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INTRODUCTION 

The rapid development of Artificial Intelligence (AI) is transforming the hospitality industry, as 

hotels increasingly integrate AI-enabled systems to improve service quality and operational efficiency 

(Tussyadiah, 2020; Gretzel et al., 2015). Despite these technological advancements, the success of AI 

implementation ultimately depends on employees’ readiness to engage in continuous learning (Noe et 

al., 2014). In this regard, AI learning intention, which refers to employees’ willingness to acquire and 

apply AI-related knowledge and skills, has become a crucial element of digital transformation. 

Most previous studies on technology adoption have applied the Technology Adoption Model (Davis, 

1989) and its extensions (Venkatesh et al., 2003). These studies focused on perceived usefulness and 

ease of use as key predictors of technology adoption. However, AI deployment in hospitality requires 

more than acceptance or intention to use. It requires staff to continuously learn, update, and apply AI-

related competencies to perform their jobs. These models still do not fully explain why some employees 

view learning AI as a growth opportunity, while others see it as a source of uncertainty, risk, or pressure. 

To address this gap, this study adopts Regulatory Focus Theory (RFT) (Higgins, 1997, 1998), which 

distinguishes between promotion focus and prevention focus as two self-regulatory orientations. 

Promotion-focused individuals are motivated by growth and advancement, often pursuing gains and 

aspirations (Crowe & Higgins, 1997). Prevention-focused individuals prioritize security and 

responsibility, striving to avoid losses and negative outcomes (Wallace et al., 2008; Dai et al., 2021). 

Compared with technology acceptance theories, which primarily explain whether employees accept or 

intend to use technology, RFT explains how employees are motivated to engage with AI learning 

demands. It also differs from Self-Determination Theory, which focuses on the quality of motivation, 

because RFT emphasizes the strategic orientation through which employees pursue gains or avoid 

losses. This distinction is particularly relevant in hospitality, where AI learning may simultaneously 

relate to career advancement, service improvement, performance pressure, and job insecurity. 

Employee behavior is also influenced by organizational climate, which signals valued norms and 

expectations (Schneider et al., 2013). A supportive climate encourages learning (Eisenberger et al., 

1990), while a punitive climate may reduce psychological safety and inhibit experimentation 

(Edmondson, 1999). From an interactionist perspective, behavior emerges from the interaction between 

personality traits and situational factors (Diener et al., 1984; Endler & Edwards, 1986). Applied to the 

hospitality context, this view suggests that employees’ AI learning intention may reflect both their 

regulatory focus and the organizational environment in which they work. Accordingly, this study 

examines how promotion and prevention focus relate to hotel employees’ intention to learn AI and tests 

whether organizational climate moderates these relationships. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Regulatory Focus Theory (RFT) proposes that individuals regulate goal-directed behavior through 

two motivational orientations: promotion focus and prevention focus (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Promotion-

focused individuals pursue growth and advancement, emphasizing gains and aspirations (Crowe & 

Higgins, 1997). Prevention-focused individuals prioritize security, seeking to avoid losses and negative 

outcomes (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). 

In hospitality industry, these orientations may shape employees’ responses to AI learning. Research 

indicates that regulatory focus influences work-related attitudes and performance in hotel contexts (Dai et 
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al., 2020; Wallace & Chen, 2006). Promotion-focused employees are more inclined toward development-

oriented behaviors, which may increase their willingness to learn AI. Prevention-focused employees, 

being more sensitive to uncertainty and risk, may be hesitant to learn new technological skills. While 

technology acceptance research emphasizes perceived usefulness and ease of use (Davis, 1989), 

motivational orientation provides a complementary explanation of AI learning intention. Therefore: (H1a) 

Promotion focus has a positive effect on AI learning intention; (H1b) Prevention focus has a negative effect 

on AI learning intention. 

Employee behavior is influenced not only by personality but also by situational factors. Organizational 

climate reflects shared perceptions of organizational practices and expectations (Schneider et al., 2013). 

A supportive climate provides resources and encouragement, fostering employee engagement and 

innovative behaviors (Parker et al., 2003). Such an environment may reinforce the growth orientation of 

promotion-focused employees and reduce perceived risk for prevention-focused employees. A punitive 

climate, by contrast, emphasizes error intolerance and performance pressure. Low psychological safety in 

such environments can inhibit learning behaviors (Edmondson, 1999; Detert & Edmondson, 2011). Under 

punitive conditions, prevention-focused employees may become more risk-averse, while promotion-

focused employees may restrain exploratory learning. From an interactionist perspective (Diener et al., 

1984), regulatory focus and organizational climate jointly shape AI learning intention. Accordingly: (H2a) 

Supportive climate strengthens the positive relationship between promotion focus and AI learning 

intention; (H2b) Supportive climate weakens the negative relationship between prevention focus and AI 

learning intention; (H3a) Punitive climate weakens the positive relationship between promotion focus and 

AI learning intention; (H3b) Punitive climate strengthens the negative relationship between prevention 

focus and AI learning intention. 

METHODOLOGY 

Data were collected using a convenience sampling approach. We administered a questionnaire to 

350 employees working in front office, reservations, and administrative/service-support roles in 

international tourist hotels in Taiwan. Promotion and prevention focus were measured using the 

Regulatory Focus at Work Scale (Wallace & Chen, 2006). Supportive climate was assessed using the 

scale developed by Kim et al. (2021). Punitive climate was measured by reverse-coding the three-item 

Nonpunitive Response to Error subscale from the Hospital Survey on Patient Safety Culture (Chen & 

Li, 2010). AI learning intention was measured using four items adapted from established behavioral 

intention scales (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh et al., 2003), with wording modified to reflect AI learning in 

the workplace. All items used a five-point Likert scale. Reliability and validity were assessed using 

Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and average variance extracted. The hypothesized direct and 

moderating effects were tested using partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) with 

SmartPLS bootstrapping. 

