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Abstract The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of task conflict on job attitudes (organizational
commitment & job satisfaction), focusing on the mediating effects of supervisory communication & co-worker
communication. Recently, the importance of communication as a research topic has been increasing. According to
prior research, communication satisfaction has a positive effect on job performance. However, studies which take into
account the different types of communication are lacking. Therefore, this study considered two types of
communication (supervisory communication and coworker communication). A research model and hypotheses were
developed in order to examine the theoretical research issues and questions. The sample consisted of 280 survey data
drawn from employees in firms located in Korea. The data was analyzed by the statistical packages, SPSS 21.0 &
AMOS 21.0 for Windows. The findings of the analysis are as follows. Firstly, it was found that task conflict had
a negative (-) effect on organizational commitment & job satisfaction. Therefore, Hla & H1b are supported. Secondly,
it was found that task conflict had a negative (-) effect on supervisory communication. Therefore, H2a is supported.
However, it did not have a significant effect on co-worker communication. Hence, H2b is not supported. Thirdly, as
regards the mediating effect of supervisory communication, it was found that supervisory communication mediated
the effect of task conflict on job attitudes (organizational commitment & job satisfaction). Therefore, H3a & H3b are
supported. Finally, the mediating effect of co-worker communication was not significant. Therefore, none of the
sub-hypotheses of H4 are supported. Based on these findings, this study suggested directions for future research.
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o] A7} 0.6 oFolH & F Qv FELE ol 3k @A E(CR: Construct Reliability)S 2+
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QAR ES 832, TEAETS 80322 FA¥o] U (AVE: Average Variance Reliability)2 4145 0.700,
A olde A E Ry & 4tk AAAE 0.653, BRAE 0.736, ZAEY 0.707, A5
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50l 0.5 o)slol 1A Table 2]. 9, SR AVERY] AEES 7he] AuAs
Table 2. The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (N=280)
Variable Items B S.E. t P B AVE CR
tel 1 - - - 0.767
Task- tc2 1.274 0.076 16.66 ok 0.900
Conflict tc3 1.113 0.08 13.893 o 0.774 700 20
ted 1.245 0.075 16.647 Fokok 0.883
scl 1 - - - 0.749
Supervisory sc2 1.208 0.09 13.37 ok 0.827 53 0
Communication se3 0.907 0.08 11.356 ok 0.703
scd 0.939 0.08 11.681 Fokk 0.724
cel 1 - - - 0.676
Cof;)mY;iiifon cc3 1.185 0.103 11507 *rx 0.877 736 892
ccs 1.082 0.099 10.95 Fokok 0.764
oc2 1 - - - 0.753
oc3 1.137 0.066 17.108 Fokk 0.822
Organilzation oc4 1.231 0.086 14.296 ok 0.848 0 035
Commitment ocS 1.182 0.082 14.44 Fokk 0.864
oc6 0.83 0.064 12.886 Hokok 0.674
oc? 1.362 0.093 14.599 Hokk 0.894
jsl 1 - - - 0.726
js2 1.006 0.072 13.927 Hokok 0.715
Satisjsabction js3 1.008 0.101 9.943 Hokk 0.647 584 875
js7 0.899 0.093 9.621 Hook 0.651
js8 1.188 0.111 10.742 Hokk 0.720
s
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Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations (N=280)
Variable M SD Gender Age Edu TC N© cC oC N
Gender 131 464 1

Age 2.79 1.337 - 420%** 1
Education 4.02 .500 -.060 .007 1
TC 2.98 .874 - 164%** .064 .046 1(.900)
SC 3.46 678 -.036 015 .024 - 128% 1(.832)
cc 2.26 371 -073 141* .031 -.081 558%** 1(.803)
oC 3.66 782 - 131% .309%** A -.149* 293%** 310%** 1(.923)
IS 3.58 .633 - 133% 222%%* 128* - 215%* ARLH¥* 396%** ST79%** 1(.833)

*¥**¥p< 001, **P<.01, *P<.05, () : Cronbach's alpha
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Fig. 2. Structural Equation Modeling for Analysis

Table 4. Results of Pathway Estimates (N=280)
Pathway B S.E. CR. B
Gen — TC -.297 131 -2.263* -.155
Age — TC -.022 .045 -.494 -.034
Edu — TC .072 110 .651 .040
Gen — OC -0.032 0.08 -0.397 -.022
Age — OC 0.15 0.029 5.219%* 301
Edu — OC 0.391 0.069 5.656%%* 293
TC — OC(Hla) -0.145 0.041 -3.537%** -.193
Gen — IS -0.046 0.075 -0.61 -.034
Age — IS 0.089 0.026 3.386%** 192
Edu — JS 0.197 0.063 3.131%* 158
TC — JS(H1b) -0.145 0.039 -3.702%** -.207
Gen — SC -0.101 0.1 -1.014 -.071
Age — SC 0.015 0.034 0.443 031
Edu — SC 0.032 0.083 0.383 024
TC — SC(H2a) -0.117 0.05 -2.342* -.156
Gen — CC -0.039 0.084 -0.469 -.033
Age — CC 0.063 0.029 2.174 154
Edu — CC 0.024 0.07 0.341 022
TC — CC(H2b) -0.063 0.042 -1.522 -.103

***4p<,001, **P<.01, *P<05
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Table 5. Results of Pathway Estimates for Hypothesized Model (N=280)
Bootstrap Estimate 95% C.L
Pathway

Estimate S.E. Lower Upper
1. TC — SC — OC(p2) : H3a -0.031* 0.022 -0.095 -0.002
2. TC — SC — IS(p4) : H3b -0.041* 0.021 -0.090 -0.006
3. TC — CC — OC(p6) : H4a -0.014 0.017 -0.066 0.003
4. TC — CC — JS(p8) : H4b -0.018 0.016 -0.065 0.002

*P<.05, number of Bootstrap=1,000
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