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Abstract

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to understand the interrelationships among diversity management, employees’ job engagement,
and organizational commitment in a deluxe hotel. Methods: In a total of 344 F & B employees obtained from empirical research, this
study reviewed the reliability and fitness of the research model and verified a total of 4 hypotheses using the Amos program. Results:
The proposed model provided an adequate fit to the data, X2=316.722 (df=112), CMIN/df=2.828, GFI=0.899, NF1=0.941, IFI=0.961,
TLI=0.953, CFI=0.961, RMSEA=0.073. SEM results showed that diversity management (building cultural awareness: $=0.206;
pragmatic management policy; =0.315) had a positive and significant influence on job engagement. Also, employees’ job engagement
(B=0.623) had significant positive effects on organizational commitment. Conclusion: This study shows diversity management of hotel
employees and its effectiveness as well as which diversity management is needed positive attitude.
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Table 1, Demographic characteristics of samples (n=344)

Characteristics n %
Male 204 59.3

Gender
Female 140 40.7
20-29 168 48.8
Age 30-39 13 32.8

(yr)
40- 63 184
- College 178 51.7
Education level University 137 39.8
Graduate university 29 8.4
-1 62 18.0
2-3 92 26.7
Tenure 45 59 17.2
()

6-10 63 18.3
11- 68 19.8
Back of the house 194 56.6

Position
Front of the house 150 334

FOH(Front of House) 33.4%% UEISITH

2. 53 =2l EldE I M AH™
2 ATE S8 34" I ddardd, 284,
ElgAd-S AE3] flEl g1 80E A AR EEA
< =S A3}= Table 29 2
ot 1A glEA e i 7“?}1?_‘: ¥=291.552(df=109),
CMIN/df=2.675, GFI=0.906, NFI=0.946, IFI=0.965, TLI=
0.956, CFI=0.965, RMSEA=0.070, RMR=0.089 590 & %
AtElo] AE S vHgE Q] A oE ZAMERT B &
Tﬁ}ﬁ 29l Balge BE SHIEANA 70 ool
*cg-/k-l/\]ﬁ_,_(xq]\:x% 3 ﬂ:() 8 _,_§]. o]/x]_/] fsﬂ/\-l
—0.791, -85 A 3=0.786; A%‘ﬁ«l 0.875; ZZE<]
=0.870)% 0.7°]d, EFEARFESFAEZH FE]=0.780;
w3} 29| FA=0.742; @%ﬁ qun—0 766; < 2]=0.798;
Z2EQ=0788)E BT 0.60 oo Ueh} =4g=
o] B34 E S5 UtHAnderson JC & Gerbing DW
1988). AF=EA Al =&H I2nlst Gk Fhol
0.895-0.9402] H9] Qtoll EZ3tEo] WHIHFo] HSH
Ao, 3 AA A Lk gho]l Sl 3o W E
A Fko v g FIE AMAshA] st
HREIGA HES Y8l BEEEASEUT AHIA
AF e ¥ad A3k Table 3) 291 7 AAAA A
9] F71E 0.096-0.435% FFZEAFEZS] W92l 0.742-
0.798ETH 2t Z1 o2 Ueh} £&H 1% vHIElSA
S Zte AeE ZAMEUtHFomell C & Larcker DF
1981). ol2igt A& Tl ==4 571 8%lo] 7EA o]
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Table 2, Confirmatory factor and reliability analysis among the latent constructs

Standardized Cronbach's Composite Average variance
Items . t-value c
estimate alpha construct reliability extracted
o DMI1 0.892 fixed
Institutional DM2 0.911 24273 0.911 0.828 0.780
management et
DM3 0.846 21.253
o DM4 0.898 fixed
Building DM5 0.887 21.857° 0.895 0.791 0.742
cultural awareness -
DM6 0.801 20.043
. DM7 0.854 fixed
Pragmatic . DMS 0.857 20.036"" 0.907 0.786 0.766
management policy -
DM9 0.916 21.858
ENI 0.872 fixed
Job EN2 0.906 24.170""
- 0.940 0.875 0.798
engagement EN3 0.921 24.994
EN4 0.876 22.563""
OCl1 0.834 fixed
izati 0C2 0.890 21223
Orgam@ﬂonal " 0.937 0.870 0.788
commitment 0cC3 0.898 21.529
0C4 0.928 22.752""

x2:291.552 (df=109); p<0.001; CMIN/df=2.675; GFI=0.906; NF1=0.946; IFI=0.965; TLI=0.956; CFI=0.965; RMSEA=0.070; RMR=0.089;

X

'$<0.001.

Table 3, Correlation analysis among the latent constructs

Items 1 2 3 4 6 Mean+SD
1. Institutional management 1 0.435” 0.357 0.096 0.171 3.64+1.36
2. Building cultural awareness 0.660"" 1 0.283 0.121 0.136 3.79+1.37
3. Pragmatic management policy 0.598" 0.532" 1 0.154 0.127 3.44+1.51
4. Job engagement 0310 0.348" 0.393" 1 0.329 4.44+1.38
5. Organizational commitment 0.414" 0.369" 0.357" 0.574" 1 4.14+1.37

Y Pearson correlation coefficient; All items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree.

Y Coefficient™.
**p<0.01.

3_ 7|.A-| 745

TFxHA A 18-S B3 A== Ai}= Table 49]. zr}
Tz ao] o3 71 HEE AANF AT =316.722
(df=112), CMIN/df=2.828, GFI=0.899, NFI=0.941, IFI=0.961,
TLI=0.953, CFI=0.961, RMSEA=0.073 S22 ZA}H 9]
AP wat FEolgon, AF mydxe] HEmro
ok FZ3AITY = BT 07017390 AoE AU
E]-(Fig. 2).

7Hd 12 55 39 Y AUt A5 TAM Y
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Table 4, Structural equation model results among the latent constructs

Hypothesized relationship B t-value Results
Hla Institutional management — Job engagement -0.006 -0.067 Rejected
Hlb Building cultural awareness — Job engagement 0.206 2.449° Accepted
Hlc Pragmatic management policy — Job engagement 0.315 4256 Accepted
H2 Job engagement — Organizational commitment 0.623 11.474™ Accepted
x2:316.722 (df=112); p<0.001; CMIN/df=2.828; GFI=0.899; NFI=0.941; IFI=0.961; TLI=0.953; CFI=0.961; RMSEA=0.073; *p<0.05,
**%p<0.001
!,
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s 3 Now significant effect
Fig. 2. Structural equation model with parameter estimate,
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