kan Deviation Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Mal\imum
'11 TillS Cllnlpany has hdplul employee Male 23 2.3043 .7648 .1595 1.9736 2.6351 1.00 3.00
11:lll1inl! r-elllak )0 2·0]) .7739 .I.t 13 2.1.1.14 2.7223 1.00 3.00

Tllial 5] 2.377.1 .7653 .1051 2.1664 2.5883 1.00 lOO
42 Uur employee Iraining pfllgrallls are Male 22 1.8636 .7743 ,1651 1.5203 2.2069 1.00 3.00
cflt:l.:Ii\'t." Femak 29 2.34.18 .7209 .1339 2.0706 2.6190 1.00 3.00

Tolal 5 I 2.1373 .7751 .1085 19193 2.3553 100 3.00
43 We lIo:ed more employee Iraining Male 19 2.] 158 .8201 .1881 1.9205 2.7111 1.00 3.00
illlplenlt'nied r-emak 28 2.-16.13 .7927 .1498 21569 2.7716 1.00 3.00

Tolal
.798.1 .1165 2.1 U'J8 2.6387 1.00 3.00-17 2.-1043

q-t '1'1111 havl: IOlumpkle a <:ertain Male 22 2.0909 .9211 .1964 1.6825 2.4993 1.00 3.0n
:IIIlO1lnl IIf Ir;lining hours hefore you are female: 29 2201 14 .9124 .1694 18943 2.5884 1.00 JOO
allowed 10 per fornl a joh lin your own. TOlal 51 2.1765 .9101 .1274 1.9205 2.4324 1.00 3.00
q5 t\ly IIIg:lllilalllln sll"Sscs CusllHlll'r Male 23 2.0·B5 .8779 .1831 16638 2.4231 1.00 3.00
Sl'r\lc<': Iraining. Female ]0 24667 .7761 .1417 2.1769 2.7565 1.00 3.00

Tllial 5] 22830 .8407 .1155 2.0513 2.5148 1.00 3.00
'16 I have had cuslomer service: Ir:lllling Male 22 2.1364 .8888 .1895 1.7423 2.5305 1.00 3.IJO
In Ihe bSI si:w. monlhs. Female 29 21724 .8892 .1651 1.8342 2.5106 1.00 3.00

TOlal 51 2.1569 .8803 .1233 1.9093 2.4044 1.00 3.00
q7 lonly had <:usloma servi<:e Iraining Male: 23 1.4783 .7903 .1648 /.1365 1.8200 1.00 ].00
\\ hen I ht:gan Illy joh hae. Female 29 1.79] I .8610 .1599 1.4656 2.1206 1.00 3.00

.'
Tutal 52 1:6538 .8375 .1161 1.4207 1.8810 1.00 ].00

lj8 1have had nu <:uslolJl~r service Male 23 1.7826 .9023 .1882 1.3924 2.1728 1.00 3.00
11::llnill[! at thi~ joh. female 26 15769 .8086 .1586 1.2503 1.9035 1.00 3.00

TOlal .19 16735 8512 .1216 14290 1.9180 1.00 3 on
'-C
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TRAINING vs. GENDER (QUESTIONS I ·8 VS. 49)

TAUU: XII, I)AIH II: TEST OF 1I0l\IOGENEITY OF VARIANCES

Lev.:ne
Slali\lic lifl lin Sig.

41 TIII~ ClImpany has helpful
.023 I 51 .880

t:mrloyt:l: ([ainin!!.

q::! (lill Cillplp)"'l: 11;1111111):
.002 I -/9 .1)6u

prpgralils arl: dkclive,

ql Wc nccd Illlll" "lllpl,,)cC
OilS I -/5 .772

lIalnillt: illlpkmcllicu.

1/-1 Y"lll hOlVl: ," c{llllpkl" .1

cl:llalll JlllolIlIl tliliailling
hours her()n~ yOIl ;1I't: a IIIl" cd .ll 12 I -19 .913
hl pel r0111l a jllh "ll )Ollf
()\\'Il

qS "I)' 'lIg;llIilJIIOIl ~11t:~~l'S
-151 I 51 .505

cll~hllller service lraining.

q6 I have hau CII~llll11er

St:1 \ Ire Iralnillg In the 1a~1 ~i:<. ,018 1 -19 .894
1lI01l1h~

q7 Illllly had l'Il~lollll'r

~t:I\Il" training \\I1t:nl hl'g;]11 .88-1 I 50 .352
Ill)' jllh ht:r .....

qg I h:lve had 110 UI\IUIIICI
1.121 I -/7 .295

st'1\ ICC (rainin)! at this loh.

....- ... J.'.-
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TnAINING vs. GENDER (QUESTIONS 1- 8 VS. 49)

TABI.E Xll,I'AH'1' C: ANOVA

Sum uf Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.

q I '1 his COlllp>lny ha~ help/ul t'lIlphlyee Belween Groups .217 I .217 .365 .548
II >lining. Within Groups )0236 51 .59)

TOlal 30453 52
-----
q2 011I employee Iraining programs are Belween GI'llUpS 2.897 I 2.897 5.229 .027
dkclivc. Within Groups 27143 49 .554

TOlal 30.039 50
q.l We need mure employt'e Iraining Belween Groups .250 I .250 .386 .537
i II1jlle lIIenlcd. Wilhin Groups 2')070 45 .646

TIII.d
29.319 46

q../ You have 10 complde a certain Iklwee~ Groups .283 I .283 .337 .564
amount of Irainll1!! hours hl'fore you ale Wilhin Groups ../1129 49 .839
allowt'u 10 pel f('rn, a job on Y"UI' own. [olal 41.412 50
'15 ~ly mganizalillll slrl'SSl'S UISll,ult'r Between Groups 2.332 1 2332 3.454 .069
\C1I'ICl' l,aining. Within Groups )·l423 51 .675

1'01011 36.755 52
q6 I have had customer service training Between GIOUpS 1.626E-02 I 1.626E-02 .021 .887
in lhe I:lSI six months. Wllhin Groups 3!!729 ../9 790

1'01011 38745 50
'17 IlInly had ClI~lOlIler service lraining Belweeu Gruups 1.271 I 1.271 1.843 .181
\\hen \ o,~an my 1110 "<:II.'. Wllhill CiIOllPS 34.498 50 .690

Tolal 35769 51
1/8 IIIJH: hall lIU luslulIla servile Between Gruups '. .516 I .516 .708 .404
II':Iining :II lhis jot"!. Wllhill Groups 34.259 47 .729

TUfal 34776 48
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMI)LOYEE TltAINING vs. AGE QUESTIONS (1- 8 VS. 50)

TABLE XIII, PAin A: DESCRIPTIVES

SId. Std. 95% Confidencc Interval for Mean

N t\k;11I Dcviatlon Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mini IIIUIII MaximullI
lj 1 This cOlllpany has 11I:lpflll 20· 21) 29 2.3448 8140 .1512 2.0352 2.6544 1.00 3.00
cl1lplo)'l"L" Ir:lining. 30 - 39 14 2.21-tj .6993 .1869 1.8105 26180 1.00 3.00

40· -t9 7 2.nn .7559 .2857 2.0152 3.4134 1.00 3.00

50 - 59 3 2.3313 .5774 .3333 .8991 3.7676 2.00 3.00

TDlal 53 2.3585 .7619 .1047 2.1485 2.56&5 1.00 3.00

42 Our employee: Irainillg 20 - 29 28 2.1429 .8034 .1518 1.8313 2.4544 1.00 3.00
prograllls are effective. 30 - 39 14 2.1-t29 .8644 .2310 1.6437 2.6420 1.00 3.00

40·49 6 20000 .8944 .3651 1.0614 2.9386 1.00 3.00

50 . 59 3 2.0000 .0000 .0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 2.00

TOlal 5l 2.1176 .79 II .1108 1.8951 2.3402 1.00 3.00
ljJ Wc need mure cmplo)'cl" 20 - 29 25 2.4000 .8165 .1633 2.0630 2.7370 1.00 3.00
lIanlil1;! illlpkml"l1led. 30 - 39 13 2.5385 .7763 .2153 2.0694 3.0075 1.00 3.00

40 --t9 6 2.5000 .8367 .3416 1.6220 3.3780 1.00 3.00

50 - 59 3 1.6667 .5774 .3333 .2324 3.1009 1.00 2.00

"'''lIal 47 2.4043 .7984 .1165 2.1698 2.6387 1.00 3.00

44 YOil have Iv complete a 20 - 29 29 2.3103 .8906 .1654 1.9716 2.6491 1.00 3.00
cenain alllount uf training 30 - 39 13 22)08 .9268 .2571 1.6707 2.7908 1.00 3.00
hours herOIC you arc: allll\\e:J 40· -t9 7 1.4286 .7868 .2974 .7009 2.1562 1.00 3.00
10 pCI fllflll a jllh 'III ) ollr Ilwn.

SO - 59
2 1.5000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 I.on 2.00

'I'DIaI
51 2.1373 .9169 .1284 1.879-t 2.3951 1.00 3.00
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TRAINING vs. AGE QUESTIONS (I -IS vs. 50)

T.\UI.E XIII, ..ARI',\; DFSClUI'TIVES

Sid. Std. 95% Confidcl\(;e Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Oeviatioll Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximulll
45 My organization stresses 20 - 29 29 24138 .7800 .1448 2.1171 2.7105 1.00 3.00
C1bttlmC"r ~erl'iee Irai ninE:. 30 - 39 1-1 2 1-129 9493 .2537 1.5948 26909 1.00 100

-10 . 49 7 20000 1.0000 .3780 10752 2.9248 1.00 3.00
50 - 59 3 2.6667 .5774 .3333 1.2324 4.1009 2.00 3.00
Ttllal

.1161 2.5349 LIlO 10053 2 JO 19 .8-155 2.0688

110 1have h:,d customer servil.:e 20 - 29 28 2.2857 .8545 .1615 1.9544 2.6171 1.00 3.00
lr:lIl1in!! in the la~l six months. 30 - 39 13 22308 9268 .2571 1.6707 2.7908 1.00 3.00

40·49 7 1.4286 .7868 .2974 .7009 2.1562 1.00 3.00
SO - 51) J 1.6667 .5774 .3333 .2324 31009 1.00 2.00

TOIaI 51 2.1176 .8865 .1241 1.8683 2.3670 1.00 3.00--
47 (only had cuslOmer service 20 - 29 28 I.7J.O .8968 .1695 1.3665 2.0620 1.00 3.00
1I:lIl1in!! whell 1he!!:!n Illy Jllh 30 - 39 14 1.5714 .7559 .2020 1.1350 2.0079 1.00 3.00
here. -1 () - -1 I) 7 1.5714 .9759 .3689 .6689 24740 1.00 HIO

SO - 59 3 2.0000 .0000 .0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 200
Tlltal 52 1.6711 8336 .1156 1.4410 1.9052 100 3.00-

'1M I h.ive had Ill' l.:uslomn :W - 2') 27 1.407-1 .6939 .1335 1.1329 1.6819 J(lO 3.()(J
'<:1 VI(e Ir,linillg al lhi, joh 30 - 39 12 I 7500 .9653 .2787 1.1367 2.3633 1.00 3.00

-10 - 49 7 21429 .8997 3401 1.3107 2.9750 1.00 3.00
SO - 59 3 2.6667 .5774 .3333 12324 4.1001) 200 3.0ll
Total 49 1.6735 .8512 .1216 1.429(J 1.9180 l.flO 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TI{AINING vs. AGE QUESTIONS (I - Hvs. 50)

T:\ IILE XIII, PA In II: TEST OF 1I0l\IOGENEITY OF" AUIANCES

I.evcnc
SIJlislic !If I lin Sig

41 'I Ins Clllllpany has he/plul
1.270 3 49 ,295

t.:nlpJ.l)'cC Iraining,

q2 ()m Clllpl,,),t.: 1I;lIll1lll:
2 0·lll J -t7 ,OW

pr"f!ralll\ an: d kt.:tivc.

ql Wc IICl·d nlllrc clllptllyec
,555 J ·n .6-t8

II a 1111 lit! Illlpknll'lIlcd,

q-t YIlU have: 10 COIllplrll' a
ct.:ilain .llnOlillt .,lll.lllling
hlllUS belOlc )1111 ,lit.: allo\\l'J I. I 12 J 47 ,354
III pl'lfllllll a j.,h 1111 )11111

011'11

q5 1\1)' "!l.!alli/olllllil ~1Il'\.\L·.\
UlOlJ ) ott) ,158

CII\(olll,,:1 scn'icc !raining,

'1(, I h:IIT kid C11,11I1IIl'r

.\<:1 \ ICC 1I,II11illg III Ih<: 1.1.\1 " ... 1.324 J 47 .27H
II\llnlh~

q7 lonly h;11I CII.\llllll<:f
~<:I \ 1,<: II ainillg 1\ h<:11 1 hq:all S.SH4 J 4H .002
111)' Jl1b h<:r<:.

qS I hal', haJ no lusllJlIlCI
2.396 ) -ts .OHI

Sl'l \ Ice Il.linillg al Ihis jl)h.
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMI-UlYEE TI{A INING vs. AGE QUESTIONS (I . Hvs. SO)

TABLE XIII, 1':\ In c: ANOVA

Sum of
SllllJreS df Mean Square f Sil!o

q I lill~ (UlllpallY ha~ hclpllli Uc(wcen Gruups 1.185 3 -395 .667 .576
t'llIplll),Cl: lraininl,:. Wilhill (irtllIP\ 29.nO.t 49 .592

TIllal 30lMI) 52- - ------ ---
'12 Ollr Clllplll)lT lrilillin!,: Ud wccn (jIlIlIPS .151 3 5.042E-U2 .U76 .973
prll[?ralnS arc effective. Wilhill (jronps 311.tJ -17 .663

TlIlal 31.29.. 50
qJ Wc nccd mort: elllplnyee Bel Wl:ell Groups 1922 3 .641 1.005 .400
IIJining il1lplemclllt:d. Wilhill Groups 27.397 43 .637

TUlal
29.319 46

q.t YOil ha ve Iu (UlIlpll'IC a BCI v. ccn Groups 5.310 3 1.770 2.265 .093
cnlaill :1I1l0Un! of lraining Wilhill GrollPS 36.729 .t7 .781
hllllrs "l"IIlIC yOIl arc allul'. cd

To'al 42039 50
~

qS My or!!alliz3linn ~lre~\cs fJeI wecli Gruups 1.754 3 .585 .809 .495
Cl!\IIlnll'l servin: lIainill!!. Wllhill Gruups 35.-115 -19 .723

rlllJI 37.170 52-
'iu I h.ll'e had CII\lolllCr BCI wcell Grllllps -1891 3 1.630 2.227 .097
\cn In' lr.linillg ill lhc IJ,( si.\ Wllhill (iroups )-140.1 47 .732
nHllllh~ Tolal 3929.t 50
q7 I \lilly had (U,llliller Belwcen GhlUpS .585 3 .195 .269 .848
sen Ire lrJlnillg whcn I hcgall Wilhin Groups 3-1857 48 .726
Iny Jllh herc TIILlI 35-1.12 51
qS 1have had no l:uslulller Relwcen Gruups 6.483 3 2.161 3.437 .025
SCI' Ice l"lining al Ihis j'lh. Wllhill Groups 28292 45 .629

TOlal 34.776 48
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
(;ENUER vs. ALI. QUESTIONS (J - ~8)

T:\ULE XIV, I'AIH A: llESCIU ..T1VES

Sid. Sid 1)5% Confidelll:e Inlerval for Mean

N Mcall Oc:viatillll ErrOl Lower Bound Uppc::r Bound Mill. Ma ....

q 1 This wmpany has helpful employee Male 23 2.3043 .7648 .1595 1.9736 2.6351 1.00 3.00
1I,lIning Fema!.: 10 2..J:l33 .7719 1-111 2. J-t-t4 2722) 100 100

'1'01;11 51 23774 .7653 . III51 2.1664 2.5SIlJ I Oil ) .110
-
112 Our ":llIpll)yc,: Irailllllg programs arc Mak 22 1.8636 .7743 .1651 1.5203 2.2069 1.00 3.00
crr~..:ti\'e. Fe lila k 29 2.]448 .7209 1])9 2.07116 2.6190 1.00 100

TOlal 51 2.137) .7751 .1085 1.9193 2.3553 1.011 lOU

q3 We lIeed mme employee trailling Mak 19 2.3158 .8201 .1881 1.9205 2.7111 1.00 3.00
impltmellted remilk 28 2.4643 .7927 .1498 2.1569 2.7716 1.00 3.00

TIlI .•1
2.1 (JIJIl 2.bJ1l7 1.(1() J .0047 2.40"3 .7lJll·' .1165

q4 You have to ~ompkle a cenain amount of Mak 22 2.0909 .921 I .1964 1.6825 2.4993 1.00 3.00
Iralning h(lur~ hefore you are allowed 10 Femak 29 2.2414 .9124 .1694 1.89·0 2.5884 1.00 3.00
perform iI jllh l)/l youl Ilwn.

TOlal 51 2.1765 .9101 .1274 1.9205 2.4324 1.00 3.00

q5 My orgilllll;t111lll ~Ire~~e~ ~ll~tOll1er )crvice Male 23 2.0435 .8779 .1831 1.6638 2.4231 1.00 3.00
\I alnin~ Female 30 2.4667 7761 1417 2.1769 2.7565 1.110 100

TUial 53 2.2830 .8407 1155 2.0513 2.5148 100 3.00

'Ill 1 h;1\ chad CllSlnl1ler ~ervlce tr;lIl1illg III lhe Mak 22 2.1364 .8888 .1895 1.7423 25305 1.00 3.00
LIS! ,;ix mOlllhs. Fe 111;11..: ~9 21724 .8892 .1651 183~2 2.5106 1.00 3.00

Tlllal 51 2.1569 .880] .12.13 1.9093 24044 1.00 3.00-- ._~. ---- - -
lj I I ,,"I} h.ld ~1I)lullIl:r ~I:fVILt: (r.lullllg when 1 Male 2.\ 1.4783 .7903 16-18 1.1365 1.8200 1.00 3 on
b<:!!an my jllh hert". Felll;l!.: 29 1.79] I ll611l lSI)!) 1-1656 21206 1.00 3 no

Tol.1I 5~ 1.6538 .8375 1161 1.4207 1.8870 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
(;ENOER VS. ALL QUESTIONS (l - 4H)

T'\BI.E XIV, I'ART A: UESCRIllTIVES

SIl!. SIll. 95% Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean lJevialion Error Lower Bound UDper Bound Min. Max.
Illli have hal! III) ruqllmer service training 31 Male 23 1.7826 .9023 .1882 1.3924 2.1728 1.00 3.00
rhi~ jllh Fem;J1.: 26 1.5769 8086 .1586 1.2503 1.9035 1.00 3.00

lolal 49 1.6735 .8512 .121 () 1.42\)0 1.9180 LUll :1 1111_. .- -- ..... _-_. -----_.
~ -- - - ---

'I" \V,· ;11': C1lll'll\\I'ICd Male 22 2.2727 .7673 .1636 1.9325 2.6129 1.00 3.Ul)
Female 27 2.0.nO .5871 .1130 18048 22693 1.00 3 lIO
TOlal 49 2.1429 .6770 9.71:·02 1.9484 2.3373 1.0ll 3.1111-. - - --_. - - --_...- ..

