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Abstract
The purpose of this paper is to examine the relationship between job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention in Vietnam’s 
textile and garment industry. In this study, a total of 1028 surveys were collected from employees in top-ten textile and garment companies to 
test the goodness of fit, measurement model, and structural model between constructs by using the partial least squares path modeling. The 
result identifies five key factors affect job satisfaction including compensation, safety climate, job characteristic, spiritual well-being, coworker 
relationship. Besides, job satisfaction and organizational commitment also have a significant and negative effect on employee turnover intention 
and marital status was found as the mediator to the relationship between organizational commitment and turnover intention. The results of this 
study are helpful for the managers in making the priority strategies to reduce the turnover rate and make Vietnam become an important part of the 
global supply chain in the textile and garment industry.    
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Introduction

Vietnam currently ranks as one of the top five global garment–exporting 
countries besides China, India, Myanmar, and Bangladesh, with the main 
exporting markets, which are the United States, the European Union, and 
Japan. This is the second-largest export turnover in the country and a key 
contributor to the country’s economic growth in Vietnam. In 2019, Vietnamese 
textile and garment exports increased 7.55% per year and achieved about USD 
39 billion in total in 2020, accounting for 15% of the GDP and 18% of the total 
exports of the country. In the first six months of 2021, Vietnam’s garment-textile 
export turnover achieve nearly US $19 billion, up more than 20% compare 
to 2020 and many orders have been received for the fourth quarter of fiscal 
2021 (Vietnam Textile and Apparel Association - VITAS, 2020). These results 
are originated from the political crisis in Myanmar who is the main competitor 
of Vietnam, the economic recovery after coronavirus in some major markets 
such as the US, China, and Europe. In addition, at the end of 2020, Vietnam 
signed two important trade agreements including the European Union Vietnam 
Free Trade Agreement (EVFTA) and the Regional Comprehensive Economic 
Partnership (RCEP) in which tariffs imposed on Vietnam’s textile and apparel 
products will be eliminated in the European market as well as ASEAN and 
five large economies in the Asia-Pacific region including China, Japan, South 
Korea, New Zealand, and Australia (Figure 1).

The major driving force for growth in Vietnam’s textile and garment industry 
is low - cost labor force. Employing approximately 2.7 million people in 2020, 
accounting for more than 12% of the Vietnamese labor force (VITAS, 2020) 

because the textile and garment sector is characterized by intensive labor 
and manual processes with three main sub-sectors including fiber production, 
fabric production, and dyeing, garment manufacturing. However, the most 
challenging issue which the Vietnamese textile and garment industry faces is a 
high employee turnover rate. According to VITAS, the employee turnover rate 
of this industry in 2020 is nearly 36% which causes a lot of difficulty in meeting 
the clients’ demand in quantity and quality because new employees need the 
training courses to get well with the manufacturing process and improve the 
labor productivity. For many years, this problem becomes worse after every 
Lunar New Year vacation, million garment workers choose to work in industrial 
parks in their hometowns instead of returning to their old firms in the city where 
their incomes could not afford high living expenses. Thus the first and foremost 
aim of this study is to examine the factors affecting job satisfaction at textile and 
garment firms in Vietnam which is not mentioned in previous studies, then help 
minimize the employee turnover intention and gain a competitive advantage for 
Vietnam’s textile and garment industry before competitors including Myanmar, 
Bangladesh, China. 

Literature Review and Hypothesis  
Development

Spiritual well-being at the workplace
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Figure 1. Export value in 2011-2020 period of Vietnam’s textile and garment 
industry.
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According to Paloutzian RF, et al. [1] spiritual well-being is the people’s 
perception of the quality of their spiritual life, it is also the state of being happy, 
healthy, or prosperous. At the workplace, this concept is linked with emotion 
and psychology in employees’ personal life which affects their performance 
and job satisfaction because it happens to have a positive influence on most 
aspects of mental and physical health [2]. Employees will have more energy to 
work, boost their productivity, and be committed to companies when they are 
released from the stress of their lives and works. Therefore, it is hypothesized 
that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Spiritual well-being has a significant and positive 
effect on job satisfaction.