 

Figure 1. The Research Model 
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FINDINGS 

The measurement model showed satisfactory reliability and validity. The structural results indicated 

that promotion focus positively affected AI learning intention (β = 0.466, p < 0.001), and prevention 

focus had a negative effect (β = −0.264, p < 0.001), supporting H1a and H1b. 

The moderation results were partially supported. Supportive climate strengthened the positive 

relationship between promotion focus and AI learning intention (β = 0.153, p < 0.01), supporting H2a, 

and weekened the negative effect of prevention focus (β = 0.091, p < 0.05), so H2b was supported. 

Punitive climate weakened the relationship between promotion focus and AI learning intention (β = 

−0.114, p < 0.01), supporting H3a, and strengthened the negative effect of prevention focus (β = −0.103, 

p < 0.05), supporting H3b. 

CONCLUSION 

This study extends Regulatory Focus Theory to AI learning in the hotel context. The findings show 

that promotion focus increases employees’ AI learning intention, and prevention focus reduces it. More 

importantly, organizational climate changes these relationships. Supportive climate strengthens the 

positive effect of promotion focus and reduces the negative effect of prevention focus. In contrast, 

punitive climate weakens the positive effect of promotion focus and strengthens the negative effect of 

prevention focus. 

These results suggest that hotel employees’ AI learning intention depends on both personal 

motivation and the work environment. The study contributes to hospitality and tourism literature by 

showing that AI learning is not only a technology acceptance issue, but also a person–situation 

interaction process. For hotel managers, the findings highlight the importance of creating a supportive 

and non-punitive climate that encourages learning, reduces fear of mistakes, and helps employees view 

AI as an opportunity rather than a threat. 

REFERENCES 

Brockner, J., & Higgins, E. T. (2001). Regulatory Focus Theory: Implications for the Study of Emotions at 

Work. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 86(1), 35–66. 

Chen, I.-C., & Li, H.-H. (2010). Measuring patient safety culture in Taiwan using the Hospital Survey on Patient 

Safety Culture (HSOPSC). BMC Health Services Research, 10(1), 152. 

Crowe, E., & Higgins, E. T. (1997). Regulatory Focus and Strategic Inclinations: Promotion and Prevention in 

Decision-Making. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 69(2), 117–132. 

Dai, Y.-D., Altinay, L., Zhuang, W.-L., & Chen, K.-T. (2021). Work engagement and job burnout? Roles of 

regulatory foci, supervisors’ organizational embodiment and psychological ownership. Journal of 

Hospitality and Tourism Management, 46, 114–122. 

Dai, Y.-D., Zhuang, W.-L., Ko, A., & Okumus, F. (2020). The ‘if-then’ rules matter more? The roles of 

regulatory focus and leader–member exchange. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 90, 

102602. 

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of Information 

Technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3), 319–340. 

Detert, J. R., & Edmondson, A. C. (2011). Implicit Voice Theories: Taken-for-Granted Rules of Self-Censorship 

at Work. Academy of Management Journal, 54(3), 461–488. 

Diener, E., Larsen, R. J., & Emmons, R. A. (1984). Person × Situation interactions: Choice of situations and 

congruence response models. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47(3), 580–592. 

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 44(2), 350–383. 

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Perceived organizational support and employee 

diligence, commitment, and innovation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(1), 51–59. 

Endler, N. S., & Edwards, J. M. (1986). Interactionism in personality in the twentieth century. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 7(3), 379–384. 

Gagné, M., & Deci, E. L. (2005). Self-determination theory and work motivation. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 26(4), 331–362. 

Gretzel, U., Sigala, M., Xiang, Z., & Koo, C. (2015). Smart tourism: Foundations and developments. Electronic 

Markets, 25(3), 179–188. 

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist, 52(12), 1280–1300. 



APTA2026 Conference Proceedings 
eISSN: 3091-6682 

 Asia Pacific  
Tourism Association 

 

- 94 - 

 

Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and Prevention: Regulatory Focus as A Motivational Principle. In Advances in 

Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 30, pp. 1–46). Elsevier. 

Kim, K. Y., Atwater, L., Jolly, P., Ugwuanyi, I., Baik, K., & Yu, J. (2021). Supportive leadership and job 

performance: Contributions of supportive climate, team-member exchange (TMX), and group-mean 

TMX. Journal of Business Research, 134, 661–674. 

Noe, R. A., Clarke, A. D. M., & Klein, H. J. (2014). Learning in the Twenty-First-Century Workplace. Annual 

Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 245–275. 

Parker, C. P., Baltes, B. B., Young, S. A., Huff, J. W., Altmann, R. A., LaCost, H. A., & Roberts, J. E. (2003). 

Relationships between Psychological Climate Perceptions and Work Outcomes: A Meta-Analytic 

Review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24(4), 389–416. 

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M. G., & Macey, W. H. (2013). Organizational Climate and Culture. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 64(Volume 64, 2013), 361–388. 

Tussyadiah, I. (2020). A review of research into automation in tourism: Launching the Annals of Tourism 

Research Curated Collection on Artificial Intelligence and Robotics in Tourism. Annals of Tourism 

Research, 81, 102883. 

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User Acceptance of Information 

Technology: Toward a Unified View. MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 425–478. 

Wallace, C., & Chen, G. (2006). A Multilevel Integration of Personality, Climate, Self-Regulation, and 

Performance. Personnel Psychology, 59(3), 529–557. 

Wallace, C., Little, L., & Shull, A. (2008). The Moderating Effects of Task Complexity on the Relationship 

Between Regulatory Foci and Safety and Production Performance. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 13, 95–104. 

 