'II () Whell hllillg. Ihe Jilier view process flllthi~ M31e 23 2.1304 .6944 .1448 1.8301 2.4307 1.00 3.00
e,1mpnllY i~ nol thll"H,!~h ("noll!!h. f'emak 30 2.0000 .6433 .1174 1751)8 2.2402 I no 31HI

Total 53 2.0566 .6626 9.11:·02 1.8740 2.2392 1.00 3.00
----- - _. - _. - --- ---

II II I h.I'·l' III 11l.11l~ 111I1lg\ III al complish 31 Male 23 20000 .7977 .1663 1.6550 2.3450 1.00 3.011
"",I; alld ll1lt l'llllll~h till1e to do Ihem all Femak 28 2.2500 .8444 .1596 1.9226 2.5774 1.00 31111

Total 51 2.1373 .8251 .1155 1.9052 2.3693 1.00 Hili._----- ---
q 12 I h;I\'I' 11111 Illudl P''1'l'[wlJr~. Male 23 1.7391 .8643 .1802 1.3654 2.1129 1.00 3.00

Female 29 1.7586 .9124 .1694 1.4116 2.1057 1.00 3.O()
Total 52 1.1500 .8828 .1224 1.5042 1.9958 1.00 3.00

_._._~--- - .._--
II 1.\ r-I:rIlY III Ihl' Illk, ;llId prou~l!lIIes make Male 23 1.91)0 .9002 .1871 1.5238 2.3023 1.00 3.00
dl)in~.1 ~(lll.t joh dilliuill f'emak 29 1.8621 .8334 .1548 1.5451 2.1791 1.00 3.011

Tllial 52 1.8846 .8553 .1186 1.6465 2.1227 1.00 3.0n- .- . -----
q 1·1 I "Ill II It'd Ih.11 I .I" nOI ~n(lw \\'h'll is Malt: 23 1.8696 .8689 .1812 1.4938 2.2453 1.00 3.00
l~,'illl: /111" IIh Ih,' "'I'.lIli/;lli,'n FClllak 10 17000 .9154 .1671 1.3582 20·118 1.00 300. .

lOlal 53 I.7136 .8910 .1224 1.5280 2.0192 1.00 3011_.. _--_. .. - _..- -
"I ~ r-ty ,II Ill' 1\ '\1)1 .\ L1l1l1pt:ICllt III performing Male: 23 2.6087 .5830 .1216 2.3566 2.8608 1.00 3.00
hl,1 hl"r illh Female 27 2.6667 .6202 .1194 2.4213 2.9120 100 J 00

TOlal 50 2.6400 .5980 8.51:-02 2.4701 2.8099 1.00 Hill
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
GENUER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (l - 48)

Tt\UI.E XIV, l'AnT A: l)ES<':IUI'TIV"~S

Sill Sill 95'if, ('llnfiJclIl.:e IlIlerval fur MC;III

N Mcan Deviation Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill. Mil)\.

416 WhclI I havc qllc5liollS, I feel my Male 23 2.6957 .5588 .1165 2.4540 2.9373 1.00 3.00
silperl'isor i, appro:1ch;lhle. Female 29 2.6897 6038 .1121 2.4600 2.9193 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 2.6923 .5787 8.0E-02 2.5312 2.8534 1.00 3.00.. _-----_.-
q 17 fl.ly ~lIpel I'hlll 1\ I;IIr hI me. Male 23 2.5217 .7305 .1523 2.2059 2.8376 1.00 3.00

Femak 29 2.5517 .7361 .1367 2.2717 2.8317 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 2.5385 .7266 .1008 2.3362 2.7407 1.00 3.IXI
-------- -----
lJ IRMy ~IIPl'l \ i~llr ~hllWS IOU lillie inleresl ill Male 23 1.6087 .7223 .1506 1.2963 1.9210 1.00 3.fXl
Iht: Ic('h,,!!~ llr ~lIhllldinah:S Fema It: 29 2.0345 .8653 .1607 1.7053 2.3636 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 1.8462 .8257 .1145 1.6163 2.0760 1.00 HIO
- - - 0- _ _ __

'III) I h~l' Ill)' \I) ""11..1.'1'. Male 23 2.7391 .4490 9.4E·02 2.5450 2.9333 2.00 3.0()

Femak ~I) 2.7931 .4913 9.IE-02 2.6062 2.98110 1.011 3.1I(J

Tolal 52 2.7692 .4693 6.5E-02 2.6386 2.891)9 I.OU 3.1Il1----------- -
q2\) 0111 ClIlllpJIIY plm iJcs rew;uJs 10 Male 21 2.3333 .7958 .1737 1.9711 2.6956 1.00 3.01.1
cl1\l'l()yf'c~ hased 1111 1"II!!lh (If employmellt Female JO 2.1333 .9371 .1711 1.7834 2.4833 1.00 J.(lll

TOlal 51 2.2157 .8789 .1231 1.9685 2.4629 1.00 J.(KI_. _. _. - -. --_. --- -- ---
,,21 (JIll cOlllp.lny ~lll\n lu I-l'ep liS employees Male 23 2.4783 .6653 ./387 2.1905 2.7660 1.00 3.00
II'lI'PY, Female 28 2.2857 .7127 .1347 20094 2.5621 1.00 3.011

TOI;II 51 2.3725 .6917 9.71::·02 2.1780 2.5671 1.00 H)()---_._.__.
q!! I he hl'lldil' alld sal:uy WI: In:elve are as Male 23 2.2609 .8100 .1689 1.9106 2.6/11 1.00 3.00
f!llllil:1_ 1110'1 olh,'r ['compelitors in lhe area. relll:"!.: 30 2.2000 .8867 .1619 1.8689 2.5\11 1.00 JJKI

TOI;.I 53 2.2264 .8467 .1163 1.9930 2.4598 I.()() J.()(I----- _._--- --
1I.D I hcrt: ;11" hClldll~ we l!u nOI have which Male 23 2.3043 .7648 .1595 1.9736 2.6351 1.00 3.00
we ~hClllld Female 30 2.2667 .8217 .1511 1.9576 2.5757 1.00 3.00

TOial 53 2.28]0 .7937 .1090 2.0643 2.5018 1.00 3.{)()
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
<a-:NUER VS. A Ll_ QUESTIONS (I - 4H)

TAIJU': XIV, .'ART A: DESCRII·... IVES

Sill Sid. 95% Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Devialion Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. Mil.ll.
q~~ WhclI I do a goull jllh, I receive recognilion Male 22 1.7727 ,812S .1732 14125 2.1330 1.00 3.00
fill' II Female: 29 21724 8048 1-11)5 1.8663 2.-1786 /.00 300

TlIlal 51 20000 82-16 .1155 1.7681 2.2319 100 l()(J
_._._-- -- ..._--. _.- -- ----

425 IlIdl\'I<1I1;\1\ who per for III well allheir job Male 23 2.0870 .7928 .1653 1.7441 2.4298 /.00 3.00
~lanJ a I!,lod chance nf h,'ill!! prom01eJ. Female: 30 22000 .7611 .1390 /.9158 2.4842 /.00 3.00

TOlal 53 2.1509 .7695 .1057 1.9388 2.3630 /.00 3.00_. _.- --- ._. ------ .

q2(J I alii ~JI\,IICJ wilh Illy chances for salary Male 23 1.8261 .7777 .1622 1.4898 2.1624 1.00 3.00
illl'lea~e~ Female 29 2.0345 .8230 .1528 1.7214 2.3475 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 1.9423 .8023 .1113 1.7189 2.1657 -~ lOll_ .. --- _.--- '---
q2/ IlIlelalllllllll salary, I feel apprecialcd hy Male 22 19545 .7854 .1675 1.6063 2.3028 1.00 3.00
lhe: 11r!!aIl17alil)ll. Female ]0 19000 .7120 .1300 1.6341 2.1659 /.0I1 300

1'Olal 52 19231 .7369 .1022 1.7179 2.1282 1.00 3.00- -_. - .. --_.__ .
'12H I led jIl.dc III Illy Inh Male 23 2.3478 .8317 .1734 1.9882 2.7075 1.00 3.00

remale 30 2.3667 .7649 .1396 2.0811 2.6523 1.00 3.00
Tllial 53 2.3585 7868 .1081 21416 2.5754 1.00 lOll- - --- - - - - - - -- - _._------

q~l) I ~""II'IIII\l" 1c:1111I)- JII" I~ rlJlIllk~s. M:Jk 23 1.9565 .8779 1831 1.5769 2.3362 1.00 3.00

remak 30 22333 8172 .14')2 1.9282 2.5]85 100 JO(l

TUlal 53 2.1132 M72 .IIM 1.8797 2.3467 100 3.00--- ----_ ... --
q.111llil-c tlllIllg Ihis I"'" Male 23 2.6087 .6564 .1369 2.3249 2.8925 1.00 3.00

remah: 10 2.5333 7303 1333 22606 28060 I DO )()()

TOlal 53 2.5660 .6936 9.5E·02 2.3748 2.7572 1.00 3.011--------
q II I kd I Iiolve IJet'n wllll-ed 1110 hald. Male 23 1.9565 .9283 .1936 15551 2.3579 100 3.00

FemJIe 30 17667 .8584 .1567 1.4461 2.0872 1.00 3 on
TOlal 53 18491 8857 .1217 1.6049 2.()932 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
GENDER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I ·48)

T:\ UI.E XIV, I'ART A: UESCRU'TIVES

SlcJ. Sill 95% lllnlidclIl:C Inlcrv:1! 1'.... Mean

N Mean Oe:vialiun Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill. Mall.
q)2 I kd llial olhel S aruullcJ 1IIe: are nul Male: 23 2.0000 .8528 .1778 1.6312 2.3688 1.00 3.00
wOlklll!' h~rt' ,'n01/!!h. Pemak 30 2.0000 8710 1590 1.67.18 23252 I 00 :1 Oil

TOlal 53 2.0000 .8549 .1174 1.76-14 2.2356 1.00 lllll
.. --- _. --
qJ.\ 111,'11: ,~Il111 1/11,.:11 hidcling ancJ lighting al Male 23 1.7391 ,8643 .1802 1.3654 2.1129 1.00 3.00
\\'111 ~ Femah- )0 19333 .8683 .1585 1.6091 2.2576 1.00 3.0(1

TOlal 53 1.8491 .8637 .1186 1.6110 2.0871 1.00 3 1111
~_._-- .__._-

q \.\ I lIa\l: III \\ UI ~ IwcJn al Illy jub hecause uf Male 23 2.1739 .8341 .1739 1.8132 2.5346 1.00 3.(K)
Ih,' "" ,'nllw{,:nc(" of, tl· workers. Fernak 29 1.8276 .8.181 .1575 1.5050 2.1502 I.OI) 3.00

1'01;11 52 1.9808 .8515 .1181 1.7437 2.2178 1.0Il 100
--_.- ------ -_. - ---

q \) 11i.I\C l"'lllClllpl,llcl! qUilling my .jub here. Male 23 2.0435 .9283 .1936 1.6421 2.4449 1.00 3.00

Female 30 1.9333 ,9803 .1790 1.5613 2.2994 l.flO 1110

Tolal 53 1.9811 .9505 .1306 1.7191 2.2431 1.00 3.()()
'--'-' -
4.16 '1 his liuld pn'pnly has low employee Malc 23 1.5652 .6624 .1381 1.2788 1.8516 1,00 3.0n
!1II1l0VC-r r:llc-s. Femak 29 1.6207 8200 1523 1.3088 1.9326 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 1.5962 .7478 .1037 1.3880 1.8043 1.00 3,(1(1_... __ ._- . --- _. --
qJ7 Ihe III.IJIlfIly 1I1'lur empillyees have been Male 23 1,6522 .8317 ,1134 1.2925 2,0118 1.00 3.00
rllll'llI)'l'<I :It Ihi~ hOld f"r OIl k:l~1 onc- year Fem;lIt: 30 1.5667 .6789 .11-10 13132 1.8202 11K) 3 no

TOlal 53 1.6038 .7-126 .1020 1.3991 18085 UK) 300
- --- -----
'1.HI LI1Iplll>l'C ,oI""lIlt' h,l\ allt'linJ '"" Icvd of Male 23 2.2174 ,7952 ,1658 1.8735 2,5613 1.00 3.00
l'IIQ,1I11"1 \;1I1~1;1{'11111I relll;lIl' JIl 2 )(107 .8087 .1477 20(1-l7 26686 I (HI .1 00

1'01.11 53 2 311 19 .7987 .10?7 2 U817 2.5220 I 00 .I 00._----- _. ._-_._- ---
q I') We ;1/1: CIlII,t;llllly lIncJcr·~13ffed. Male 23 2.4348 .7278 ,1517 2.1201 2,7495 1.00 3.(X)

remak 30 2.0667 .8277 .IS II 1.7576 2.3757 1.00 lOll
TOlal 53 2.2264 .8000 .1099 2.0059 2.4469 UN) HIO

1
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ONEWAY ANA LYSIS
GENDER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I - 48)

T:\U1.E XIV,I'AUT A: UESClUI'TIVES

SIll. Sill 95% Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Devialion Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. Mall.
'1.10 We h;lve a 10)';\1 glllllp of slahlt: cmpl'lyees. Male 23 2.1739 .8869 .1849 1.7904 2.5574 1.00 3.00

Fcmak 30 2.1000 .8847 1615 I. 7696 2.·n04 1.00 3.nO

TOlal 53 2.1321 .8779 .1206 1.8901 2.3741 1.00 3.00-------_.__._----
4~ I We l'ollSlalllly h;I\'C cmployee nll·shuws. Male 23 2.3043 .7648 .1595 1.9736 2.6351 1.00 3.00

Femalc 29 2.0345 .9056 .1682 1.6900 2.3790 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 2.1538 .8491 .1177 1.9175 2.3902 1.00 3.0n
- ------------
q~2 We all' ((lllSlalllly l(loking for new Male 23 2.3043 .7648 .1595 1.9736 2.6351 1.00 3.00
elll"lovct"'. Femak 30 2.4000 8137 1486 2.0962 2.7038 1.00 300

TOlal 53 2.3585 .7868 1081 2.1416 2.5754 1.00 3 (H)
--- -- . - ------_.

'1-1.\ t-.l)' "1~al1iZali"n SlrL'sses ulslomcr Male 22 2.5909 .6661 .1420 2.2956 2.8863 1.00 3.0n
sali\LIl'liol1 Female 29 2.6552 .4837 9.0(:-02 2.4712 2.8392 2.00 J.on

Tolal 51 2.6275 .5643 7.9E02 2.4687 2.7862 1.00 3.(HI
- .... ----- - --- -

4-1·11 kl\l' mall)' 11l1t'lal'lHIIlS wllh cuslomers. Male 23 2.3478 .8317 .1734 1.9882 2.7075 1.00 3.00

Fe-male 30 2.8000 .5509 .1006 2.5943 3.0057 1.00 ]JII)

TOlal 53 2.6038 .7163 9.8E-02 2.4063 2.8012 1.00 J.OO
-----.'--- --
'1-t'i Sali\IYll1g a lllsllllllcr is Ihe IIlllsl imporlanl t'-hk 23 2.5652 .7278 .1517 2.2505 2.8799 1.00 3.0n
a\Il<TI of illY jllh Female 30 2.7000 .6513 .1189 2.4568 2.9~)2 1.00 3.00

Twal 53 2.6415 .6820 9.4E-02 2.4535 2.8295 1.00 3 no
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
GENI>ER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I ~ 48)

TAUI.E XIV, PART A: IlESCRlrTIVES

Sid. Sid. 95% Cunfidence InlCrv:l1 for Mean

N Mt:an Deviation ElTor Lower Bound UDDer Bound Min. Mall.
<I4h I kd I wlluld serve (ustomers beller if il Male 23 1.9130 .7928 .1653 1.5702 2.2559 1.00 3.00
\\TI(' nol f"r allllf lilt' red tape. Female- 10 19333 ,9072 .1656 1.5946 2.2721 1,00 3.00

Tlllal 53 19245 .8514 ,1170 1.6898 2,1592 100 3.00
--~ -- -_. ----_._--- _..

