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Table 1. Participants

2571 Slel —rEﬂ'lJ 2] 174

o= g Law 700 2

%%&6}@1, 7elmee] Fasel A a0z

48 2AS APt

A A QA AL B

Number Ratio (%)
Male 455 35.9
Female 808 63.8
Gender
Missing value 3 0.2
Total 1,266 100.0
College of nursing1 198 15.6
College of Life sciences1 119 9.4
College of Life sciences2 130 10.3
College of Life sciences3 113 8.9
College of health sciences1 146 1.5
Department College of health sciences2 110 8.7
College of health sciences3 106 8.4
College of Social Sciences1 199 15.7
College of Social Sciences2 118 9.3
College of Social Sciences3 27 2.1
Total 1,266 100.0
Freshman 525 41.5
Sophomore 448 354
Grade Junior 284 22.4
Missing value 9 7
Total 1,266 100.0
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Fasto] MR GRS TSI HEHoE
12663] Afstalo] Aol St A S
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[H%L%MH ZHAIA LH%I- Ot=

AP dje-at BANS 7129 35 B
st R 2R e 293

]‘I__Z
AT 6

o)

:|

H010 2 APt QI B WA} Bl
3t th=0] A8l B94Bruning, Dials, & Shirka,
2008; Yang, 2007; Yoo & Park, 2016) 7} 285t
ZAA-5F wAI vl 7] A FES(trust,
control mutuality, commitment, satisfaction)
& welsjol thst-shal A 2AslA) 51
o, AR AR R gl q@a&%gg
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el SUEEE 4710 g WS
31 QJeF, -2 thaharts SP T Akl g A
WHoE ARTTH, PSS

th 5 = W I2gth= St (SD) =
2.900(.786), Cronbach’s ¢ = ,922].
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Table 2. Effects of University Organizational Communication on University-Student Relationship and University Student
Satisfaction

University-student relationship University-student satisfaction
Variable
g tvalue B tvalue
University organizational communication 977 161.022*** .968 136.099***
R? (F-value) .954(25928.235)* ** .937(18522.914)***

Note: ***p < .001.

SpA BT U] HAl GRS BAlSHs  QITALSIS A4m mS 7, et ZE AR
Y olck. o] obuiy] Slal BlFEAS AAsk AOKM U chal-SHY BAe) Chet ST E
o0, 2 AT (Table 2) ofl AABI%AT, (AFEA 2) = THEMle] QAAtelete 4wl
5g Wolo® ojst 24 AU WS ojst g el WS TR o), vfet 24 A
SIS thel-sPY TAN W WHEE WS B4 FuAlo| 4ol thek-shl T dhet v
BIQLO & olalo] BAT Bl B (Table 2) 9] ulA| Q1) TAS HA4sH b ok WA ohs
Aikg w9, dek 2x0) ARUACIAE distel sk TAKe] nlxl RS B S8, 3
det P4 B50) ANl SAHOR GOl A A mRol AR SuRSe) QA U ot
2ol ake AL Ao® Ut p = 977, A 71 A4, del, Ajst sk, s, el
p< .00 R* = 954, F= 25928235, p< o, 7I%AF QAL 31992, I v megois ohst
001), EFFSPYO| SR S ol AR mb Algsh A WS EYRE AukAel e
2 fofual QUbe RS X QAT A= B SHOR B A, B, AR, A