Training and development: Training and development are the critical 
activities in human resources management that help increase the needed 
skills and knowledge in work [3]. Therefore training and development are 
planned to improve the capacity, productivity, and performance of employees 
when helps businesses to adapt to innovation [4,5]. The trained workers 
are more satisfied than untrained ones when the training and development 
courses supply chances to improve their skills needed in the future. Moreover, 
in training and development sessions, employees will re-evaluate their 
strengths and weakness which make them satisfactory or dissatisfactory to 
the job. Accordingly, it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Training and development has a significant and 
positive effect on job satisfaction.

Job characteristic: The job characteristic model was developed by 
Morgeson FP, et al.  [6] including skill variety - the number of skills used by the 
job holder, task significance – the extent to which a job has an impact on the 
work of other people, autonomy – the degree of independence to the individual 
in scheduling and determining the procedures in carrying out the work and 
feedback from job – the amount of clear information received from supervisor 
to improve the effectiveness of performance [7].  

The characteristic of job has been considered the key contribution 
to motivation and job performance which have a direct impact on the job 
satisfaction of employees [8]. Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Job characteristic has a significant and positive effect 
on job satisfaction.

Coworker relationship: The coworker relationship contains two concepts 
including the vertical relationship with the leader and a horizontal pair with 
partners. On the subject between coworker relationships and job satisfaction, 
studies found that the factor of group interactions and co-workers’ support has 
a positive correlation to job satisfaction [9]. This relation is explained by the 
effectiveness of communication as well as the coordination between the two 
parties to achieve the tasks [10]. When the employees are given favorable 
conditions by supervisors and coworkers to finish their works, they feel 
more satisfied and committed to the organization. Therefore, the following 
hypothesis is framed:

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Coworker relationship has a significant and positive 
effect on job satisfaction.

Compensation: Most employees must work for life, thus compensation 
is a crucial part of human resources practices or without compensation, the 
majority of workers would not perform the tasks [11]. In a study by Mishel  L 
[12]  labor productivity could be improved when companies change their payroll 
scheme. The study showed that changing the compensation scheme could 
have large effects on economic terms which dated back from a higher level 
of job satisfaction. Thus compensation can encourage passion and increase 
job satisfaction [13]. From this analysis, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Compensation has a significant and positive effect 
on job satisfaction.

Safety climate: Safety climate refers to an organizational climate in which 
the employees perceive the organization's policies as well as management 
practices to ensure psychological health and safety [14,15]. Accordingly, 
workers who perceive a positive occupational environment tend to be more 

compliant and avoid occupational accidents [16]. Luria G [17] stressed the 
importance of the manager in promoting trust and avoiding risky behaviors 
at work. Employees who receive a safe working environment and trust their 
senior managers will be more satisfied which being associated negatively 
with the drop-out rate. Job satisfaction drops significantly in stressful working 
conditions and overload [18]. The hypothesis is presented as follows:

Hypothesis 6 (H6): Safety climate has a significant and positive effect on 
job satisfaction.

Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention: 
According to Aziri B [19] job satisfaction is the combination of psychological, 
physiological, and environmental circumstances that cause a worker being 
satisfied with his job or the feelings of individuals about their jobs. Under 
this approach, job satisfaction combines the positive and negative feelings 
that employees hold toward their works. Previous studies have shown that 
job satisfaction leads to some consequences including higher productivity, 
higher product quality [20]. Organizational commitment is the degree to which 
an employee is involved with the organization when an individual shares 
the organization’s values and desire to remain in the organization [21].  And 
according to Gunlu E, et al. [22], job satisfaction correlates with organizational 
commitment because when a worker has positive emotion toward the job, he 
will develop some positive responses toward his organization. Besides, job 
satisfaction also affects the probability of staying or leaving an organization 
which is called turnover intention, Employees with a high intention of withdrawal 
will leave the organization shortly. Thus the early detection of job dissatisfaction 
is a great idea to resolve the problem of turnover intention [23,24]. 