1f·17 I kcl I .1111 dlnll\'c OIl IIIJl-lIIg my Male 22 2,]636 .8477 .1807 1.9878 2.7395 1.00 . 3.00
(1I,ltlllH'l~ ':lli,l'lt'd Femak 30 2.7667 5683 .10]8 2.55-15 29789 1.00 ] Ill)

Towl 52 2.5%2 .7211 J OE·OJ 2.]')54 2.7961) 100 1.00.- - - ._. ---
1f·IM I hI' ~l'l \'1\.'( I.:\'cl al Ihis hOld IS (onsl:llllly Male 23 1.8261 .8341 ,17]9 1.4654 2.1868 1.00 3.00
(,,~cl'edill!! e~rt'rl"'lllllS, Femak 29 2.1379 .7894 1466 1.8377 2.4382 1.00 ].00

TOlal 52 2.0000 .8165 .1132 1.7727 2.2273 100 3.110



ONEWAY A ALYSIS
GENDER \·s. ALL QUESTIO S (l ·48)

TABLE XIV. PART B: TEST OF HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES

Levene I I IStatistic dfl df2 Sil!o
q1 This company nas helpful

023 I 51 .880employee uaining.

q2 Our employee uaining
.002 I 49 .966

programs are effective.

q3 We need more employee
.085 1 45 .772

tranmg implemented.

q4 You have to complete a
cenain amount of tmining
hours before you are allowed .012 1 49 .913
to pertonn a job on your
own.

q5 My organIzation stresses
.451 I 51 .505

customer service tmining.

q6 I have had customer
servIce [mining in [he last si" .018 I 49 .894
months.

q7 I only had customer
service training when 1 began .884 I 50 .352
my job here.

q8 I have had no cuslomer
1.121 1 47 .295

senice training at Ihis job.
Iq9 We are empowered. 6.384 I 47 .01.5

qlO When hiring. the
internew process for Ihis

.977 I 51 .328
company is not thorough
enough.

q 11 1 have 10 many things 10

accomplish at work and not 1.376 I 49 .246
enough lime 10 do Ihem all.

q 12 I have 100 much
484 I 50 490

paperwork.

q 13 Many of the rules and
procedures make doing a .519 I 50 .47.5
good job difficult.

q 14 I oflen feel that I do nct
lenow what is gOing on with 708 I 51 404
the organization.

q 15 My supervisor IS

competent In perromung hlsl 033 I 48 856
her Job. I

q 16 When I have questions. 1

Ifeel mv supervisor IS 047 1 ! 50 829
approachable. I
q 17 \1v suoer"lsor IS (:m lC

I
I

I .. 003 j 0
I

958
me.

qlS \1v suoen'lsor shows too

I I
I

Iittk Interest In the te:imes -:'98 I 50 i 376Iof suboramates.

I 51) I019! like mvcQ- .... orl(ers. '7~ ! I 603



ONE'WAY A. ALYSIS
GENDER vs. ALL QUESTIO~S (l . ~8)

TABLE XIV. PART B: TEST OF HOMOGE~'EITYOF VARL\NCES

Levene I IStatistic dfl df2 Sil[o
q20 Our company proVides
rewards to employees based 3.199 1 49 .080
on length of employment.

q21 Our company senves to
.063 1 ~9 .803k.ccp its employees happy.

q22 The benefits and salary
we receive are as good as

.878 1 51 .353
most other competitors in Ihe
area..

q23 There arc benefits we do
~77 I 51 .493

not have which we should.

q24 When I do a good job. I
.025 1 49 .875receive recognition for it.

q25 lndividua.ls who pertorm
well at their job stand a good .002 1 51 .967
chance of being promoted.

q26 I am satisfied with my
.025 t 50 .876

chances for salary increases.

q27 In relation to salary, 1
feel apprecialed by the .268 I 50 .607
organization.

q28 I feel pnde in my job. .422 I 51 .519

q29 I someumes fell my job
090 I 51 .766

is pointless.

q30 11ikc doing this job. .617 I 51 .436

qJ J J feel I have been
415 1 51 .522

worked too hard.

q32 J feellhat others around
me arc not working hard 088 I 51 .768
enough.

q33 There IS 100 much
bickenng and fighling :II 051 I 51 .822
work.

q34 I have 10 work harder :II
my job because of Ihe 047 I 50 .829
incompelence of co-workers.

q35 I have contemol:lled
1.434 I 51 .237

quitting mv job here.

q36 This hOlel oropenv hOlS
:.382 I 50 .129

low employee lurnover rales.

q37 The malOnty 01 our
employees have been

:.::86 t I 137
employea Jt lhlS hOlel lor :I:

I i
least one vear. I

I , I
q38 Emoiovee aDsence hJ.s

,
II I

afieclea our levei or !36 : I 5J I -I~

CUSlomer sJl1SfaclIOr.. I !
I I

q39 We Jrc consl:lnllv I I

. ;70 I I i 51 I b82
under-SIJlfed



ONE\VAY A~ ALYSIS
GENDER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (l . ~8)

TABLE XIV, PART B: TEST OF HOMOGENEITY OF VARlANCES

Levene
I I IStatistic dfl df2 Si2.

q40 We have a loyal group 01
.009 I 51 I .924

stable employees.

q41 We consWltly have I
1.605 1 50 I .::11

emplo~ no-shows. I

q42 We are constantly
.312 1 51 I .579

looking for new employees.

q43 My organization stresses
2.220 I 49 .143

customer satisfaction.

q44 ] have many imeractions
12.803 I 51 .001

with customers.

q45 Satisfying a customer is
the most imponam aspect of 1.201 I 51 .278
my Job.

q46 I feel I would serve
Icustomers better if it were 2.281 I 5\ 137

not for all of the red tape. I

q47 I feel I am effective at
malting my customers 11.195 1 50 .002
satisfied.

q48 The servIce level at this
hocel is constantly exceeding .313 J 50 .578
expectations.

, I I

t})
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
(;l~NUER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I - 48)

TAUU.. XIV, I'AUT C: ANOV,\

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square f Sig.-

q 1 Ihis wlIlp.lny has helplul UC:lwccn Groups .217 I .217 .365 .548
"'11['I,)y,"(' rr;linin/! Wilhin Groups :10.216 51 .593

Tllial 30.453 52._--- -~- ._._----
q2 ()nl elllployee Iraining Between liroups 2.897 I 2.897 5.229 .027
prllJ!nllll~ arc effective. Wilhin Groups 21.143 49 .554

Tolal 30.039 50- _.- ------_.
,,3 We ncn! 111"1': l'lIlplo)'ce BClwcCII Gruups .250 I .250 .386 .537
113ininl! il1lpll."mcnted Wilhin Groups 2lJ.070 45 .646

Tllial
29.319 46

------~. - ----- - ------- ,
'I" Yon have Itl l:IIIllJllelc a lIel weell Groups .283 I .283 .337 .564
cellain .11111111111 llf Ir;linin!! Within Groups -t 1.121) 49 839
h,.nls l>t"lllll' )1'" .11L' .dllmt'J TlllJI 4UI2 50.---.. .... L...........- ~~L_ ....... _.........

q'i ~ty 1l11;.1I111a1lCln slll;S~O Bctw\:clI G/llUPS 2.332 I 2.)32 3.454 .069
Clhltlll't" ~t/l ilT II ;Iining Wllhill Groups )·U23 51 .675

Towl 36.755 52_._---_. --- ----.
'161 hJ\\: h"d 1 u\lolllcr Belwc:en Groups 1.626E-02 I 1.626E-02 .021 .887
51.'1\'1(1.' ruinillg in rht !:lsI ~i ... Wilhin GrollPS )8729 49 .790
mundi' Tolal )8.745 50--- ----
«7 I '!Ill) h.lu lU~ltlllll'r Between Groups 1271 I 1.271 1.843 .181
"., \ II'\: II.llnin/! wlwII 1 he!!:!11 Wllhill (Jrnllp\ .lot 41)8 50 .690
Ill) I"h I,,"e TIII:!1 ]5.769 51
qS I h:l\'l' hau 1111 ul'llllllcr Between Groups .516 1 .516 .708 .404
~,'I \ I(e Ir.linillg al lhis j.,h Within Groups ),-1259 47 .729

Tol:!1 ].U76 48



,J

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
(;ENIlER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I - 48)

T/\BLE XIV, PART C: ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square f Si~.

'II) W.: ar.: C:IlIPIIW':I<'d fklween Groups .673 I .673 1.484 .229
WlIllln GrollPS ]) 327 47 .454
TlIlal 22.000 48

- --- ------- ..- .
'110 Whl'lI hillll!:!, Ihl" Bel w.:ell GIllUpS .221 I .221 .500 .483
illlCI view proe'l'SS for Ihis Willllll Groups n601) 51 .443
'''lllp.IIlY IS 11111 Ih'lf'lIIgh Tlllal 22.830 52
~-~

q II I havl" III IlIallY Ihillgs 10 Belween Gruups .781) I .789 1.163 .286
:IC:c'''l11plish :1I WtH ~ :llId nlll Within Groups 33.250 49 ,679
1'lllllI~h lime' I.' dlllhclII all. Tllial 34.039 50--_.
'112 I h:1\ l' hll> IIIlIL h Oelweell Gruu;'ls 4.871E-03 I 4.873E-03 .006 .938
1'.1 p,' I \I (II ~ Within Groups Jl) 745 50 .795

TUlal 39750 51--_.
'11.\ M.III) lilliit' rules allJ Bel Wl"ell (Jrl>ups 3.3J3E·02 I 3,333E·02 .045 .833
IHI" rdllle, 11Ia~(' Jnin!! ;l Wilhin Groups )7274 50 745
!:lInd jll" dillililli Till;} I 37.308 51--_._-_... -
'1,.\ t ,,11,'11 It'd Ih,ll 1.111 III>' Belw,:clI (illlUpS .374 I .374 .467 .498
knl'" I' h:11 i~ r' IIII!! 1111 II ilh WlIllin GrollPS -to.909 51 .802
Ih,' u'l,:alli/,llhlll 1'uI.I\ 41283 52

.-

q15 ~ly ~lIPl'1\ i~1H I~ BelweeJl Gruups 4.174E-02 I 4.174E-02 ,liS .736
Clml[lt'h'nl In pf"lfOmlilig his! Within Groups 17.478 48 .364
ht:l JI>" rOla) 17,520 49-----
q Ib Wht:1l I ha\e qll':~1I0IlS, I Relween Gruups 4.613E-04 I 4.6I3E-04 .001 .971
f"l" \ my snl'("rvi~llr is Wilhin Groups 17.076 50 .342
aprlll:llhahk

1'01:11 17.077 51
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
GENDER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I - 48)

TABLE XIV, l'An... C: ANOVA

Sum uf
SI}Uares c.Jr Mean Square F Sil!.-

q 17 t\ly ~UPl:IVI~41r I~ lair II) Uelween Uruups I. I53E-Ol I I.IS3E-02 .021 .884
Ill<' Wilhin Groups ~6 t) 12 50 .5]8

Tplal 26.92] 51-------_._- --_._-
'I I11 My ~upt'lvisor shows 100 RelwccfI Groups 2.325 I 2.325 3.584 .064
hllk· iUIl"rl:SI in Ihe feelings Wilhin Groups )1.444 50 .649
1,1 \uhtlldlnalt:s

TOIal 3U69 51-- --" --
'III) I h".: Ill)' lO \\llIkl~. Relwl:cn UIlIUpS 3737E-02 I 3.137E-U2 .167 .685

Wilhin Groups 11.193 50 .224
Tolal 11.231 51

. ---_..._--- ---
'110 Our l'I1lllpany provides Relwecn GlOupS .494 I .494 .635 .429
rnv.lrd, rll C"mplll)ccs hased Within Grollps 311.133 49 .778
011 kll!:lh "r l'lllplPyl11L'1l1. TOlal 38.627 50-----
'111 Ollr (olllpany ql i Vt'~ III DelwecfI Groups .468 I .468 .978 .328
kcl'1' ils Clllpl\l)l'CS happy. \Vilhin Groups 1345] 49 .479

T"lal 23.922 50
-~----_.._-

'121 '1 hc hClichts alll! ~Jlary Relweefl Groups 4.824E-02 I 4.824E-02 .066 .798
\\C IClCivl' arc as good :IS Within Groups )7235 51 .730
11ll'<1 lIlhel ((IIIlIWIII"1 s ill Ihc I'oul 37.283 52
~.... _-
q2.1 Th"IC :IIC h<:nclll~ we do Bel wccn GIllUpS 1.8-t9E-02 I J.849E-02 .029 .866
Illll ";I\l' \dlltl. \\C ,",,"Il.! \Vllhifl GrollPS 3~ 736 51 .642

rllial 32755 52-- - .. -- -- -- --
(12.\ WhL'1I I ti,l a gll"dJllh.1 Bel ween (jIlJIlPS 1.998 I 1.~~11 3.060 .087
ICU:IVC rClll!!mliun for ir. Wllhin Groups 32002 49 .653

TOlal 34.000 50
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
GENnER vs. Al.L QUESTIONS (I ·48)

Tt\IILE XIV, PAin C: ANOVA

Sumof
Squares df Mean S4uare F Sil!.

q25 IlldlvlJlIab v. 11,1 pt'lllIllI1 lklwCCII Grllups .166 I .166 .277 .601
"dl al their j(lb ~Iand a l!()lld Witllill Gronps .\0626 51 (101
,1I;ln,'c III I"'ing (lllllllll,,'d Tlllal 30.792 52 -
q2(1 I am ~alislil'l.l Willi Illy Belween GIUUpS .551 I .557 .863 .357
,'h:lllt e' lor $:llar)' IIK't:ases Wilhin Groups 31.270 SO .645

Tolal 32.8n 51-- ._-
q27 IliidalHlIl hI sal.lly, I Betweell Groups 3. 776E-02 I 3.776E-02 .068 .795
ft'd :lpprrciatt·" hy lhe \Vilhin Groups :n.655 50 .553
III !!ani/:llllIn

Tllial 27.692 51----_._-_.
q:K 1 it'd pi idt' III III)' Illh. Belween GlUllpS 4621E-03 I 4.62IE·03 .007 .932

Wllhin Grollps ):?18~ 51 631

TOlal 32.189 52-
q2 1) I Slllm:tII1lC~ fdlmy joh B{'lweclI Groups .998 1 .99H 1.401 .242
is pllinllcss. \Vllhin Groups 36.323 51 .712

1'111aI 37.321 52--_. - - - -- -------
'130 I III.e dlling IllIs Illh. BetweclI Groups 7394E-02 I 7.394E·02 .151 .699

Wllhin Groufls 24.945 51 .489

Tlllal 25019 52---_._-_._--
II1\ I feel I hal'e hcen Belween Groups .469 I .469 .594 .445
W(li 1:",111,,) hald Wllhin Groufls ·W 321 51 .791

rlllal -10.792 52----_. - - ... _- - -
,,\1 I h:d lh:ll 1I111l'rs :HolinJ Between GIIIUpS .000 I .000 .000 1.000
1111: :ne nlll working halll W,lhin Groups )1l.000 51 .745
<:1l'11l~11. J'olal 38000 52



g

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
GENDER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (I - 48)

TABLE XIV, I'ART c: ANOVA

Sum of
SlIuares df Mean Square F Si2.

q U Thtle is 11I1I IlIUl:h Helween (JIOUPS .491 I .491 .654 .423
hic~eJinl-: OIud nghlin~ al Wilhill (JIllUPS 3~.]01 51 .751
\I'(IIK

rOlal ]8.792 52---- - - - . --- -
q.l-II hall' III I\'ll~ h:lIlkl 01\ Iklwcen UIllUpS I 5]8 1 1.538 2.170 .147
Ill\' 1(1t> hl'l ~1I,e (If III" Wilhin Grllups ) 'i.44~ 50 709
illl'IIlIlI'C'II'1I1T "f ell \\t'I~l'I' T..lal ]6.981 51
--_._~-_._- ---
q \5 I h", " (""ll·lll,,!.lh'" Ih:IWc:cll (jroups .158 1 .158 .172 .680
qllilllll~ Illy jll" hcre Wllhin Gruups -to.8D 51 .918

Tllial 46.981 52- -------_._._.
q)(l TIm 11111..:1 pr"l'erly h~s Belwecn (jruups 3.9-t7E-02 I 3.947E-02 .069 ,793
Illw employre lumo\,l'I ral~s, Within (Jrnllps 211.-t80 50 .570

TlIlal 28519 51-_.- ~.~-- -_. -- ---
q\7 rilL' IlIoI)lIlll)' III 1I111 Belween Groups 9.519E-02 1 9.519E-02 .170 .682
('l1ll'lll)CCS kill' hrcn Wllhin Groups 211584 51 .560
l"lllplll)rd .,llhi, hlllell"r al

TOlal 28.679 52
L....................-..~

tt III Emp)")'I'l' :lh"'lll:e h:ls Aelween Gruups .290 I .290 .450 .505
OIrkl'l~d nlll level ", Within (irnllps 32880 51 .645
L'lI,llll1lrl,:lIisLll',i'lll

TlIlal 33.170 52
tt1q We all' ('1111'1:11111)' BCIWCCII GIlIUpS 1.764 I 1.764 2.855 .097
IIlltk"~IJ(fl'(1 \\11111111 (j1t)(Jps 31 519 51 (d8

T,II;II 33.283 52-
4.10 We hal'e a Illyal group uf Belwcen Groups 7.112E-02 1 1.112E·02 .091 .765
~I:lhl~ C'lIlrl())~l'~ Wilhin Groups ~OOO4 51 ,784

T'llal 40,075 52



C)

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
(;I~NI)ER vs. AI.). QUESTIONS (I - 48)

TABI.E XI\',I'AItT C: ANOVA

SUIll uf
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

q.11 We l'lJu'iulllly have Belween Groups .934 I .934 1.303 .259
cnlplnyce uo· ,bnws Wilhin Groups 35.835 50 .717

lllial 36769 51-_. _. - -
'1.12 W,' JIC '·'"I,l.lIllly Aelw,'cu ('IUUpS 119 1 .119 .lll9 .665
IOIl~iug for 11"W (·rnployrcs. Wilhin Groups 32010 51 629

Tlllal 32.189 52- .- ------ --_. _.
'1,1 \ I\ly IlIgallilalll l U~11l'SSl'S Between Groups 5166E-02 I 5.I66E-02 .160 .691
clI'lIlIl1Cr \:lli,faCIIPn Wilhin Groups 151:170 49 .324

Twal 15922 50------- -----
'I-II I have lII:IIIY 1I11ela<.:IIlJI1S l3elween Grnups 2662 I 2.662 5.652 .021
willi nlSllllllcrs \Vllhin Groups 24.017 51 471

lOlal 26619 52
- ._--------------

ll·1:) S:lIl,I)llIg a <.:USI,HllCr is I3rt"'eell UIUUpS .237 I .237 .504 .481
Ihl' Illost impoltant :lsprcl of Wilhin GI0I1PS 23952 51 470
Illy jllh.