968, p < .001; R* = 937, F = 18522914, S0 thh WSEE HEGSIAITt viRu o2 A
P

diet zAle] SR ARl ofa ST B Sla) e 9 )7 daks

2 AR OE BHelg 4 ot 3y ofl AASH,

A (Table 3) ol AlAE & s 7124
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Table 3. Effects of Demographics, Education Environment, and University Organizational Communication on University-
Student Relationship (M = 1,266)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable
B tvalue B tvalue B t-value
Gender(Male) 175 3.747%*% .097 2.286* .034 .884
Age —.041 —1.869 —-.023 -1.190 —-.029 —1.585
Income .008 .804 .008 .949 007 872
Current semester —.186 —7.019***  —.160 —6.644***  — 131 —5.853***
Military service 295 3.035** 252 2.894** .284 3.514***
Boarding —.040 —.634 .002 .049 .043 827
GPA .038 1.519 .001 —.070 .006 316
Environment Facility Satisfaction .300 8.795*** 174 5.320%**
Satisfaction of tuition fee .002 .049 .002 102
Scholarship satisfaction 101 4.563*** 079 3.858***
Satisfaction with major education 165 6.715%** .060 2.508*
University organizational communication 444 13.839 ***
R2 271%** A20%** 507***
R 2 change 149%** .087***
Note: 1. A is standardized coefficients
2.%p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001,
1 QIFALRIehA] £/do] tist-ahY A Adol| miA| < .001), 223l A wsof it v vt
= A A EAE B dAoH(g = 175, E(B = 1165, p < .001) theh-sHY TA Aol
p < .001), A}t 37|17} Se- Ahd A= g = SAACE fFoudt G vA= Ae= Y

(=295, p < .01) Tish-ahal PAAdo] 24 spRjat Ao A e} 23] ARUA | A of
e o S QAT W B 44 SWS Bw Bh-sh TANC] oie ek SPIES] QA
dhare] A - 4 JEATHA b S el s e £49) ek Tels

W7 w2 S (8 = 1300, p < .001), AT} = .444, p < .001), 53] te} 22| #5uA0]
= Aol gt WEEIF =5S( 8 = 101, p AS tish-a BAA o)) ml X FRRS ARt
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Table 4. Effects of Demographics, Education Environment, University Organizational Communication, and University-
Student Relationship on University Student Satisfaction (M = 1,266)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable
B tvalue B t-value B tvalue B tvalue
Gender(Male) 238 | 4.142*%*% 144 | 2.989** 113 2.360* 102 2.200*
Age —.040 | —1.475 -.019 | —.864 —.024 | —1.076 -.014 | —.666
Income .001 .003 .002 .188 002 .249 001 011
Current semester —.156 | —4.707*** —.103 | —3.758*** —.090 | —3.287*** —.046 | —1.721
Military service .084 | 3.035%* .041 417 .033 .339 .061 .645
Boarding -.075 | —.964 —.008 | —.137 .013 .203 —.001 | —.025
GPA .087 2.827** .005 224 .008 .336 .006 .259
Environment Facility Satisfaction .199 5131*** 142 3.538***  .083 2.134*
Satisfaction of tuition fee —.024 | —.903 —.021 102 —.022 | —.869
Scholarship satisfaction .097 3.835***% 085 3.392*** (058 2.409*
Satisfaction with major education 504 | 17.900*** 447 | 15.161*** 427 | 15.000***
University organizational
communication 212 | 5.397**%  .062 1.535
University-student relationship 357 | 10.8071***
R? .092*** 377%** .393*** A53%**
R? change 285*** 016*** .060***

Note: 1. B is standardized coefficients
2.%p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Auf 3R ol A QIFALS 9} w5 $H HQ1o] & 3hd, W of i ofek e A, sk, A
e A E o] alol= AT, AhdY 3 WS o] AH A e} tlEo] shAYof| tigl of
FE(B = —.131, p < .00D), BB sPIU  TF w4} A9 A4l ARjYA ol =i}
(B = 284, p < .001), BF A = 174,  FHA U3k A4 7S & 4= Ak
p < .00D)IFSH B = 079, p < .001), A oJojA] & A7} Aw| a1} g vfe} vk o)
FAS( L = 000, p < .05 TFE7 = FE R AT &4, ofgh s 3 ¥
S g5 55 AL BAZCRE fo Ql, st 22 AFUA A E ohe-sy AN

ualA Ashe 89S o 4 ik webd ojst 9 QIaba B AU (Table 4) ol AN
-SSP TANS Seol7] SIS Telslok she A4 WA SR she) )RR Q1 o] ol wks

N



144 O 5| FQUIAIO T} ChEH-SHAY 2]

0x
o
-
]
o
5

Table 5. Mediating Effects of University-Student Relationship on the Relationship Between University Organizational
Communication and University Student Satisfaction (M = 1,266)

