B2 % B2 WR Tl 2 G2 ) Vol 20 No.2
2015 4£ 4 4 JOURNAL OF HUNAN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY SOCIAL SCIENCE EDITION Apr. 2015

doi:10.3969/j. issn. 1674 — 117X.2015.02.010

AN OGS EXTEE 57 T A TE S HLRY 22 iy

— R TR T & ZHIE B RAELRIELT

IR Tl R Rgabe , RS Bk 412007)

(4 E]BIaKi 55 BLEE Fa09 58 EEIR6 366 s &, 34T N AESIILE R G915 5 5 208 VAR A 2 S AL
8RR @2 57 A S A R T AE R F AT A SR R e A8 X E T A R R AE W, T xE W S ALEY B eh ok
K, L RA GG HERE, AT ALEDIIF LR FH A,

[RER]AEDIGA DG HE B E R T RERE 25T

[ hESHEE]F590 [ STERARIRAG] A [TZ4HE]1674 —117X(2015)02 - 0044 - 05

Influence of Demographic Characteristics on Intrinsic Motivation of Hotel Employees
—Based on the Analysis of High Stars Hotel Survey in Changsha City

ZENG Liyan, ZHOU Meifang, ZHOU Yinglan
(School of Business, Hunan University of Technology, Zhuzhou, Hunan 412007 ,China)

Abstract: Through 366 questionnaires answered by high star hotel employees in Changsha city, it tries to explore
the reliability and validity of intrinsic motivation scale, and discusses the influence of demographic characteristic
on intrinsic motivation by optimal scaling regression analysis. The results show that demographic characteristic has
an important impact on the intrinsic motivation of hotel employees. Intrinsic motivation is most related to seniority,
age and level of education, but gender has no significant influence on the intrinsic motivation.
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