TOlal 24189 52----_.__.-.-
'1.H) I f\"<:1 1"ullid SCI' e Oelwcen Gruups 5360E-03 I 5.360E-03 .007 .932
<':11\1')111<"1\ heller if it Wl"I"C Within Groups 31693 51 739
Ilill fill .lIllIllhe rl'oIl:lpr. lllial 37698 52---------
q.17 I krll am clfelli,'c :11 Belwceu Grllups 2.062 I 2.062 4.215 .045
m:,I-111g IllY c."llIllIers Wilhin Groups 2·U58 50 .489
,.,,,,1"1(''\

TIII.II 26519 51-_._--- _. - _.
q-l~ '1 Ii.: ~el \ 1\ t: 10.:, d ;11 this Relween Uruups 12~7 I 1.247 1.904 .174
Ihlil'! is "onSl:l1l1ly o"rcding Wllhin Groups 32.753 50 .655
npe'laliollS TUI31 34.000 51
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs.I-18, 20- 48)

TAU!.E XV, PART A: Ilescrlptivcs

Sid. Sid 95% Confidence Interval for Mean

N Mean Deviation Error lower Bound Upper Bound Min. MalL
41 '1 Ills wlllpany has helplul c:mpluyee Disagree 2 1.S000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
II :lininp. Neutr:ll 10 2.5000 .5270 .1667 21230 2.8770 2.00 3.00

Agr~c 42 2.3571 .8211 .1267 2.1013 2.6130 /.00 3.00

TOlal 54 2.3519 .7808 .1063 2.1387 2.5650 1.00 ,3.00--_.._----
ql Ollr clllpillycc lr:lining programs are Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
efkcli"e. Nelllral 10 2.2000 .4216 .1333 1.8984 2.5016 2.00 3.00

Agree 40 2.1000 .8412 .1330 1.8310 2.3690 1.00 3.00

Total 52 2.1154 .7835 .1087 1.8973 2.3335 1.00 3.00-----
q] We nced morc employee Iraining Disagree 2 3.0000 .0000 .0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
implr Illcnled. Neutral 8 1.8750 .6409 .2266 1.3392 2.4108 1.00 100

Agree 38 2.5000 .7970 .12!)3 2.2380 2.7620 1.00 3.00

Toral 48 2.4167 .7945 .1147 2.1860 2.6474 1.00 3.00.----- -~----

4~ You havc 10 ('()Inrle1e a cerlain Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
:1Il11111ll' of Ir.lininp h(\nr~ lx-fore yOIl are Neutral 9 2.0000 .8660 .2887 1.3343 2.6657 1.00 31M)
;111111<cll III pC1fll,nl a ,ob on YUllr o.... n. Agree ~I 2.1951 .9279 .1449 1.9022 2.4880 1.00 3.IMI

TOlal
52 21531l .9158 .1270 1.8989 2.40811 /.00 3.00

-
<)5 My urganizalion ~Iresses cu~tomer Disagree 2 2.0000 /.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 /.00 3.00
~t'l vicc ll:lininp Neulral 10 2.3000 .8233 .2603 1.7111 2.8889 1.00 3.00

Agree ..2 2.3()c)5 .8407 .1297 20476 2.5715 1.00 3.00
Total 54 2.2963 .8385 .1141 2.0674 2.5252 1.00 3.00
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. AI.L QUESll0NS (19 vs. I -18,20 - 48)

TAUI.I£ XV, IlART A: Uescr-illlivcs,-
Std. Sid. 95% Confidence Interval (or Mean

N Mean Deviatiun Error Lower Bound Upoc:r Bound Min. Max.
q(l I have had CU~IOll\er service training Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
in Ih" bq ~i, IIlI1l1th~. Neutral 10 20000 .6667 2108 1.5231 2.4769 1.00 3.00

Agree 40 2.1750 9306 .1471 1.8714 2.4726 1.00 3.00
TOlal 52 2.1346 8863 .1229 1.8879 2.3813 1.00 3.00._------

47 I \lilly hiJd CU~hHller service Iraining Disagree 2 2.0000 .0000 .0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 2.00
"hen I hegan my io" here. Neutral 10 17000 .8233 .2603 11111 2.2889 1.00 3.00

Agree 41 1.6341 .8590 .1341 1.3630 1.9053 1.00 3.00
Total 53 1.6604 .8307 .1141 1.4314 1.8894 1.00 3.00

48 I haw had Ill) cuslorner service Disagree 2 1.0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.00 1.00
trainillg a\ thi~ job. Neutral 9 1.6667 .7071 .2357 1.1231 2,2102 1.00 100

Agree 40 1.6750 .8883 .1405 1.3909 1.9591 1.00 3.00

Total 51 1.6471 .8444 .1182 1.4096 1.8845 1.00 3.00.__ .

ql) We are cmpowered, Disagree 2 1.0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.00 1.00
Neulral 9 2.1111 .6009 .2003 1.6492 2.5730 1.00 3.00
Agree 39 2.1795 .6833 .1094 1.9580 2.4010 1.00 3.00
TOIal 50 2.1200 .6893 9.7E-02 1.9241 2.3159 1.00 3.00- --- --- ._--

410 Whcn Jill In!!. Ihe interview proce~s Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 ·10,7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
for 111i~ cornp;lI1y I~ nlll Ihorough Nelltral 10 1.9000 .5676 .1795 14939 2.3061 1.00 3.00
("n,'lIr l1 Agree: 42 2,1429 6833 .1054 1.9299 2.3558 1.00 300

TOlal 54 2.0926 .6804 9.3E·02 19069 2.2783 1.00 3.00-_.- . ----_.
411 1h.lYe hI many things tll Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 /4.7062 1.00 3.00
accomplish al \l'1ll ~ and 1111' ellflugh Neutral 10 2.3000 .4830 .1528 1.9544 2.6456 2,00 3.00
II/m: III till Iht'11i :111

Agree 40 2.0750 .8883 .1405 1.7909 2.3591 1.00 3.00

- TOlal 52 2.1154 .8321 .1154 18837 2.3470 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs. I - 18,20 - 48)

Tt\IH.E XV, PAIn' A: Descriplivcs

Sid Sill. 95% lonfillence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Deviatiun ElTor Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill. MOl}!.
If 12 I have: I<~I Illlu:h paperwork. Disagree 2 2.5000 .7071 .5000 -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00

Nelltral III 20000 .6667 .2108 1.5231 2.4769 1.00 300
Aglce: -11 1.6829 .9338 .1-t58 1.3882 1.9777 1.00 3.00
Total 5J 1.7736 .8910 .1224 1.5280 2.0192 1.00 '3.00._----- ---- -

II I I Mall)' "f Iht' HiltS ;lIld prllcedures Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 ·10.7062 14.1062 1.00 100
1l1:lke tllIi/lg ;r 1-:"".1 I"'" diflinJlI. Ne:lllral 10 2.1000 .5616 .171)5 1.6939 25061 I.(M' 3 1111

Agree 41 1.8531 .9100 .1421 1.5664 2.1409 1.00 3.00
TOial 53 19057 .8608 .1182 1.6684 2.1429 1.00 3.elO---- ---_.- -

II 1·1 loflt'n fcc:llh:u I (Ill 1I0t knllw whal Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
i\ j:!llin~ Oil wilh Ihe: llr~ani7ati()n. Neulral 10 2.0000 .8165 .~582 14159 2.5841 1.00 300

Agree 42 1.7381 .9122 .1408 1.4538 2.022-t 1.00 3011
Total 54 1.7963 .8982 .1222 1.5511 2.0415 1.00 3.00---

lJ 15 My supnvisor is competcnt in Disagree 2 1.5000 .1011 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
perfllllnlllg hi~1 her jllh. Neutral 10 2.3000 .6749 .2134 1.8172 2.7828 1.00 100

Agree 39 2.7436 .5486 H.8E·02 25658 2.9214 1.00 3.00
Total 51 2.6078 .6349 8.9E-02 2.4293 2.7864 1.00 3.00--------

lJ 16 WhclI I havc questions, I feel my Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
~lIp~r\ i~(lf i, apP'l\:\ch:1nle Neutral l) 2.3333 .7071 2351 1.7898 2.8769 1.00 3.00

Agree -t2 27619 .5323 I1.2E·02 2.5960 2.9278 1.00 100
J"'JlJI 53 2.6604 .6184 8.5E 112 2.48(1) 28108 I nil 1011

- -- - ---_.
q 17 My ~lIl'l'l\ I~IH i\ lair 10 IIlC. Uis:ll:ree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.IM)

Neutral 9 20000 .7071 .2357 1.~565 2.5435 1.00 3.00
Agrce 42 2.6905 .6435 99E-02 2.4900 2.8910 1.00 3.00
TOlal 53 2.5472 .7223 9.9E-02 2.3481 2.7463 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIlU)NMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs. 1 -18,20 - 48)

r.\BI.E XV, PART A: Ucscri"li\'t~s

Std. Sid. 95% Confidence Interval for Mean

N Mean Deviatiun Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill. M......
q l!l My SUpCI vism shows 100 Iillh: Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 ·10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
iIlICIt'~! III the fl'elillgs of ~uhllrdiniltcs Neulral 10 21\000 .51M 1(,3:1 2.0306 2.769~ 2.00 100

Agree -tt 1.6821) .8197 .1280 1.4242 1.9417 1.1111 .3.1111

TUlal 53 1.8302 .8259 .1134 1.6025 2.0578 1.00 ·3.00

q'20 Our compally prl,vldes rewards 10 Oisagree 2 3.0000 .0000 .0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
nllr1llyres hased lin length of NCUlral l) 17778 .6667 .2222 1.2653 2.2902 1.00 3.00
CIIlplll} '"l'lll Agree -tl 2.H15 .8835 .1380 2.0626 2.6203 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 2.2692 .8658 .1201 2.0282 2.5103 1.00 3.00----.. ~ - - ---
q21 1)\1[ company slJ'ives III keep ils Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
empillyecs harpy. Nelilral IJ 21111 .6009 .2003 1.6492 2.5730 1.00 3.00

,",gre.: -tl 2.HIJO .7088 .1107 2.215] 2.66211 1.00 3 (Ill

TOial 52 2.3654 .7148 9.91:-02 2.1664 2.5644 1.00 3.1)t1
----- ----_.

1(22 The heIIl'III-, and salary we releive Dis:lgree 2 2.0000 1.4142 10000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
al" .1\ ~IlO" a~ 1111'S! ollwr compelilors Nelllr:ll 10 2.1000 .5676 1795 1.6939 2.5061 1.00 3.IHI
ill I II,' ;J[l"I Agree 42 2.2857 .8913 .1375 2.0080 2.5635 1.00 3.00

TOlal 5-t 2.2407 .8453 .1150 2.0100 2.47/5 1.00 3.00-----
q2J Ihac arc hellCnlS wc du nut have Disagree 2 2.5000 .7071 .5000 -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00
\l "irh "l' ,hl\tdd Neutral 10 2.2000 .6325 .2000 1.7476 2.6524 1.00 3.00

Agree -t2 2.3333 8165 .126() 2.0789 2.5878 1.00 3.IJO
TOlal 54 2.3148 .7727 .1052 2.1039 2.5257 1.00 3.00--_.

q2.t Whcn I L111 ;I good j{lb. I receive Disagree 2 1.5000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.853/ 1.00 2.00
rCCtl!!nil illil ror il Neutral 10 1.9000 .5676 .1795 149]9 2.3061 1.00 3.00

Agree -to 2.0500 .8756 .1384 1.7700 2.3300 1.00 3.00
TOIal 52 2.0000 .8165 .1132 I.7727 2.2273 1.1111 1.1111

1
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs. 1- 18,20 - 48)

TABI.E XV, PART A: Uescriplivcs

Sid. SIll. 95% Confidcnce Inlerval for Mean
N Mc:an lJc:vialion Error Lower Bound UDDer Bound Mill. Mil ....

q25 Judi vidllals who perform well al Disagree 2 OOסס.2 ooסס. ooסס. OOסס.2 OOסס.2 2.00 2.00
(heir jllh qand a !!OOtI chance of hdng Neutral 10 2.1000 .7379 .2333 1.5722 2.6278 1.00 3.00
11I11I1I111l'd AgrC:1: 42 2.1429 .8136 .1255 1.8893 2.3964 1.00 J.OO

TOlal 5-1 2.1296 .7782 .1059 1.9172 2.3420 1.00 ' 3.00
-... _- _.._---

'12u I alii ~,lIi~li('d I\'lIh III)' challl:es for Disagree 2 OOסס.2 1.4142 ooסס.1 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3,00
\alill)' 1111 rra~e\. Nculral 10 19000 .5676 .1795 1..t939 2.3061 1.00 3.00

Agree 41 1.9512 .8646 .1350 1.6783 2.2241 1.00 3.00

TOlal 53 1.9434 .8184 ,1124 1.7118 2.1690 1.00 3.00
q27 In ,d:llioll III salary. I feel Disagree 2 ooסס2 ooסס. ooסס. OOסס.2 OOסס.2 2,00 2.00
arrl('clall'l! hy Ill.: nrgani7alilln Ne lIIraI 10 1.9000 .5676 .1795 1.4939 2.3061 1.00 3. ()O

Agree: 41 1.9512 .8047 .1257 1.6972 2.2052 1.00 3.00
TOlal 53 1.9434 .7446 .1023 1.7382 2.1486 1.00 3.00-

q28 I kd pride in my jun. Disagree 2 2.5000 .7071 .5000 -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00
NeUlral 10 2.3000 .67-19 ,2134 1.8172 2,7828 1.00 3,00
Agree: 42 2.3810 ,8250 .1273 2.1239 2.6380 1.00 3.00
TOlal 54 2.3704 .7842 .1067 2.1563 2.5844 1.00 3.00

429 1Slllllo:lIlllCS f<:ll my job is Disagree 2 UOOO .7011 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
p(lillllr~~ Nnllral 10 20000 .6667 .2108 1.5231 2.4769 1.00 3.00

t\gret: -12 2,1421) .8991 .1387 1,8627 2.4230 1.00 3.00
TUlal 54 2.0926 ,8527 .1160 1.8598 2,3253 1.00 3.()()

..
4 WI Irke tilling tlris joh. Disagree 2 2.5000 .1071 .5000 -3.8531 8.8S31 2.00 3.00

Neulra1 10 2.3000 .6749 .2134 1.8172 2.7828 1.00 3.110
Agree 42 2.6190 .6968 .1075 24019 2.8362 1.00 3.00
TOlal 54 2.5556 ,6914 9,4E-02 2.3668 2.7443 1.00 3.0n



-J

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVII(ONMENT vs. ALL QUES110NS (19 V5. I - 18,20 - 48)

TAUI.E XV, rAin A: Uescrilllivcs

Sill Sid 95'J: Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Deviation ElTOr Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. Mall.
4.1 I I red I have: he:e:n worked 100 hard. Disagree 2 1.5000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00

Nentral 10 2.2000 6325 .20110 1.7476 2.652-' 1.00 3.00
i\gr~t: 42 1.7857 .9249 .1427 IA975 2.0739 UK) 3.(K)

TOlal 54 1.8519 .8775 .1194 1.6123 2.0914 1.00 3.00
q.12 I red Ihal IIlhl~rs around me ;ue nol Disagree 2 1.5000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
\\'01 kill!! hardl·nollph. Neulral 10 2.0000 .6667 .2108 1.5231 2.4769 I.()() 3.00

Agree 42 1.9762 .8968 .1384 1.6967 2.2557 1.00 3.00
TOlal 54 1.9630 .8459 .1151 1.7321 2.1939 1.00 3.00

q:l11 hCIl' is 1110 IllllCh bidering and Oisagr-ee 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 lOll
rl~hlil1l! al WMk Nnllral 10 1.6000 .6992 .2211 1.0998 2.lIlO2 1.00 .1 00

Agree 41 1.9024 .8890 .1388 1.6218 2.1830 1.00 lOll

Total 53 1.8-t91 .8637 .1186 1.6110 2.0871 1.00 HilI
--
q.H I h;l\ t: hI \l',lI k harder al my job Disagree 2 1.5000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 I.lXI 2.00
hl'l'.III<e Ilf Ihl' Ilh'llFllprlellce of Neutral 10 1.9000 .7379 .2333 1.3722 2.4278 1.00 3.00
1'0 \\ 1'1 k-: I' Agree -$1 2.0244 .8800 .1374 1.7466 2.3022 1.00 3.IX)

TOlal 53 1.9811 .8433 .1158 1.7487 2.2136 1.00 3.00"--_._-_.
q 15 I h.l\l· l'llllll"lllplalt:<J quilting my Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
jllh hl'le Nt:lIlral 10 1.9000 .8756 .27m 1.2736 2.5264 Hill 3110

Agree 41 2.0000 .9747 . /522 1.6924 2.3076 1.00 3.0/J

TOlal 53 1.98/ I .9505 .1306 1.1191 2.2431 1.00 3.00---
q){j This hOlcl properly has low Disagree 2 2.5000 .7071 .5000 ·3.8531, 8.8531 2.00 3.00
f'mp)(l)'t't' tllm'l\ l'I ralt:'~. Neulral 9 18889 .7817 .2606 1.2880 2.4898 1.00 3.00

Agree 41 1.5122 .7457 .1165 1.2768 1.7476 1.00 3.00
TOial 52 1.6154 .7709 .1069 1.4008 1.8300 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs. 1 -18,20 - 48)

TABI.E XV, PART A: ()escrlplivt.'s

Sid. Sid. 95% Confidence Interval for Mean

N Mean Deviatiun Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. Malt.
437 The lIIajority III' our employees Oisagree 2 1.5000 .7011 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
hal'c heclI ('111/11\))'['[1 al lhi~ hnlf'1 for al Neulral 10 1.7000 .6749 2134 12172 21828 1.00 lOO
ka'l (II'l' \l·ar. Agrec 41 1.5366 .7449 .1163 1.3015 1.7717 1.00 3.Un

TOlal 53 1.5660 .7208 9.9[·02 1.3674 1.7647 1.00 .3.110--- - - . ~- '._----
q.lll bllplll)cC ah'clln: has affl"L1ell uur Oisagree 2 1.0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.00 1.00
IcI'r1nf <'ll\lOlIll' r ~:lli~I.Il'lhll1 Ncutral lO 2.4000 .5164 .16n 2.0306 2.761)4 2.110 300