Variable B SE B tvalue
Uni it izati | ication —
niversity organizational communication o 032 13.839%**
University-student relationship
Univgrsity-student relatilonsh?p nd 351 032 10.679%**
University student satisfaction
University organizational communication —
. . . . .062 .041 1.535
University student satisfaction
— lationshi
Umvgraty student re atllons fp - 335 035 .365%**
University student satisfaction
z-score 8.456%**

Note: 1. 8 is standardized coefficients
2. ***p<.001.

ol miAe Ak TA BAE B, Hrdoln
(8= 238, p < .001), A8t 87|17} v xjshd
WFE(p = —.150, p < .001), HHHE| A

UFE(B = 084, p < .01), LT3 At 5]

sHd BHol == 5(p = 087, p < .01) T}
UHE7t AR SR foulshA =t s o
78 WSS A E | et o] ZRkA|Ql AE gk
et =TSR 5 = 1199, p < .001), B
Sha Aol Higt R =2 R85 = 097, p

< .001), 18l HF wsof it STt =
TE(B = 504, p < .001) Th3} WEEZof £
o8 {om W AN} HAE LrErsch

A7} =3t s 24 0] AR
UAle 13_4 ﬂ%@ e Oﬂﬁok% tishg o] QIEAY
o _q _1,].7(4 Oﬂokaﬂe
froulsHAl digh T
= 212, p < .001).

%

xﬂomz £ 1 Ao

o SFE PIRIAL UMK B

o A} ThAof|A] TSt 2] AR A o]}
A -3 B WA S FUS g vk
Ao A B L] 714 Q1AL &4, Tt
WS 2, st 24 ARUAlel A S et
ZJefoll Al theh-shY BAE FAA SR Fon|
Tk IS YEITK g = 1357, p < .001), &
A, -y WASE whgeh upRat 24 2y
= AvEE, FolH( 5 = 102, p < .05), T
= .083, p < .05)T AFF( 5 = .058,
p < .05), 2L AF WS =
.001)°f| et WSt = TSt Eé—Eﬂ%
AR ez FonfstA o3& & 4= At

F7H o' st 22| AR Ale] A2 tist vt
L JF tie-a 35BS FUde R
H SAFCR Fomet WAZE AR g =
002, p = ns), o= st 22 AFUA o]Ho]
osh-5HAY A RIS vl Sfod tfe TS

J




of A= w7 =] ANE AARIE, o]t
w7l AS gRlsk7] fisiAl BEE AlY(Baron
& Kenny, 1986)7}F A|eket w7 &3} HZ
(Sobel test))& Btz A1 371 745 2
Yatedet, ofef gt 4] A} (Table 5) o Al

AT,
(Table 5) of| A|A|%E v} o] tfe; 22|
UAlo] A2 a7l $1Q1Q1 thsh-sh4d Al W
|

7
i e
7R S HIQ] e} witeo] Q] kA

of FIsto] e} T JFF WAE A

tist 22 AFuAlelA9] tist vk gk o]

ARRHOEZ( 8 = 062, p = ns), st 22 #

FruAlelAS ish-sHy BAS & mi7fistod
o

sustainability) Jeong, 2015; Jeong & Park,

1) Sobel test AJAF HFA]S T} =78 %1% Preacher, K. J., &
Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating
indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behavior Research
Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 36(4), 717-731.
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Due to the low birthrate and college admission decrease in school age population, universities
are vigorously trying to improve the quality of university education services. The purpose of this
study is to systematically analyze the causal relationship between university organizational
communication and college students’ satisfaction as well as university-student relationship
in public relations perspectives. As a result of analyzing data collected from 1,266 students at
four-year universities in the metropolitan area, the university organizational communication
and university-student relationship had a significant effect on university satisfaction.
Especially, it was confirmed that the university organizational communication has a significant
causal relationship to college student satisfaction university-student relationship, despite of
controlling variables of university students” attitudes toward overall university education
environment facilities including major education, and scholarship support as well as the
gender of college students, current semester, GPA, and whether he completed military
service. This research provides theoretical and practical guidelines from public relations
perspectives for the university by considering it as one organization and by closely studying the
relationship with students, one of the university’s core internal publics, and the value of
communication.

K eyw ords university, student, organizational communication, organizational-public
relationship, university student satisfaction
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