On the other hand, turnover intention also has a negative relationship with 
organizational commitment which includes three components such as affective 
commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment [25]. This 
means the workers who are committed to the organization because of affective 
attachment are unlikely to leave the organization or when they are aware of 
costs associated with leaving the organization or they feel the obligation to 
remain with the organization Allen and Meyer, 1990. Based on the above 
analysis, the following hypotheses are framed:

Hypothesis 7 (H7): Job satisfaction has a significant and positive effect 
on organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 8 (H8): Organizational commitment has a significant and 
negative effect on turnover intention.

Hypothesis 9 (H9): Job satisfaction has a significant and negative effect 
on turnover intention.

Hypothesis 10 (H10): Personal information (age, tenure, and marital 
status) moderates the relationship between organizational commitment and 
turnover intention. From the literature review above, the study suggests the 
research theoretical framework.

Methodology

Data collection

This research was conducted using a quantitative method with a 
questionnaire and convenience sampling was used to collect data due to the 
geographical proximity, time available, and willingness. In Vietnam’s textile and 
garment industry, there are nearly 2000 manufacturers in which the number 
of domestic companies’ accounts for 75.2%, and FDI companies led by Hong 
Kong, Singapore, China, and South Korea occupy 24.8% (VITAS, 2020). This 
study only concentrates on the domestic companies and the questionnaires 
were delivered to the workers at top ten textile and garment firms in Vietnam 
namely Nhabe Corporation, Vietnam National Textile, and Garment group, 
Viet Tien Garment Corporation, Song Hong Garment Joint Stock company, 
March 29 Textile Garment Joint Stock company, Ha Noi Textile, and Garment 
Joint Stock Corporation, Dong Nai Garment Corporation, Gia Dinh Textile, 
and Garment one-member limited company, Thai Son Garment, and Sai Gon 
Garment Joint Stock company through the Internet.
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Data was collected through 3 phases. In the first phase, a focus group 
interview with the heads of the Personnel Department at large firms was used 
to generate ideas about the factors that affect the job satisfaction of employees. 
In this exploratory research, 10 human resource managers were interviewed 
online. Then the questionnaire was designed and distributed to 50 employees 
to catch the spelling mistakes. 

The research questionnaire consists of four sections, section A is about 
personal information, section B assesses the factors affecting job satisfaction, 
the job satisfaction items were divided into six components including spiritual 
well-being, training, and development, job characteristic, coworker relationship, 
compensation, and safety climate. Section C and D contain the questions about 
the employees’ organizational commitment and turnover intention respectively. 
Likert scale is used in this study which consists of five response alternatives 
including 1: Strongly agree, 2: Agree, 3: Moderate extent, 4: Disagree, 5: 
Strongly disagree (Table 1).

The third phase was started by redistributing the questionnaire in large 
quantities. 1028 questionnaires were returned for a total of 10 firms which is 
satisfied the number of observations [26].

Data analysis

This study utilized the partial least squares (PLS) path modeling considered 
“the silver bullet” when is widely used in marketing and management [27]. 
According to Henseler J, et al. [28] some steps of this model can be solved.

Results and Findings

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics of the respondents is presented in Table 2 and 
according to VITAS, the employee turnover rate in the textile and garment 
industry is 36% in 2020, This Figure 2 explains why the largest number of 
tenure in current job is 1 -2 years. The high turnover rate makes the companies 
recruiting new employees constantly. This is also reasonable because most of 
the employees are at very young age (under 30 years old) and single who do 
not hesitate to seek a flexible working environment with a well-paid job. The 
employees at 31- 40-year–old group usually quit this industry because of the 
flexible working-condition and well-paid jobs in other sections such as online 
selling and real estate. The smallest number belongs to the above – 50 year 
old group because tasks in the textile and garment industry require carefulness 
and good health (Tables 2 and 3).

Goodness of fit

To assess the goodness of model fit, the study used the standardized 
room mean square residual (SRMR). From Table 3, the SRMR of both the 
estimated and saturated models are lower than 0.08 and considered a good 
fit. Moreover, the Normed Fit Index (NFI) is close to 1 which is acceptable [28].