I\glec 41 2.2927 .8-139 .1318 2.0263 2.551J1 1.00 3.1111

TOlal 53 2.2642 .8122 .1116 2.0403 2.4880 1.00 3.00
------ _._--_._---
q \9 We ;\1(" ('ollslalllly under·staffed. Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 ·10.7062 14.1062 1.00 3.00

Neutral 10 2.4000 .5164 .1633 2.0306 2.7694 2.00 3.00
Agree 41 2.1951 .8432 .1317 1.9290 2.4613 1.00 3.00
TOlal 53 2.2264 .8000 .1099 2.0059 2.4469 1.00 HKI---_.

q.IU We have a Illyal group of stable Disagree 2 3.0000 .0000 .0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
("llll'lo)'r("~ Neutral 10 2.1000 .8756 .2769 i.4736 2.7264 1.00 .3 UO

Agree 41 2.0976 .8890 .1388 1.8170 2.3782 1.00 JfKI
TUIJI 53 2.1321 .8779 .1206 1.8901 2.3741 1.00 3.00-.'----_._-

q41 We (o1I~lallll) have employee Disagree 2 1.5000 .7071 .5000 -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
Ih)·,llO\'. ~ Neutral 10 2.2000 .7888 .2494 1.6357 2.7643 1.00 300

Agrc:e ~I 2.1707 .8632 .1348 1.8983 24432 100 300
Total 53 2.1509 .8412 .1155 1.9191 2.3828 1.00 J.(KJ---- ' .._-. -- -

4·\2 We ale llll\\t:llllly luoking for new Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 ·10.7062 14.7062 1.00 J.()()
C'lllplllyr{'~. Neutral 10 2.3000 .6749 .2134 1.8172 2.7828 1.00 3.00

Agree 41 2.3902 .8024 .1253 2.1370 2.6435 1.00 3.00
TOlal 53 2.3585 .7868 .1081 2.1416 2.5754 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 "s. 1-18,20 - 48)

'L\U1.": XV,I'AHT 1\: J)cscriplh'cs

Std, Sid 95% Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mt:Jn Deviatiun Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill, Max,

443 My 11Il(allit;llilln SIIesses cuslomer Disagree 2 2.5000 .7071 ,5000 -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00
~ali,raCli"n Nelllral 10 25000 .5270 .1667 2.1230 28770 2.00 30{}

i\gr~e 40 2.6750 ,5723 9.0E-02 2.4920 2.8580 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 2.6346 .5611 7.8E·02 2.4784 2.7908 1.00 .3.00._----------- -
q-t-t 1 h:l\e many 11I1c:raclillns wilh Disagree 2 3.0000 .0000 .0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
clI~hllllcr~ NCUlral 10 2.1000 .7379 .2333 15722 2.6278 1.00 3.00

Agree 41 2.7073 .6798 .1062 2.4927 2.9219 1.00 3.00

TI)lal 53 2.6038 .7163 9.8E-02 2.4063 2.8012 1.00 3.00-
'145 Sallstymg a cUSlllIner is Ihe mosl Disagree 2 3.0000 .0000 .0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3,00
impllfl;lI11 :),()('\'I "I my joh. Neulral 10 23000 .6749 .2134 1.8172 2.7828 1.00 3.n{}

'Agree 41 2.7073 .6798 .1062 2,4927 2.9219 1.lM) 3.00

TOlal 53 2.6415 ,6820 9.4E-02 2.4535 2.8295 1.00 3.00

q4b I reel I Wlluld serve cuslomers Disagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 3.00
he-II 1'1 if II wert' not flJr all of the red NClIlral 10 2.2000 .6325 2000 1.7476 2.6524 1.00 3.00
tapL' Agree 41 1.9024 .8890 .1388 1.6218 2.1830 1.00 3,00

Tnl31 53 1.9623 .8540 .1173 1.7269 2.1977 1.00 3.00
-------
q-t71 kd I aml'lkl'ti\e al making Illy Disagree 2 3.0000 .0000 .0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
CU~""l1l'I' ,:tli,lIt,,1 Nl:lllral 10 2.6000 .5164 .1633 2.2306 2.9694 2.00 100

I\grt=c 41 2.5854 .7738 .1208 2.3411 2.8296 1.00 300

TOIJI 53 2.6038 .7163 9.8E-02 2.4063 2.8012 1.00 3.00-- -
4-t8 The ~I'f\'il(: level al this hOlel is Uisagree 2 2.0000 1.4142 1.0000 -10.7062 14.7062 1.00 300
l:lln,untly C'Ct't'ding L'XpeCI,Jlioos NeUlral 10 2.2000 ,7888 .2494 1.6357 2.7643 1.00 3.fXt

Agree 40 1.9250 .8286 .1310 1.6600 2.1900 1.00 300

Tnlal 52 1.9808 .8281 .1148 1.7502 22111 UI() 111()

1



ONEWAY A 'ALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONME T vs. ALL QUESTIO S (19 V5. 1 . 18.20.48)

TABLE XV, PART B: Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene ISlatislic dfl df2 Sill.
ql lbis company nas helpful employee lJ':I.lmng. ~.636

~ 51 .081-
q2 Our employee u";1Jning programs are

5.036 2 ~9 .010effective.

q3 We need more employee training
3.797 ~

~5 .030implemented. -
q4 You have to complele a cenain amount of
training hours before you are allowed to IA39 ...

~9 .2~7-
perform a job on your own.

q5 My organization stresses customer service
.623 2 51 .540training.

q61 have had customer service t.r:Lining in the
7.312 ... .lQ .002last StX months. -

q7 [ only had CUSlOmer service training when I
~.651 · 50 .014began my Job here. -

q8 I have had no customer semce training at
6.644 ~

~8 .003this job. -
q9 We are empowered. 2.130 ... .17 130-
qlO When hiring. the interview process for this

2.060 2 51 .138
company is not thorough enough.

qll I have 10 many things to accol11Plish at
.1.727 2 49 .013

worlc. and not enough time to do Ihem all.

q 12 [ have tOO much paperwork.. 7.256 ... 50 .002-
q 13 Many of the rules and procedures make

7.663 ... 50 .001
doing a good job difficult. -
q 14 ( often feel that I do nO[ Know what is going

:.147 ~ 51 In
on wHh the organIzation. -
q (5 My supervIsor IS competent an perfomung

.778 ~ .18 ~65
his! her Job -
q 16 When I have questions. I feel my supervIsor

3.863 · 50 028
is approachable. -
q 17 My supervisor is fair 10 me. 1..145 ~ 50 .:45-
q 18 My supervIsor shows 100 lillie interest an .3 -71 · 50 .036
the feelings ot' subordinates. -
q20 Our company proVides rewards to

6.982
,

.19 .002
employees based on length of empioymenl. -
q21 Our company slnves to k.eep liS employees

~.]62 · .19 0.1]-hap!'y.

q22 The benerits Jnd salarv we receIve are as - 517 · 5I 001-good as mOSl olner compellwrs In lhe area.
iq23 Tnere are oene'-Its we do nOI have wnlch - ... ..,., ,
I 51 i iag-we snould.

Iq2" When I 00 a g:x>d job. I receive recogmllon
.~ 915

,

I .lC) 026-for II. I I
I

q25 Inci!\'luuJis \lonG De~onn ..... ell al lnelr )00
=931 I · I 51 I 060- I

slana J \!ood chance 0: ~m\! oromotec.



ONE\VAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT V5. ALL QUESTIONS (19 \'$. 1 ·18.20.48)

TABLE XV. PART B: Test of Homogeneity ofVarianC'eS

Levene I IStatistic dfl d12 SiR.
q26 1 am sausiied WIth my cnances for saiary

3.897 ~ 50 .027increases. -
q27 In relation 10 salary. 1 feel apprecIated by

3.309 ~ 50 .045the organIzation. -
q28 I feel pride in my job. 1.399 ... -I .256-
q29 I sometimes fell my job is pomlless. 5.088 ~ 51

I
.010-

q30 I like doing this job. .025 ... 51 .975-
q31 I feel I have been worlced 100 hard. 6.435 .,

51 .003-
q32 I feellhat others around me are not working

3.678 } 51 .032hard enough.

q33 There is 100 much biclcering and fighting at
1.550 ... 50 , .. ..,

work. - ._--
q34 1 have 10 work harder al mv Job because of

1.322 ... 50 .276the incompetence of co-workers. -
q35 I have contemplated quitting my job here. }.OSO ... 50 .139-
q36 This hOlel property has low employee

.125 ... 49 . 99-turnover l':ltcs.

q37 The majoriry of our employees have been
.~78 2 50 .623employed at this hOlel for at least one year.

q38 Employee absence has affecled our level of
7.968 } 50 .001customer satisfaction.

q39 We are conswuly under-staffed. 3.275 ... 50 .046-
q40 We have a loyal group of slabIe employees. 3.981 2 50 .025
q41 We conslantly have employee no-shows. .871 ~ 50 ..t2S
q42 We are constanlly looking for new

1.643
.,

50 .'::04employees. -
q43 My organIzatIOn stresses customer

.048 ... .. 953satisfaction. -
q44 I have many Inleractions With customers. 1.151 ... 50 .325-
q45 Satisfying a customer is the most important

1.343
.,

50 .:::70
aspect of my job. -
q46 I feel I would serve customers beller if it

3.224 ~ 50 .0~8
were nOl for all of Ihe red tape.

q47 1 feel 1 am effective at making my
2.719 ... 50 076

cuslomers satisfied. -

q48 The servIce level at IhlS hOlells constantly
587 ... Jq .560

e1.ceedin2 exoe::1JtlOns. -

I] 1
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs, I -18,20 - 48)

TABI.E XV,I'AIH C: ANOVA

SumoI' Mcan
Squares df Square F SiR.

LJ I '1 IllS l'olllpany has hdpful Belwecn Groups 1.612 2 .836 1.391 ,258
('mployrc trainillg. Within Groups 30.643 51 .601

TOIJI 32.315 53
-- - -.- -_.- ---

tl2 lhll 1'11Iplll}CC lraining programs Betwecn Groups .108 2 5.385E·02 .085 .919
arr dkl'livc. Wilhin Groups 31.200 49 .637

To.al 31.308 51- - -_. - ... -_._-
'1.\ \\'..: nccd IIIOIC employce lIainiug Be-I ween GlliUpS 3.292 2 1.646 2.808 .071
illlpknlellled. Within (jroups 26.375 45 586

Tolal
29.tJ67 47

------------
q-t )'IlU have 10 l'llrnplele a I:ertain Betwcen Groups .330 2 .165 .191 .827
allllllllll of lr;lining hours bt:fore you V.'ilhin Groups -t2.439 49 .866
all' allowrJ 10 pnl,)rm a job tln your

TIllal 42.769 51
.~

LJ'i t-.ly tl,!~;lIli/alilln slresses Between GlOupS .183 2 9./53E·U2 .126 .882
U"IOlllt'l ~t'rI'icr training. Wilhin Groups 37.076 51 .727

TOlal 37.259 53-- - _.- - - ._- ~

'1(, I h.I\C Ii.lJ l'lI~I')IIlt'r service Belween Groups .283 2 . /41 .174 .841
llaining illllir laSI si, mOlllhs. Wllhill Groups 39.775 49 .812

TOlal 40.058 51-- .. _-- -----------
'171(1111) h.ld l'1I,11l1l1~' ~CI\'K~ Belween Group~ .275 2 .137 ,193 .825
lI:llnillg wht'n Ilwpan lOy I"h ht'l~ Wilhin (jroups 35.612 50 .712

'1',,1.11 35.887 52.- ----- - -------_.-
4t< I 11.1\ e h.lJ "" LlIshllllt'r ~~f\ It'C Belween Gruups .872 2 .436 .602 .552
lr.llning ;1[ (hi~ j\lh. Wilhin Groups 34.775 48 .724

TUlal 35,647 50



'J)

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT VS. ALL QUES110NS (19 V5. I ·18,20·48)

'l't\UI.E XV,I'AtH C: ANOVA

--_.
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sil!o

ql) We ale empowefed. Belween Groups 2.648 2 1.324 3015 .059
Wilhin G'OllpS 20.632 47 .439
TOlal 21280 49- -_._..__.

q III Whcn hi,ill/!. Ihe inlt:rview Belwct:n Groups .494 2 .247 .524 .595
p"K'ess ((II this cnmpany j~ not Wilhin Groups 2".043 51 .471
tholOl/gil (,IIlHlgh. TOIJI 24.537 53

-
II II I h:ll'I: tUIlI.lIIY Ihings to Between Gmups .433 2 .216 .304 .739
;t,'\'Ulllplish <11 W'lI" alit! nu' t:nough Within Grou(lS 3U75 49 .712
lillle In lI'l thelll :111. To,;!1 35.308 51
----~-----

q 12 I h:l\ t.: \00 nllll'h P:lpCI work. Between Groups 1.905 2 .952 1.209 .307
W"hin Groll(l'i 39.3.,8 50 .188
Tn'.11 41.283 52_._- .. --- -- ---

1113 r..bny ur lhe rules and Bet ween Gl'Ilu(ls .506 2 .253 .333 .718
IH'Il'edllfe, ma!:e doing a guou job Within GrollPS 38.022 50 .760
!lilllclIl!. TOlal 38.528 52
--~-_._-

q I·' 1,lllell led Ihal I dl) nlll kllow Between Groups .640 2 .320 .388 .681
II hal I'; goillg UII wilh Ihe Wi,hin Grou(ls 42.119 51 .826
')I'~:\iIil.III,\n.

TOlal 42.759 53
-

'1'S l\ly ~IIPCI\ I)\lr i~ compelent in Between Groups 4.121 2 2.060 6.168 .004
p<,rlnrllling hi~/ hCI joh. Wllhin GrollP~ 16.036 48 .334

Tol;!1 20.157 50----_.-
l( I() Whrn I h"vl; l(lIolions. I feel Between Grou(ls 2.268 2 1.134 3.218 .048
my \lIpl"rVISllr IS approachable. Within Groups 17.619 50 .352

Total 19.887 52



....

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
wonK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 VS. 1 - 18,20 - 48)

T:\IJI.E X V, I'AUT C: ANOVA

SumoI' Mean
SqU:lres til' Square r: Sil!.

ql/ f\ly ~lIjlCI\I~"1 I~ tail 10 llIe. Ikl ween Group~ 4.1~6 2 2.078 4.522 .016
Within Groups 22.976 50 .460
lolal 27.132 52

---- - 4 ___

qllll\ly slIl't"lvhol" shows 100 lillie Belwecn Uroups 4.194 2 2.097 3.352 .043
illl('Il'~1 III Ihe kclill!!s or Wilhiu Groups ]1.278 50 626
~lIh\)rdill;IIL'S. TolJI 35.472 52

-
q211 Our Cllll1jlJI1Y 11IllvltlCS rewartls Belween Gruups 3.456 2 1.728 2.43.5 .098
III Cllll'lo)'l'('S ha~rllllll Ienglh or Wilhin Groups 301.775 49 .710
1'111111.')'1111"111 Tolal 38.231 51------ -----
q21 I llir lOIllP:IIIY ~\Iives !llleep ils Belween Groups 1.071 2 .536 1.050 .358
,'nlpllly(,CS h~rJlv Wilhin Groups 201.986 49 .510

Tl!lal 26.058 51_.- ------ ---~

'122'1 hc hl'nrlllS anti sal:lry we Belween GIIlUpS .399 2 .199 .271 .763
rL'lTI\C ;lIe ,lS 1l1),,1! a~ mml OIher Wilhin Groups 37.471 51 .735
l'lIl"lll'IIII'I\ III lit" :lr,'.1. Tolal 37.870 53------
Ie] TIIl'Il' arc h.. nellls wc tlon"l Aelween G/lIUPS .215 2 .107 .174 .841
h:lvc Wllll h we ~I"lilid Wilhin Groups ) 1.433 SI .616

Tol:!1 31.648 53--_ ..- ---------
q2~ Whcn I dl' a !!l.od jlln, I receive Belween Groups .700 2 .350 .515 .601
rl'LIlp.nilinll (Of il Within Groups 31300 49 .680

1'1I1al 34.000 51
-~----

fl2S IlIdlvlduals who perform well al Belween Groups 4.974E-02 2 2.487E-02 .040 .961
tlwir jnn sl~nd ~ ~(l(ltJ ch:mce or Within Groups 32.043 51 .628
hrillg prlllllOlIed

Tllla\ 32.093 .53

,
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALI.. QUESTIONS (19 ~S. 1·18,20.48)

TABI.E XV,I'Aln C: ANOVA

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F SiJ!.

