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ABSTRACTS

This study investigated the effects of organizational communication upon employees’ job satisfaction and turnover intent
at deluxe hotels. The research model was tested with a survey administered to 310 employees, and adequate fit to the data was
provided (;7=934.651 (df=221), GFI=.816, NFI=.836, CFI=.869, RMSEA=.098). In the structural equation model, organizational
communication (organization integration 3=.182) showed a significant (+) influence on job satisfaction. However, personal
feedback (3=—.263), supervisory communication (3=—.260), and organization integration (3=—.342) had significant (—) effects
on turnover intent. Employee job satisfaction (B=—.124) had significant negative effects on employee turnover. Limitations

and future research directions are also discussed.
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Fig. 1. Summary of hypothesized relationships.
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Table 2. Convergent validity and reliability analysis among the latent constructs

Constructs Standardized estimate t-value SMC Cronbach's alpha ~ CCR* AVE®
0oC1 869 Fixed 755
oc2 776 17.055™ 603
Personal 888 874 670
feedback 0C3 877 20.487 770
0oc4 745 16.032"" .555
0C5 861 Fixed 741
- 0C6 .883 19.338"™ 779
Supervisory 858 875 609
communication ocC7 .680 13.767 462
0C8 675 13.632™" 456
0CY 824 Fixed 679
; 0OC10 790 16.746™" 624
Co-worker 910 885 718
communication OCl11 911 20.452 .829
OC12 .863 19.061"" 746
0oC13 850 Fixed 722
Organization oCl14 900 19352 810 878 827 717
mtegration
0OCl15 788 16.783"" 620
Js1 813 Fixed 661
ARY) 911 19.299" .830
fob 876 838 655
satisfaction JS3 858 18.201 737
1S4 631 12.229™ 399
T 819 Fixed 671
TI2 854 18.442™ 725
Tumover 914 891 727
Intent TI3 875 19.165 765
TI4 .863 18.807° 746

Note: * CCR=composite construct reliability;

NFI .872; IFI .906; TLI .889; CFI .906; RMSEA .084; RMR .064; ™ p<.001.

® AVE=average variance extracted; ’=727.683(df=215); p<.001; CMIN/df=3.385; GFI .848;
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Table 3. Mean, standard deviations, and correlation analysis

Constructs M=S.D.” 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Personal feedback 4.50+0.95 1 3247 .080 .039 011 179
2. Supervisory communication 4.75+0.78 570" 1 044 .001 .001 145
3. Co-worker communication 4.18+1.02 223" 2127 1 206 282 097
4. Organization integration 3.70£1.11 .198™ 046 4547 1 051 163
5. Job satisfaction 4.11£1.01 108" 095 168" 226" 1 052
6. Turnover intent 271£1.01  —.424" -.382" —-312" — 404" -.230" 1

Note: =~ p<.0l.

D M+S.D.; Meantstandard deviation.
D Coefficient’.
3 Pearson correlation coefficient; All items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree.

7R QAZHE BQletsih R A 2% 7 AT ARUNSEd BE folF 9 A dskeh ol A
& AAF AINTable 49} Fig. 2), A7RPe] Afee = 24 W 749 Dol Ao ddd JEE A= Fant
=934.651(df=221), GFI=.816, NFI=.836, CFI=.869, RMSEA & %7 F3lo] d&sH| o|HA 49, A A FiEe
=098 SO FAR ] Hoe v Q] AoR et = S7RIthe 202, Bong MH 5(2015)9] A7l 7
o ARHe R Ao A7 7HE vedt 2o 39l 2ol ASHQ) A4 7t olf A o 2o wEsh

7H1E 55 39| 24 ARuelde] A #na sglen, ARuyAelde] ol 5 gl A &
frelgh Bl 9F< Vé Ao 7pgeision], 24 A AR AFUEE freldh 9%S vl @ Lim JE(2012)
UAlelde] 47) abe] 8l Tl 24 SR;(B=182, 1=3.009, o] AT fFARE AAE Hole ZoR AU B

p<ODFro] HETIEHT FoJ3t o] gk F= He Kim SJ(2016)%} Yoon DK(2016)2] 7ol = 22]e] 75
Uehdt, B2 ek 2 9] A A=B=018, = YAl T 27 el AFtEEd A dF= =
310, p>.05), ZFAe}F AFUA 1A (B=.070, =1.178, p>.05), g 3 AP X5k ST

ok AU 1 4(B=.086, £=1.469, p>.05) T& TAHele] 7H 2 S5 29| 24 W 75U AlelAde] olH o=

Table 4. Structural equation model results among the latent constructs

Hypothesized path Standardized stimate t-value Results

H1  Organizational communication — job satisfaction

Hla Personal feedback — job satisfaction .018 310" Rejected
Hlb  Supervisory communication — job satisfaction .070 1.178% Rejected
Hlc  Co-worker communication — job satisfaction .086 1.469™ Rejected
Hld Organization integration — job satisfaction 182 3.009” Accepted

H2  Organizational communication — turnover intent

H2a  Personal feedback — turnover intent —.263 —4.922" Accepted

H2b  Supervisory communication — turnover intent —.260 —4.850™" Accepted

H2c  Co-worker communication — turnover intent —.087 —1.681™ Rejected

H2d  Organization integration — turnover intent —.342 —6.415™ Accepted

H3  Job satisfaction — turnover intent —.124 —2.289" Accepted
Goodness-of-fit statistics ¥=934.651(df=221), GFI=.816, NFI=.836, CFI=.869, RMSEA=.098

Note: * p<.05, ™ p<.01, ™ p<.001; ™ Not significant.
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