'120 I alii sali~lit:lJ wilh Illy challl:es Between Groups 2.775E-02 2 1.387E-02 .020 .980
for ~alary iIKrr:l~cs. Wilhin Groups 14802 50 (1)6

1'..1.11 lU30 52-- _. ---------
'1.!7 IlIlcb,,,," I.. sal~lI)'. lleel Belween Gwups 2.775E-02 2 1.387E-02 .024 .976
;Ipprn 1;1I1'11 hy the 0I~:1I\i1alilln. Within Groups 28.802 50 576

TOlal 28.830 52---------
'12K 1 fc:c1 IlIld,' ill Ill)' j'lb. Belween GIllUpS 8.783E-02 2 4.392E-02 .069 .934

Within Groups 32.505 51 .637

'1'01011 32.593 53---_._---
qll) I SlIllltlllllC:S It'll my job is Belween Groups .894 2 .4·n .606 .550
pointless. Wilhin Groups 37.643 51 .738

TOlal 38.537 53
- ---------

Bt:lween Groupsq.lU I 111-.( dlling this joh. .829 2 .414 .862 .428
Wilhin Gn)ups 24.505 51 .480

TUlal 25.333 53-------
(131 I led I haH: heCIl wlHkell 100 Between Groups 1.643 2 .822 1.070 .351
hard Wllhin Groups 39.171 51 .768

Tllial 40815 53
-- ... --_ .._- --- -

'I \2 Ilc:t:l lhal 'llhc:rs arulllllJ me are Belwccll OIOIlPS .450 2 .225 .306 .738
1101 \\(l/~illg Iwd (,/Iollgh. Wilhin Groups 37.476 5I .735

TOlal 37.926 53----- --_._ ...
qD I hell' IS I.HI IIIUl:h bldering am! BelWCCII Groups .783 2 .391 .515 .601
li!!llIin!! .11 \\')I~ Wllhin Groups 38.010 50 760

TUlal 38.792 .52



cr

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
WORK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUES110NS (19 "s.1 -18,20- 48)

TAULE XV, PART C: ANOVA

Sumof Mean
Squares df Square F Si~.

q.l~ I hal'c 10 1I'1IIk harJcl 011 Illy job Bel weell Groups .606 2 .303 .416 .662
11('(,IlI~<: III thl' illl'ompc-Ielicc pf Wilhin Groups ]6.176 50 728
t'll- 11"1 k,'I" TOlal 36981 52--- - --- _._------".'5 I h,II" t(lIIlClllplalcJ qllllllllg Illy Bclwc=en Groups 8.113E-02 2 4.057E·02 .043 .958
jllh IWII:. Wilhin Groups 46.900 50 918

TillaI 46.981 52
. ---~---,~-
,,!<> IIII~ hllid I'IOllClly has low Ac:lwc:cn GIOUpS 2.675 2 1.337 2.372 .104
t'lIIplll)l'l' lun"ll'c" ralC~. Wilhin Groups 27.633 49 .5M

TlIlal 30.308 51
._- -- _._----_.
q' J I he.: 1II:IJllllly 01 our employees Belween Groups .224 2 .112 .209 .812
have heen ellll'l'l)'cd al Ihis hnlel for Within Groups 26.795 50 .536
:11 Ic.I\1 OIlC ye.lr Tolal 27.019 52---- ------ ----

BC=lween Groupsq III hllphl}'t'l' ah,cIllc h:ls allc:t:leJ 3.414 2 1.7U7 2.763 .073
0111' 1e1','llIf l'Il'lomcr sali~faclion. Wilhin Groups 30.888 50 .618

TllIal 34.302 52--------
419 We alt' llln,lanlly unt.lcl-slalTed. Belween Gruups .444 2 .222 .338 .715

Wilhin Groups 32.839 50 .657
TOlal 33.283 52--------.

q-ttJ We h;l\{' :I loyal ~rnup of stable Between Groups 1.566 2 .783 1.016 ,369
cllIploYf'n Wilhin Groups 38510 50 770

1'Ill,J I 40.075 52
. -- .- ----- ---_ .
q-ll \\'t: lllll~t:llIlly have l:lllployee Belweell Groups .888 2 .44~ .618 .543
n()-~h( ..... s Wilhin Gr0ups 35.905 50 718

Tutal 36.792 52

1
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ONEWA\' ANAIJYSIS
wonK ENVIRONMENT vs. ALL QUESTIONS (19 vs. I - 18,20·48)

TAIII.Io: X\',I',\llT C: ANOVA

Sum of Mean
Squares lIf Square F SiJ!.

q-t2 We ;IIC lllll~lallll} IOlll-ing for Belween Groups .333 2 .166 .261 .771
IIt'W rlllj110 I) CI:'\. Willlill Groups 31856 50 .637

TillaI 32.189 52---- _..... -----
'1·1.11\1) lIIf.III1/:llllln SlIesses Oelweell GlOupS .283 2 .141 .439 .647
('Il'ltllllrr sall\f:l( 11011 Wilhin Groups 15.775 49 .322

'('Illal 16.058 51-------
q.l-t I hal'c lIIall) IlIh:raclions wilh Brlween Groups 3.291 2 1.6-16 3.518 .037
CIISltllllt"fS Wilhin Groups 23.388 50 .468

Tllial 26.679 52-- - .- ------ .
qo15 SallslYllIg a lUShuner is Ihe Belween Groups 1.601 2 .soo 1.772 .181
111m1IIllpOllanl aspel'l of my jnh. Wilhill Groups 12.588 50 .452

TIII;,1 24,189 52- - - .
q·I(, I kl'i I \\l'IIIJ ~L'fve 1I1shllllers Belween Groups .715 2 .357 .480 .621
twllt'l It II WCIt: nol for all of Ihe red Within Groups 37210 50 .744
1:Ij1c

TOlal 37.925 52.-- _. -_. -..
q·17 I kl'l I ,llIletlt'llive ;1\ lIIaling Belween Groups .328 2 .164 .311 .134
Iln' ,'II"llIlIel\ ,al isried Wl\hin Groups 26.]51 50 .527

I'olal 26.679 52--- - - - - - ~---

q.IX '1 ht' \," \ Ill' In d al Ihis holel is Belween Groups .606 2 .303 .432 .652
t·pn,l.lIIllv nl'e('(lill~ <:'p<,"l'l.Ifions. Wllhill (jrnllp~ )·1.375 019 .702

filial 34.981 51



rz

ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. I ·34,36 - 48)

"'AIH.a-: XVI,I)t\ln' A: DESClUI·...IVES

Sid. 95% Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mt:all Dl:vialioll Sid. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill. MaJl.
'II This wllIpilny has helpful Disagree 24 2.4583 .7790 .1590 2.1294 2.787) 1.00 3.00
rlllpl'1yl"l' trainin!~ NelllrJI 6 21667 .7528 3073 1.3767 2.9567 I./JO 300

Agrer 24 2.3333 .7614 .1554 2.0118 2.6548 1.00 lon
TOlal 54 2.3704 .7597 .1034 2.1630 2.5777 1.00 3.00

42 Vllr cmployee (lilining programs Disagree 24 2.0417 .8065 .1646 1.7011 2.3822 1.00 3.00
arc dkclive Nt'lItr:ll 6 2.nOOO .0000 .0000 OOסס.2 OOסס.2 2.0n 2.00

Agree 22 2.2273 .8691 .1853 1.8419 2.6126 1.00 lOO

lOlal 52 2.1154 .7835 .1087 1.8973 2.3335 1.00 300-------.-q' Wl' need InlllC cmployer: Oisagree 22 2.2727 .9351 .1994 1.8581 2.6873 1.00 3.0n
":lInin).: implt'l1lt'l1led. Nelilral 6 2.3331 .5164 2108 1.7914 2.8753 2.00 l.on

Allre-t: 211 26000 .6806 .1522 2.2815 2.9185 /.on J.IK)
lOial 48 2.4167 .7945 .1147 2.1860 2.6474 1.00 3.IH)------

ll4 Yllll ha\(; hI t:OlllpieIC a ccnain Disagree 24 2.0417 .9546 .1949 1.6386 2.4448 1.00 3.00
a"IO)IIIII IIf Ir:,illillp hllur~ Ix·forc: ynll NClltral 5 24000 5477 2449 17199 10ROI 2.(/(1 1 (/(1
alc ,""hI t'" ,,, 1'1"11""" .1 11111 lIn Agrct:" .!) 2.2174 .9514 .1984 1.8060 262M8 1.00 3.IMI
~t1l1r '\lI n

lOial

52 1 1538 .9151S .1270 I.891N 2.401S1S 1.011 3.00

------_. - -- --
q5 ~1)" "r~:tllllallt1" ~lfesst's Disagree 24 2.0833 .9286 .1896 1.6912 2.4755 /.00 3.00
nhll1llH:1 servin: lrainlllg. Nculral 6 2.3333 .8165 .3333 1.4765 3.1902 /.00 300

Agree 24 15000 .7223 .1474 2.1950 2.8050 1.00 ).(11.1
TOIJI 5~ 2.2963 .8385 .1141 2.0674 2.5252 1.00 100



::

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 \IS. 1 ·34,36 - 48)

TAUI.I!: XVI, PART A: UESCRIPTIVES

~_.

Sid. 1J5'X, COllfidelll:e Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Devialiun SId. Errur Lower Bound UDoer Bound Min. Mal\.
'Ill I 11;1\(: had l'U'WllIer servil:e Oisagree 24 2.1250 .9470 .1933 1.7251 2.5249 1.00 3.00
II:Jillill!! ill 1111' laq si, IIllllllhs. NClIlr:11 6 :2 1667 .4082 1667 I.7)82 2.5951 2.00 1 nil

1\I!rCC 22 21.16..1 .94nl) 2006 17192 2.5535 I.n() .lO()

TlIlal 52 21346 8863 .1229 1.8879 2.3813 1.00 . 3.00----_.- --- .
q7 1<lilly had ClIsl,HlICI st'rvice Disagree 24 1.3750 .6469 .1320 1.10/8 1.6482 1.00 3.00
II ~1\1ill!! II'hc\1 I hq:~n Illy Job hcre. NC'lllral 6 :2 0000 .6325 .2582 13363 2.6637 1.00 3.00

Agrl'c 23 1.8696 .9679 .2018 1.4510 2.2881 1.00 3.00
Total 53 1.6604 .8307 .114 I 1.4314 1.8894 1.00 3.00----- -- ----_.

'IB I have had \11\ CII~lolller service Disagree 24 16667 .9168 .1871 1.2795 2.0538 1.00 3,00
tlalllill!! ;II ,his jl.h. NClIlrJI 6 1.8333 .4082 .1667 1.4049 2.2618 1.00 2.00

Agrc:e :w 1.6000 .8826 .1974 11869 2.0131 1.00 3.00
TO,:JI 50 1.6600 .8478 .1199 14191 1.9009 100 300---_._.

lit> WI' :Ill' ('mpnwclcd. Disagree 21 2.0952 .7684 .1677 1.7455 2.4450 1.00 lUU

NCIllral 5 22000 .4472 .2000 1.6447 2.1553 2.0n llKl

Agree ~4 2.1250 .6797 .13M7 1.8380 2.4/20 1.00 300

TlllJI 50 21200 .6893 9.748E·02 1.9241 2.3159 100 lOCI--- - ._- -~- -
qll! Whe:n hiring. Ihe: inle:rview DI~agree 24 2.0417 .7506 .1532 1.7247 2.3586 1.00 3.nO
Pfl)U~<' fOI ,hi, (lllnp;lny j, IlIll Ne:lIlral 6 1.8333 .7528 3073 1.0433 2.6233 1.00 3 no
11""""l'h "II,III!,h Agrt:e 24 2 1667 .5647 .1153 19282 2.4051 1.00 3.()(J

TOlal 54 2.0741 .6688 9.1011.:·02 1.8915 2.2566 1.00 300.' ,-- _. - #- .-

q II I hJ\ C III Ill,lny lhings lU Disagree N 1.7500 .7940 .1621 1.4147 2.0853 1.00 loo
3CCllillplish at 1\'''' ~ and nlll enough Neutral 6 21667 .4082 .1667 1.7382 2.5951 2.00 lnO
tillle 1<1 d'l Ih('111 all Agree :!2 25909 .7341 .1565 2.2654 2.9164 1.00 3.00

TOlal 52 2 1538 .8257 .1145 1.9240 2.3837 1.00 lOU
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QU}:STIONS (35 vs. I .34,36 - 48)

TABLE XVI,I'ART A: DESCRWTIVES

Sid 9Y:i· Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Deviation Sid. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Mill. Max.
q 12 I have lou Illlu;h paperwork. Disagree 24 1.4583 .7211 .1472 1.1539 1.7628 /.00 3.00

Nt>lIIral 6 1.8333 .7528 JOn 1.0433 2.6233 1.00 3.00
Agr~e :?3 2.0870 .9960 .2077 16562 25177 1.00 300
Tllial 53 1.7136 .8910 .1224 1.5280 2.0192 1.00 3.00

~--_.'---- -
II 13 "bll)' llilhe rllks allli Disagree 24 I. 5833 .8297 .1694 1.2330 1.9337 1.00 3.00
p[lIn'dlln>, Iliah' 1I'ling a gllild 11111 NClIlral 6 2.IM7 .7528 .3073 1.3767 2.9567 1.00 J.on
dillllllil Agree 23 2.1739 .8341 .1739 1.8132 2.5346 1.00 3.011

TOlal 53 1.9057 .8608 .1182 1.6684 2.1429 1.00 3.(J()
_._--------

'114 l.dll'lIled Ihall d\l nnt know DisJgrec 24 1.6250 .8754 .1787 1.2554 1.9946 1.00 3.00
"h;1I is goill~ 011 wilh 11ll' NelllrJI 6 21lOOO .6325 .2582 1)363 2.6637 1.00 100
(II !!;11117 ,1111111. ,\grec 24 19167 .9743 .1989 15053 2.3281 1.00 lllU

To:al 54 1.7963 .8982 .1222 1.551 I 2.0415 1.00 3.00
-_. - ---.

II IS "ly 'lIp~rvi,or is compelenl in DisJgrec 24 2.8333 .3807 7.77 IE-02 2.6726 2.994/ 2.00 3.00
Iwrillfllllnl! his! her ;(111. NeUlral 6 2.5000 .5477 .2236 1.9252 3.0748 2.00 3.00

Agrc:c 21 23810 .80·n .1756 20146 2.7473 1.00 J.no
Tul:!1 51 2.6078 .6349 8.89IE·02 2.4293 2.7864 1.00 3.00

-
4' 6 When I have 41H~slions. I fed Distlgrce 23 2.9130 .2881 6.007E·02 2.7885 3.0376 2.00 3.00
IllY '\11'('1 \'I~,lr i~ "rrro:l<:h:lhl<:. NC\ltral 6 23333 .516-1 .2108 1.7914 2.8153 2.00 3.00

,\grl'c 24 2.5000 .7802 .1593 2.1706 2.8294 1.00 lIM)

T.II;1I 53 26604 .6184 84951:-02 2.4891) 28308 IflO HJ(I---- --- ._.. _._-- --
II 17 "ly ,1I111:1 \ ""I I~ lair '" 1I11·. Di~agree 23 2.7391 ,6192 .\291 2.4714 3.0069 1.00 3.IK)

Ncutral 6 2.1667 .7528 .3073 1.3767 2.9567 100 3.00
Agree 24 2.3750 .8242 .1682 2.0270 2.7230 1.00 3.00
TOlal 5] 2.5094 .7499 .1030 2.3027 2.7161 1.00 3.00



I J

ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EM"LOYI~E TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 VS. 1 .34,36 - 48)

T:\BI.E XVI, l'Aln A: IlESCRIPTIVES

SHJ 95% COlllitlcnce Intcrval for Mean

N t\kan llevialion Siti. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. Ma,l\.
q I~ My SUpt'1 visur shuws 100 lillie Disagree 24 1.7917 .8330 .1700 1.4399 2.1434 1.00 3.00
illlt'Il'q in 11ll' frl"lin!!~ of NClllr:l1 6 2.0000 .6325 .2582 1.3363 2.6637 1.00 3.00
"1I",,di'I:\I(";. Agrcl: 23 1.8261 .8869 .1849 1.4426 2.2096 1.00 .10U

Tnlal 53 1.8302 .8259 .11]4 1.6025 2.0578 1.00 3.00
- -- ..._~-
q I') IIII-e IllY co workt'rs. Disagree 24 2.7500 .5316 .1085 2.5255 2.9745 1.00 3.00

Nl'lIlr:II 6 2.5000 .5477 .2236 1.9252 3.0748 2.00 3.00

Agrc't: 23 2.7826 .5184 .1081 2.5584 3.0068 1.00 3.00

r'llJI 53 2.7358 .5244 7.104E-02 2.5913 2.8804 1.00 lOU------
q211 ()1I1 l\llllpallY provit.lc~ rcwaltls Disagree 24 2.5000 .8341 .1703 2.1478 2.8522 1.00 3.00
III (·lIlpl.. )('(', h:I\l'J 1111 knl!lh nf NClIlral 5 20000 .7071 .3162 1.1220 28780 1.1l0 ]00
,·,,'pl"\'IIII·I11 "gll'C n 2 11000 f)()45 .18116 1.6081) 2.31) II 100 .1110

')'1l1 •• 1 52 2.2308 .8771 .1216 1.9866 2 Hol'> 1.1l0 31HI
- - -_.- -----

q21 lJllI \ '1IIIp:lIl)' ~lfives to ket"[1 its Disagree 23 2.5217 .6653 .1387 2.2340 2.8095 1.00 3.00
l"lllph1yCI'S lI~rp)'· Neulral 6 2.1667 .4082 1667 1.7382 2.5951 2.00 300

Agree 2J 2.2174 .7952 .1658 1.8735 2.5613 1.00 3.fXI
Total 52 2.3462 .7108 9857E-02 2.1483 2.5441 1.00 3.00-----

q22 The hClldils anl! salaly we Disagree 24 2.5417 .7211 .1472 2.2372 2.8461 1.00 3.00
ren"\(' :Ire as !'.hld:1' most other NClItral 6 1.8313 .7528 J073 1.0433 2.6233 1.00 3.00
(llllll'l·III.lh III ,ill' art'.1 Agree 24 1.9583 .9079 .1853 1.5750 2.3417 1.00 lon

TOIJI 54 2.2037 .8552 .1164 1.9703 2.4371 I.ll0 300
- . - -- ._--- -----
112.\ Ihe,l' :lIl' hClIdlh we L111110t Dis;Jgree 24 2.2500 .8470 .1729 1.8923 2.6077 1.00 3.00
h:l\'l' \\ i1ich \\'t: should NClIlral 6 2.0000 .6325 .2582 1.3363 26637 1.00 3.IM)

Ag'I.'c 24 2.4167 .7755 .1583 2.0892 2.7441 1.00 J flO
rlllal 54 2.2963 .7922 .1078 211801 25125 1.00 .1 (HI
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMI'LOYEE TLJIlNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 VSo 1 .34,36.48)

T,\HU': XVI,I'AIlT A: I)ESCIUPTIVES

SId 9)')f, (\lnfidclIl:e Inlerval for Mean-
N 1\1.:0111 Ikvialiun SIU. Euur Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. MilA.

42.1 WiltOn I uo a good joh. I rel:cive Disagree 24 2.1250 .8502 .1735 1.7660 2.4840 1.00 3.00
rCI'c'!!flili'"1 fOI il Nt:ulral .'i 20000 .7071 3162 11220 2.8780 1.00 1.00

l\grl'C: 23 1.8261 83·11 .1739 1~6)4 2.1868 I.OU 3.00

Total 52 1.9808 .8282 .1148 1.7502 2.2113 1.00 3.00---------- -
425 Illdividllais who reI form well Disagree 24 2.2500 .8470 .1729 1.8923 2.6077 1.00 300
al (he-ir joh ~I;'\nd a !!lIod .:han.:e l)f Neulral 6 23333 .5164 .2108 I.7914 2.8753 2.00 3.00
hrill!! I'IIIIIHllrd. i\gr<.'c 24 20000 .7223 .1474 1.6950 2.3050 1.00 100

TOIJI 5.t 2.1481 .7625 .1038 1.9400 2.3563 1.00 3.00- - ~ - - ..__ . ~-
q2h I ;111\ ~;IlI~III't1 Wllh Illy l:hallces Disagree 2.t 2.0417 .8587 .1753 1.6791 2.4043 1.00 lOO
fllr ,a 1:11)' IlKlr.I""'. NC:lllral 6 1.8333 .4082 .1667 1.4049 2.2618 1.00 21l1l

i\grl't: 21 1.8261 .8341 17J9 1.4654 2.1868 1.00 100
.,\)\' \I 5] 1.9245 .8050 .1106 1.7026 2.1464 1.00 J.OO._-- _._._._- -_." ~

q27 III 1c:LIIIPII III salary. I ft:c1 [)i~agree 2-t 2.1667 .7614 .1554 1.8452 2.4882 1.00 3.00
appl("cl;lll'd t>y 'hI: Ol!tilllizalioll Nl:lllral 5 16000 .)477 .24-t9 9199 2.2801 1.00 200

i\grl'1: 2.t 17500 6757 .1379 14647 2.0353 lOll 3 00
TnlJI 53 1.9245 .7298 .1(0) 17234 2.1257 1.00 31M)-------- -----

q28 I It'd rllJI' III my joh Disagree 2~ 2.6250 .7109 .1451 2.3248 2.9252 1.00 3.00
NeUlral 6 2.5000 .5~77 .2236 1.9252 ).07-t8 2.00 3.00

Agree 24 2.0417 .8065 .1646 1.7011 2.3822 1.00 3.00
TOIJI 54 23519 .7808 .1063 2.1387 2.5650 1.00 3.00._----

q29 I SOllll'llJlleS fell Illy jllh is Disagree 2-t 1.9583 .9546 .1949 1.5552 2.3614 1.00 3.00
poillll('~~ Neutral 6 2.5000 .5477 .2236 19252 3.0748 2.00 300

Agr<.'c 2~ 2.1667 .7614 .1554 1.8452 2.4882 1.00 3.00
Toral )~ 2.1111 .8393 .1142 1.8820 2.3402 1.00 3.00---
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TUI{NOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 \IS. I ·34,36 - 48)

TABLE XVI,I),UtT A: UESCRII'TIV[S

SId. 95% Confiuem:e Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Devialiull SILi. Error Lower Bound UDDer Bound Mill. Mall.
q)() I It~t' doillg Ihis joh. Disagree 24 2.7500 .6079 .1241 2.4933 3.0067 1.00 3.00

N("lIlral 6 2.50011 5~77 .2216 1.9252 10748 2.00 100
Agrce 24 2.3750 .7697 .1571 2.0500 2.7000 1.00 3.0U

TOIal 54 25556 .6914 9.408E-02 2.3668 2.7443 1.00 3.00---_._-----------
qJ I I kd I hal I: bC1:1l WUI ked lou Disagree 24 1.6250 .8754 .1787 1.2554 1.9946 1.00 3.00
halll Nelltral 6 1.8333 .7528 .3073 1.0433 2.6233 1.00 3.00

Agrc:e 24 2.0833 .8805 .1797 1.7115 2.4552 I.UU 3.00
TOlal Sol 1.8519 .8775 .1194 1.6123 2.0914 1.00 3.()O

q.12 I fed Ihal lllhcrs arounl! me are Disagree 24 1.5833 .8297 .1694 1.2330 1.9337 1.00 3.00
nlll II nrkillg h:1rl1 enough. Nculral 6 2.0000 .6325 .2582 1.3363 2.6637 1.00 3.00

Agrc:c 24 2.4167 .7173 .1464 2.1138 2.7195 1.00 3.00

T01al 54 OOסס.2 .8467 .1152 1.7689 2.2311 1.00 3.00 -
ttJ.1lherc i~ lOll IllUl:h hidcring Disagree 24 1.2911 .6241 .1274 1.0281 1.5552 1.00 3.00
;\IIJ lIf:hriu!! al \Imk. Nelllral 6 2.5000 .5417 .2236 1.9252 3.0748 2.00 300

Agree 24 22917 .8065 .1646 1.9511 2.6322 1.00 3'()O
TOlal 54 1.8704 .8697 .1184 1.6330 2.1078 1.00 3.00--------

q.H I havc III II llr~ harder 011 my job Disagree 24 1.3750 .6469 .1320 1.1018 1.6482 1.00 3.00
h,'l' .111 ~I: 01 Ih,' IIWCllllpr-ICIICl' of Nl'lllral (, 2000n .0000 .0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 2 flO
l (. \\ l " ~ \' I ... Agln: 21 2.6087 .6564 .13m 2.3241) 2.81)25 LOO J CHI

TOI.II 53 1.!J811 .84]) .1158 1.7487 2.2136 1.00 3.UO-- ._--- ----
q30 IIII~ h..I\:1 prupclly h..s low Disagree 24 1.5000 .6594 .1346 1.2216 1.1784 1.00 3.00
el1lpl..y~~ 111111. '\'~r ral~s. NcUlfal 6 2.1667 .4082 .1667 1.7382 2.5951 2.00 3.()(1

Agree 23 1.6087 .8913 .1859 1.2233 1.9941 1.00 3.00

TOlal 53 1.6226 .7653 .1051 1.4117 1.8336 1.00 3.00
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
El\UtLOYEE TURNOVER vs. AI-IL QUESTIONS (35 VS. 1·34,36.48)

TAUI.E XVI, PAnT A: IlESCRIPTIVES

Sid. 95% Confidence Inlerval for Mean

N Mean Devialion SId. Emu Lower Bound UDDer Bound Mill. Max.
4 n I he majlllily(If our employees Disagree 24 1.6250 .8754 .1787 1.2554 1.9946 1.00 3.00
h:1\"- hl'cn ernl'l'l)'cd al lhis hold Nrlllral 6 183]) .4082 1(167 14049 2.2618 LOO 2.00
1.11 a1 Ira\! "Ill' y".H Agn:e 24 1.5000 .6594 .1346 12216 17784 100 300

TOlal 5~ 1.5926 .7402 .1007 1.3906 1.7946 1.00 3.00.._- -~ . - .._- -----
q.\R EllIplllyl'e ah~l'llI.:e has affected Disagree 24 1.9583 .8587 .1753 1.5957 2.3209 1.00 3.00
our kl'L'I of CIl\lnlller siltisLh:lion. Nt:lllr:l1 6 2.33)] .516~ .2108 1791~ 2.8753 2.00 3.no

Aglre 24 2.5833 .7173 .1464 22805 28862 1.1111 ] lin
TOlal 54 2.2778 .8107 .1103 2.0565 2.4991 1.00 3.0()

-------
qll) Wc all: t:omlanlly Disagree 24 1.8750 .7974 .1628 1.5383 2.2117 1.00 3.00
"'Hlt-r· slafkd NClIlral 6 2.1667 .4082 .1667 1.7382 2.5951 2.00 3.00

Agrc:c 24 2.6250 .7109 .1451 2.3248 2.9252 1.00 3.00

Tc.!al 5-t 2.2407 .7994 .1088 2.0225 2.4589 1.00 Hill---_.- -
q·Hl We h:IH' .1 Inyal grollp of [)isagree 24 2.083) .9286 .1896 1.6912 2.4755 1.00 3.00
slahir t'lIlplol) res. Nrlllral 6 2.3))) .5164 2108 1.7914 2.8753 2.00 3 Oil

Agrec 24 2.1667 .9168 .1871 1.7795 2.5538 LOO 30n

TOlar 5~ 2.1481 .8775 .1194 1.9086 2.3877 1.00 3.00-----
q-t I We l'IlI1slalllly have employee Disagree 24 2.0833 .9286 .1896 1.6912 2.4755 1.00 3.00
Iln·,hn\\'~ Nrlllral 6 1833) .4082 .1667 1.4049 2.2618 1.00 200

AgrC:t' n 2304) .8221 .1714 1.9488 2.6599 I.f)(} .l on
rolal 51 2 1509 .8412 .1155 1.9191 2.3828 I.lH) J IH)--- . ---- -_.

q-t2 We are l'1l1l\IJll1ly looking for Disagree 24 2.1250 .9470 .193) I.7251 2.5249 1.00 3.00
nl:\\ rmpltl>l:rS Nelliral 6 2 1667 .4082 .1667 17382 2.5951 2.00 3.()()

Agree 24 2.6667 .5647 .1153 2.4282 2.9051 1.00 100
TOlal 5~ 2.3704 .7842 ,1067 2.1563 2.5844 1.00 ).00_.
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. I - 34, 36 - 48)

'f,\ULE XVI, PAin A: nESCHlI'TIVES

Sid. 95% Confidence Inlerval for Meall

N Mean lJevialioll Sill Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Min. Max.
q·tJ My organlz;J1ion slresses Disagree 2-1 2.7500 .5316 .1085 2.5255 2.9745 1.00 3.00
clI~It)lIIl'1 qli,fanifln Nelliral 5 :? .1000 5477 .24-19 1711)9 3.0801 200 300

Agrce 21 15217 .5911 .1237 2.265] 2.7781 /.00 J.110
rotal 52 2615-1 .5655 7.8421:.02 2.4580 2.7728 /.on J.OO---_ ..-

'14.\ I havl' mallY interaLlion~ wilh Disagree 24 2.6250 .7697 .1571 2.3000 2.9500 1.00 100
cll~I\)lIlrr~ NCllllal 6 2.5000 .5477 2236 19252 3.0748 2.00 3.110

Agree 24 26250 .7109 .1451 2.3248 2.9252 1.00 3.00
TOial 54 26111 .7115 9.68JE-02 2.4169 2.8053 1.00 3.00---

4,15 Sall~lyin!! a customcr is Ihe Disagree 24 2.6667 .7614 .1554 2.3452 2.9882 1.00 3.00
Il1ml 1111[11 "1:1111 a\[1ecl of my joh. Neulral 6 25000 .5477 .2236 19252 3.0748 2.00 J.OO

Agree 24 26667 .6370 .1300 23977 2.9357 LOn 11K)

101al 54 2.6481 .b773 9.2I7E-02 2.4633 2.8330 1.00 lllO-
4-16 I kd I would servc cUSlomers Disagree 24 1.7500 .8969 .1831 1.3713 2.1287 1.00 3.00
helll'r if II wrrc 1Il11liJl all oflhe Nelilral 6 18333 7528 .3073 1.0433 2.6233 1.00 3.00
r<:d 1.lpr Agrc:c 24 2.1667 .8165 .1667 1.8219 2.5114 1.00 ]flO

TOlal 54 1.9444 .8560 .1165 17108 2.1181 1.00 3.00------_.
q~ I I Il-el I ;jill .:tredi\'e :JI making Disagree 20t 2.5000 .8341 .1703 2.1478 2.8522 1.00 3.00
Illy t'U\lOlllt'r, ,~Ii,lie-d Ne-ulral 6 23333 .516-1 .2108 1.7914 2.8753 2.0n 3.00

Agrel: 23 27826 .5997 .1251 2.5233 3.0-120 1.00 3.00
Tlll.!1 53 26038 .7163 9.839E-02 2.4063 2.8012 1.00 3.00------ ---

lj·Hllhc \t'Il'Ill: Icvd ill II1IS hOld ()i~agree 24 2.1667 .8681 .1772 1.8001 2.5332 /.00 3.00
is c"llq~Il"Y nl ('<:t!iug NeUlr:J1 6 2.3333 .5164 .2108 1.791~ 2.8753 2.00 3110
l:\ [1el:I~lllIl\~ Agree 23 1.6957 .7648 .1595 1.3~9 2.0264 1.00 3.00

Tlllal 51 19811 .8202 .1121 11551 2.2072 1.00 10n
-
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
El\-II)LOYEE TUUNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 \'5. I ·34,36 - 48)

'J',\HLE XVI, PAin B: TEST OFIIOI\IO(;ENEITY OF VARIANCES

Levene
Sialislic dfl df'2 Sil!

q I I Iii, (1I'llp,lIly lias hclplul employee nallling. .284 2 51 .754
q~ Oil' "Il\I'I,,)cl' Iraillillg pr<lf!I:IIIlS are dfct:livc 8.782 2 49 .001

'I ~ Wt' IKl'd nlllll' cl1lplllyec.: narning IInpk/llCllled. 6248 2 45 .00-1

'1,1 )"111 h;III' '" l'II/l1pkll': a It.-flain 31111l1l1l1 of (raining hollrs herOle you
4.062 '2 49 .023

:lIe allOl"cd II) I'<'rforlll a joh on your O\~n.

q5 My 01 g;11I1J,lIiPII ,III'SSCS ClI,ltullcr scn'lt:c: Irailling. 2.391 2 51 .102
qc, I kll'l' had CllslOlIll'r service lraimllg ill Ihe lasl sill. /lIolllhs. 9.491 2 49 ,000
q7 I IIl1ly hold CIlShllller service lrailllng wilen I began my job here. 10.405 2 50 .000
qx llial ( had 1I1Il'II,h)1I11:1 scrvice lralning allhis joh 6.307 2 47 ,004

qC) WI' ;111' ,'lIplmerl'll, .911 2 47 .409

'II () Whl'n hillll!!, thl' illlCI I II'\\' 1"lIl'e,s Ipi till, t:lllIlpallY b 11I11
.710 2 51 .496tl".II'l/gh rnllllgll,

'III I h:1\ 1° h' many IhlllP III :It:t:lll1lpli,h at \\'OIk :JIId 11IlIl'llI)lIgh lime Iu
2,803 '2 49 .070dol 11i,'1I1 ,III

'II! I l1aH' "HI 11111, h 1',II'CI\IIlIk 8.297 2 50 .001
'II ~ 1\'.111\ "I,lil' ruin alld prol'cdl/IO lIIak': IIOIll!; ;'l!'HHllllhdllllt:lIll. .508 2 50 .605
'1,.\ I pll"11 kd Ih;11 I dll Ildl kllow whJI is going 011 wilh Ihe

6989 2 51 .0021I[,';1I1i (,tlllili.

qI51\\~ '1I1'1'I\1'"1 ,\ llllllp<:lclIl III pCllllIlllillg hi,/h':l JlIli 12,668 2 48 .000
q I (1 \\ h"11 I 11,11" qlleslions, I feel my supervisor is appro.'lLhahle. 16.039 2 50 ,000

q I7 1\' y '111"'/ \ i" 'I' IS 1'.111 III 1l1~ 3272 2 50 .046

'II X r<1) ,lIprr \ j'llI ,hll\\' lilt. lillk 1I11C1l'sl III Iht: kelllll!, ..1
3.307 2 50 ,0-15

sllhlll.lill;lles

qlc) IliI'I'III) \\, \\1I1~l'I\. ,418 2 50 .660
,,20 ()ur l (l1ll1':llly provide, rewards III employees ha~ed IIIl lenglh (If

1.625 ') 49 .207
C ')1/110 YIIIl' III -

,
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMI)LOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. I - 34, 36·48)

T:\ULE XVI,I':\IH U: TEST Ol'1I0l\lOGENUTY Ol~ VAIUANCES

Uvcnc
Slalislic dfl dn Sig.

q21 Uur l:lllllpally Sllivcs III kcep its employees happy. 3.405 2 49 .041

q~~ The hl'lH'fll, ;lIld ~:llary 11',' ll'l:civc nrc as good as 11111\1 olher
1.808 2 SI .17ot

"lIn'i"'liIP'~, ill ,h, ;11I·a.

q~ I '1 h,,"' ;11'" h,'lIdIIS "" till 11111 "-II t: ",hll'h II'!: ,hllllitl 3.021 2 SI .OS7
q~.1 WIlt'1i I till a gll.,d jllh. IIl"u'lve rcc:ogllllillO for it. 1.370 2 49 .264

1)25 Intlividllah wllo p"l 1'111111 well al lh"ir jon siantl il gllOU challLe of
2.575 2 51 .086

heillg l"ollllllnJ.

'12(, I ;1111 sall,finllVilh Illy rh.lllecs 1111 sal'lI y illcreases. 1081) 2 50 .054

I)n III Iclallllll III s:llary, I fed apPlccialcd hy Ihe orgaOlz;lIioll. ,381 2 50 .685

'I2R I kd !,I ide III my joh ,344 2 51 .710

(2 1) I \OIlI,'IIII1C, kllilly joh I~ I"IIIIIIL'". 4.422 2 51 .017

I) WI H(' llt,in~ Ihis jlln 3.026 2 51 .057

'III I kd I h;I\,(' ht"('n 1I'1I11..l'd hill h;IIJ .834 2 51 .440

'112 Ilt:d Ihallllhcl\ ;lIl1l1lld me are nOI w"rllng hartl ClltHlgh. 2.898 2 51 .064

q n .\ h"ll' i, I.." 111111 h hide! ing and lighting al wmk 2.898 2 51 .064

'11.1 I ha\ t: '0 \\ \>1 ~ haltll'l al Illy jon because III Ih.: im:lllllp<:lcm:e of
6.986 2 50 002

l'1I \\',,, ~ LI'\.

'I It> Thi\ hllll'll'!II!,"II} h.l\ 111\\ I:lllpl'I}<:1: 11111111\1:/1.111:\. 6.797 2 ~O .002

1)37 I hI' JllajPllly (If ('III empillyee~ have heell employed al Ihis hold for
6.610 2 51 ,003

;11 1e"'1 "lit: }l'.II.

q 1!l hllplll)l'l' .\11\1'11\,' h.l\ allt'\l\'d UIII k\d UlllISlllllIl:1 ,.III,IJ(;(IIIII \.351 2 .'>1 .268
'I,l) WI: :1It: lllll,talllly IIl1da,Slaffed. 2.030 2 51 .142

q-IO Wl' hal t: a Illy:t1 glllllp \\1 sli.thle I:lllph'yees. 3.674 2 SI ,032

q-t I We UlIlstalllly IlJve empl'lyee n,)-shows. 6.320 2 50 .004

'1../2 We an: 1l1llSl31l1ly I'Joking for new employees. 15.418 2 51 .000
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
I~MI)LOYEETliltNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. J - 34, 36· 4S)

TAULE XVI, I"Aln U: TEST OFIIOI\IOGENEITY O~' VARIANCES

Levene
Statistic dfl dl2 Sig.

q-l.l I\ly orgallllallllil sllt:~~es ("slol11er salisfaction. 1.591 2 49 .214

q.\ t I ";1\"<' IlUIl, Inl<:rarlilll1~ lI'ith ("SllHners. I~l 2 51 .885

'111 ~;lli,l)ill!!.1 rll~I()IIIC1 is Ihe llIo~1 impllrlalll asperl 01 Illy JOu. .113 2 51 893
q.\(l I Icel I wOllld :.l'II'C l'lIsll1lll\:rs belll'r If it were not fill all of lhe red

1.297 2 51 .282
lapr

q·111 It'd 1,1111 ,'ll<'dll( .11 1I1.1~llIg III)' l'lhltll/lClS s;lli~lInl 3.827 2 'i0 .028

'1.\1'11 ht: St" vln: klld al 11,,5 hOlel is (ollSIJlllly uceeding C:ApeLlations. 2.050 2 50 .139
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMI~LOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. I - 34, 36 - 48)

T.\U1.E XVI,I'ART C: ANUVA

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

q I This compally has helpful employee Belween Groups .468 2 .234 .396 .675
II ai nill!! Wilhill Groups 30.125 51 591

TUlal 30.593 53.-
q2 0111 l:mployee lraining prograllls are Belwcl:1I Groups .486 2 .243 .386 .682
erfeel ive. Wilhin Groups 30.822 49 .629

Tolal 31.308 51
43 We 11t:t:lJ mure emplt1yee Irailling Bctwccll Groups 1.170 2 .585 .924 .405
implemcnlcd Within Groups 28.497 45 633

TOlal
29.667 47

q4 You have Iu lomplele a cerlain amounl of Uelween Groups .698 2 .349 .406 .668
Iiainill~ hOlll~ hrforc you are allnwet.llo Within (Iroups 42.071 49 .859
perlllllll.1 )nll "" )0111 IIWII Toul 42.769 51.
qS My lllp"ilalion slressrs customer service Belweell Groups 2.093 2 1.046 1.517 .229
lIalllinf! Within Groups 35.167 51 .690

TOlal 31.259 53._-
q& I h.1\ l: had t.:lISlolllCr service training in Ihe Belween Groups 8,450E·OJ 2 4.225E·03 .005 .995
laq si, ml)nlhs. Wilhin Groups 40.049 49 .817

TUlal 40.058 51
q7 lonl)' had l'uslomer service training when I Between Groups 3.653 2 1.827 2.833 .068
hq':;11I Ill)' joh here. Wilhin Groups 32.234 50 .645

Tilial 35.887 52
I~!l I ha \ l: h;IJ IlU l'lIslomer service Iraining al Between Groups .253 2 .121 .110 .844
lhi~ j"h Wllhin Groups 34.961 41 .744

Tllial 35.220 49

1
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ONEWAY Ar-:ALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. J ·34,36 - 48)

TAULE XVI, PART C: ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Si~.

III) We ;IIC empowered. Between Groups 4.548E-02 2 2.274E-02 .()46 .955
Within Gnlllps 23.235 -17 A94

Tolal 23.280 49
41 UWhcn luring, the interview process for this Between Gruups .579 2 .289 .638 .532
cl)l11pany is nol lhnrough enough. Within Groups 23.125 51 .453

TillaI 23.704 53-
Ii II I havc 10 many Ihings lu at:~'omplish at Betwecn Groups 8.118 2 4.059 7.462 .001
\\(.rk and nol rnollgh lime 10 do lhem all. Within Groups 26.652 49 .544

TOlal 34.769 51----
II 12 1 h;lvc 100 mlll:h paperwUl k. Belwt:cn Groups 4.665 2 2.333 3.185 .050

Wilhin Groups 36.618 50 732

TOlal 41.283 52

II 13 Man)' III Ihc rules and proccdures m~ke Betwecn Groups 4.557 2 2.279 3.354 .043
d,)ing a good inh difficult. Within Groups 33.971 50 .679

TOlal 38.528 52--------
'/1-1 I ollcn kl'l I h.11 I dll nul knuw whal is Belwccu Groups 1.301 2 .650 .800 .455
gnillg (Ill With lilt: olganilalilln. Wllhin Groups 41.458 51 813

Tolal 42.759 53
II I5 My supcrvl~1H i~ Clllllpelcni in performing Belwecn Groups 2.371 2 1.186 3.200 .050
hi$/ her jilt!. Wllhin Groups 17.786 48 .371

TOlal 20.157 50
q 16 Whcn I have queslions, I feel my Belween Gruups 2.727 2 1.364 3.974 .025
supervisor is approachahle. Within Groups 17.159 SO .343

TOlal 19.887 52
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE l'UKNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. J ·34,36·48)

TAUI.E XVI, I'ART C: ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df Mean SQuare F Si2.

417 My supervisur is fair 10 me. Belween Groups 2.352 2 1.116 2.187 .123
Within Groups 26.893 50 .538
TIlIal 29.245 52

(jIll My supel vi~or shows (0(.1 lillie inlerc:sl in Belw,:clI Gruups .209 2 .105 .148 .863
Iii..: fcelin!!s of suhonlin31':s. Wilhin Groups 35.263 50 .705

TOlal 35.472 52
(j19 I h~.: Illy nI·wor~els. Belween Groups .389 2 .194 .699 .502

Wilhin Groups 13.913 50 .278
TOlal 14.302 52

1120 Our l:lllllpally provides rewards 10 Belween Groups 3.231 2 1.615 2.199 .122
t'mphlyres hasrd on Ienglh of employmenl. Wilhin Groups 36.000 49 .735

Tlllai 39.231 51
q21 OUI ulIllpany slrlves 10 keep ils employees Belween Groups 1.284 2 .642 1.284 .286
happy Within Gronps 24.486 .19 .500

Tolal 25.769 51
422 The henefils and salary we receive are as Belween Groups 5.009 2 2.505 3.785 .029
!!lllld a~ lIlosl lllh.:r l:llmre1iIOr.i in Ihe area. Wilhin Groups 33.750 51 .662

Total 38.759 53------ --
q2 \ 11i<:1<: ,11<: hl'IIl'lIb \\.: d.. nul h.lvc whll.:h Belw,:clI GlllUpS .926 2 .463 .730 .487
we ,htHrlJ Within Groups 32333 51 .634

Tolal 33.259 53
42-t WIH:n I dO:l good job, I receive recognilion Belween Groups 1.051 2 .526 .759 .473
for II Within Groups 33.929 49 .692

TOlal 34.981 51

l
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER V5. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. I - 34, 36 - 48)

'L\UU= XVI, PART C: ANOVA

Sumof
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

q25 Individuilb whu perlorm well at their job Between Groups .981 2 .491 .839 .438
sl~nd ~ f!ood chance of heing promoted. Within Groups 29.833 51 .585

Tolal 30.815 53
q20 I aliI ~alisflcd wilh my I:hanl:cs lor salary Between Groups .602 2 .301 .455 .631
incrc:ases. Wilhin Groups 33.096 50 .662

TOlal 33.698 52
q27 In rdalion 10 sillnry, I leel npprccialcd by Belweeu Groups 2.665 2 1.332 2.661 .080
Ihe orf!:lniZalillll. Wilhiu Groups 25.031 50 .501

TUlal 27.698 52

428 I kcl priJt: in my job. Between Groups 4.231 2 2.116 3,842 .028
Within Groups 28.083 51 .551

Totnl 32.315 53

q29 I SOIllt:llllleS fell my job is pointless. Between Groups 1.542 2 .771 1.098 .341

Within Groups 35.192 51 .702

Tolal 31.3]3 53
q30 I like doing Ihis job. Be(wecu Groups 1.708 2 .854 1.844 .169

Wilhin Groups 23.625 51 .463

TOlal 25.3]3 53
431 I feci I have heen worked 100 hard. Between Groups 2.523 2 1.262 1.680 .196

Withiu Groups 38.292 51 .751

Tolal 40.815 53
432 I fecllhat olhers around me arc nOI Between Groups 8.333 2 4.167 7.163 .002
workinl! hard enough. Within Groups 29.667 5I .582

Total 38.000 53

l
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ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMIJLOYEE TURNOVER vs. AIJ. QUESTIONS (J5 VS. 1 - 34, 36 - 48)

TAUU: XVI,I'A"'" C: ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

4JJ Thclc is luo much hickcrlng and fighung at Between Groups 14.676 2 7.338 14.724 .000
..... 01 k. Wilhin Groups 25417 5 I .498

TOlal 40.093 53
4.1·1 I hJve h) work harder 011 my job ~cause of Betwcen GlOupS 17.878 2 8.939 23.396 .000
lhe Incompelcnce of co-wmkcrs. Wilhin Groups 19.103 50 .382

TillaI 36.981 52
'1.16 Thi~ Illlld plopclly has low employee Belween Groups 2.141 2 1.071 1.891 .162
(umover rales Wilhin Groups 28.312 50 .566

TOlal 30.453 52
.-
qJ7 The maj"rily of uur employees have been Belween Groups .579 2 .289 .519 .598
clllplllyed al !his hOlel f"r :II leaSI one year. Within tiroups 28.458 51 .558

T"lal 29.031 53-----
q.lM Employce: absence has alfecled uur level of Belwe.:n Groups 4.708 2 2.354 3.985 .025
CUSh)mrr satisfaclion. Wilhin Groups 30.125 51 .591

TlIlal 34.833 53-----
q.ll) We alC rUIl~lanllyunder·Slaffed. Belwcen liroups 6.787 2 3.394 6.390 .003

Wllhill Groups 27.083 51 531

TOI:!I 33.870 53

q.lO We have a loyal group uf siable empluyees. Between GlOupS .315 2 .157 .198 .821
Wilhiu Groups -to.500 51 .794

TUlal 40.815 53
qot I We (llllSlalllly have employee no-shows. Between Groups 1.256 2 .628 .884 .420

Wllhill Groups 35536 50 .711

TOlal 36.792 52
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ONEWA Y ANALYSIS
EMI)LOYEE TURNOVER vs. ALL QUESTIONS (35 vs. 1·34,36 - 48)

TAUI.E XV., I'ART C: ANOVA

Sum 01'
Squares df Me;lII Square F Sil!o

'1·U WI: arc: <':1)1I~lalllly loul.ing for new Between Groups 3.801 2 1.900 3.366 .0·42
efllployees. Wilhiu Groups 28.792 51 .565

Tllial 32.593 53---
'lot \ ~1)' Ilrganizalion stresses customer Between Groups .869 2 .434 1.378 .262
.~alisfac,i()n. Wilhin Groups 15.439 019 .315

Tlltal 16.308 51

qot.11 have nun)' interactions with customers. Between Groups 8.333E-02 2 4. 167E-02 .079 .924

Wilhin Groups 26.750 51 .525

Total 26.833 53
1)·15 Sallsl ying a (ustomer is the most important Between Groups .\48 2 7.407E-02 .156 .856
aspecl of Illy jllh. Wilhin Groups 24167 5\ .474

Tlltal 24.315 53

'1otu I led I Wlluld serve customers heller if it Between Groups 2.167 2 1083 \.507 .231
lVere nol for all of the red lape. Within Groups 36.667 51 .7\9

T'lial 38.833 53- ---- - .- -----
11.17 I led 1.1111 dkLlIvL .11 milking my BclwCCIl (jrclllps 1.433 2 .71C, 1.419 .252
(\lSllllller, sal is fied. Witlun Groups 25.246 50 .505

Toral 26.679 52
------
'lotH rhe sen ICI' k\c1 althis horel is constantly Belween Groups 3.445 2 1.722 2.73\ .075
nCL'cdiug n Pi" laliolls. WlIllIn Groups 31.536 50 631

Tllial 34.981 52



ONEWAY ANALYSIS
EMPLOYEE TUR OVER AS IT RELATES TO SIGNIFICA~TANSWERS

,Tala. II _.6U

TABLE XVI. PART D: DESCRIPTIVES AND A 'OVA Ir-.iFORMATIO COMBINED

Std. I)~Gi Confidence
N Mean

Devilllon
Sld. E:ror Lower Upper Min. M3. Sig.

Bound Bound
Disa2ree 24 1.2917 U.6241 01274 I.U281 i 5552 I .i

q33 There IS lOO much bickenng :'\eulr.ll 6 2.5000 0.54771 0.-'236 1':1252 .~ 01481 , ..-
~ 0.000and fighting at wort. Allree 24 2.29171 1l.1l065 0.1646 1':1511 :.6322 I

Total <;4 1.87041 O.Il697 0.1184 1.6330 :.1078 I :;

q34 I have to wort harder :It my Job Disa2ree 24 1.3750 0.6469 0.1320 I 1018 i 6482 I ,
Neulnl 6 2.00001 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000 :.00001 ~ ~

because of the incompetence of co- - j 0.000
workers. Allree 23 2.6087 0.6564 0.1369 2.3249 :.3925 I

ToU1 53 1.91111 0.8433 0.1158 1.7487 :.:136 I -3

qII I have LO many lhings to DisalZree 24 1.7500 0.7940 0.1621 1.~147 :.0853 I .'
Neuuul 6 2.1667 0.4082 0.1667 1.7382 :.5951 :; ,

3Calmplish al work and nOl enough
Atrree 22 2.59091 1l.734 1 0.1565 :.:654 :.9164 1 10 .001

lime to do them:lli.
Total 152 2.1538 0.8257 0.1145 1.9240 :.3837 I }

DisalZree 24 1.51133 1.1.8297 1.1.1694 1.23301 1':1337' I ,
q32 I feel thal others around me are NeuU1lI 6 2.0000 U.6325 0.2.582 1.3363 :.6637 I 3
nOl worlong hard enougn. Atrree 24 2.41671 n.7173 0.1464 :.11381 :.: 195 I .\ 0.002

Total 54 2.00001 0.1l467 0.1152 1.76891 :.:311 I -'
DisalZree 24 1.87501 0.7974 0.1628 1.5383 :.: 117 I 3

q39 We are consl.1l1lly under- Neutral 6 2.16671 0.olO82 0.1667 1.7382 :.5951 ~

3-
staffed. Atrree 24 2.6250 0.7109 0.1451 2.3248 2.92521 I 3 0.003

Total 54 2.2407 0.1994 0.1088 2.0225 :.4589 I 3
Disatrree 23 2.9130 U.2881 0.0601 2.7885 .i.0376 :2 3

q 16 When I have quesnons. I feel NeulrlJ 6 2.3333 U.S 164 0.2108 1.7914 28753 2 3
my supervisor 1!; approachable. A~ 24 2.5000 U.7802 0.1593 2.1106 2.S294 I 3 0.025

Total 53 2.6604 0.6184 0.0849 :A899 :.3308 1 )

Disaltree 24 1.9583 0.8587 U.1753 1.59.57 :.3209 I )

q38 Employee :Ibsence Ius affected Nt!utr.ll 6 2.3333 0.5164 0.2108 1.7914 2.8753 2 3
OW" level of customer s:lusfaction. A~ 24 2.5833 0.7113 0.1464 2.180.5 2.8862 I 3 0.025

Total 54 2.2778 0.8107 0.1103 2.0.565 :A991 I 3
Disallree 24 2.6250 () 7109 IJ.l45 I :.3248 :.9252 I 3
Neulr:lI b 2..50001 11.5477 0.2136 : .1)252 .'.0748 2 3

'118 I feel pnde In my Job.
Arree 24 2.04171 tl.ll065 () 1646 1 "011 2.3822 I

3 0.028

Total 154 2.3519 0.7808 01063 :.1387 :.5650 1 3
Disa2ret! 24 2.5417 11.7211 0.1472 :.2372 :.~461 I .1

q22 The bene fils ana sal:lry we
Neutral 6 1.1l333 il.7528 o J073 , .0433 :.6233 I 1

rea: I ve are as ~ood as most olher
A~ 24 1.951131 l).'XJ79 a.lllS3 1.5750 :.3417 I

j 0.029

compeutors In the area.
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DEMOGRAPHIC FREQUE CY FIG RES

FIGURE I: GENDER (q49)

50

I
40

30

20

C 10~
OJu....
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q49 What is your gender?

Female
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DEMOGRAPHIC FREQUENCY FIGURES

FIGURE II: AGE BRACKET (q50)
60.,....,----------------------,

50,
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~
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0- 0_1__

20·29 30-39 40·40 50·59

q50 Indicate your age bracket (in years).
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DEMOGRAPffiC FREQUENCY FIGURES

FIGURE III: HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION (q51)
60,1--------------------
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I40,
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C 101
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2
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Cl. -

High School Bachelors Degree Graduate Degree
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q51 What is your current level of education (Highest level)?
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DElVIOGRAPillC FREQUENCY FIGURES

FIGURE IV: INCOME LEVELS (q52)

60

20

40

c
Q)
<J
... I
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Less than $20,000 $20,000· $29,000 $30,000· $39,000

q52 Indicate your income bracket.
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DEMOGRAPHIC FREQUE CY FIGURES

FIGURE V: MARITAL STATUS (q53)

50

40

30

I
20~

I
;

'E 10
CD
o....
tf. 0 I-"----

Single

q53 What is your maital status?

Married
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DEMOGRAPHIC FREQUENCY FIGURES

FIGURE VI: LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT (q54)
20 ......, --------------------

q54 What is your length of employment for your current position?

1.+ I



CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAINING FREQUE CY FIGURES

Neutral
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I

1

30

AGURE VII: TRAINED WI11IIN THE LAST SIX MONTIlS (q6)

50r!--------------------
I
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I

40

q6 I have had customer service training within the last six months.
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CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAI ING FREQUE CY FIGURES

FIGURE VIII: TRAINED ONLY AT JOB START (q7)
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q7 I had customer service training only at the beginmng ot employment.
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CUSTOMER SERVICE TRAINING FREQUENCY FIGURES

FIGURE IX: NEVER TRAINED (q9)
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Disagree Agree

q9 I have never had customer service training on this job.
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