Validity of constructs

The second result in this study is examining the factor loadings, AVE, CR, 
Cronbach’s α, cross-loading, and discriminant validity. In this study, to test 
the reliability of the model, the items which have the factor loading lower than 
0.7 are eliminated and all the values for Cronbach’s as well as CR αre more 
than 0.7. Also in the personal information factor, age and tenure in current 

Variables Source Dimensions
Spiritual well-being Paloutzian (2012) 2
Training and development Francisco et al (2006) 3
Coworker relationship Biggs (2016) 3
Compensation Abdul Haeba (2020) 1
Job characteristic Morgeson (2013) 4
Safety climate Dollard, M. F. (2012) 4
Job satisfaction Donia, M., Gagné, M., Houlfort, N., & Koestner (2007) 1
Organizational commitment Meyer and Allen (1990). 3
Turnover intention Mobley, Horner, & Hollingsworth (1978) 1

Table 1. Variable measure scales.
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Figure 2. Proposed Research Model.
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Characteristics Frequency Percentage

Tenure in current job

1 – 2 years 468 45.5%
2 – 4 years 200 19.5%
4 – 6 years 250 24.3%

More than 6 years 110 10.7%

Marital status
Single 637 62%

Married 391 38%

Age

Under 30 year - old 619 60.2%
31 – 40 year–old 298 29%
41 – 50 year–old 88 8.6%

Above 50-year-old 23 2.2%

Table 2. Sample characteristics (n = 1028).

 Variables Estimated Model Saturated Model
SRMR 0.075 0.077
d_ULS 1.687 1.587

d_G 0.657 0.554
NFI 0.952 0.952

Table 3. Goodness of fit index.

Construct Item Item Loading AVE CR Cronbach’s α

Spiritual well-being

SWB1 0.811

0.663 0.975 0.973

SWB2 0.764
SWB3 0.788
SWB4 0.826
SWB5 0.792
SWB6 0.830
SWB7 0.818
SWB8 0.727
SWB9 0.791
SWB10 0.829
SWB11 0.814
SWB12 0.845
SWB13 0.796
SWB14 0.850
SWB15 0.826
SWB16 0.830
SWB17 0.847
SWB18 0.777
SWB19 0.863
SWB20 0.848

Coworker relationship

CWR1 0.755

0.627 0.938 0.925

CWR2 0.774
CWR3 0.731
CWR4 0.845
CWR5 0.826
CWR6 0.841
CWR7 0.770
CWR8 0.766
CWR9 0.810

Table 4. Convergent validity of constructs.
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Compensation

COM1 0.760

0.623 0.908 0.879

COM2 0.798
COM3 0.732
COM4 0.753
COM5 0.841
COM6 0.844

Job characteristic

JC1 0.844

0.698 0.954 0.946

JC2 0.805
JC3 0.826
JC4 0.874
JC5 0.805
JC6 0.837
JC7 0.864
JC8 0.796
JC9 0.863

Safety climate

SC2 0.766

0.640 0.951 0.944

SC5 0.812
SC7 0.784

SC10 0.838
SC12 0.842
SC15 0.825
SC17 0.762
SC20 0.746
SC22 0.763
SC25 0.852
SC26 0.799

Personal information PI 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Job satisfaction

JS1 0.798

0.645 0.901 0.862
JS2 0.830
JS3 0.728
JS4 0.822
JS5 0.833

Organization commitment

OC1 0.804

0.604 0.965 0.961

OC2 0.813
OC3 0.796
OC4 0.801
OC5 0.818
OC6 0.790
OC7 0.775
OC8 0.796
OC9 0.772

OC10 0.771
OC11 0.791
OC12 0.773
OC13 0.733
OC14 0.776
OC15 0.707
OC16 0.763
OC17 0.780
OC18 0.723

Turnover intention
TI1 0.813
TI2 0.805 0.665 0.856 0.749
TI3 0.828
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position are deleted and only marital status item is kept. Furthermore, the AVE 
values for all constructs that represent the convergent validity are well above 
the minimum required level of 0.5 [28] (Table 4).

In addition, the discriminant validity of the constructs, Fornell and Larcker 
(1981), and cross-loading criteria were used. Referring to Table 5, all the 
indicator’s loadings in each column are higher than their cross-loadings with 
other variables; this demonstrates there is no relation between the constructs 
[29-40], (Table 5).

Besides, the Heterotrait – Monotrait ratio (HTMT) and cross loadings are 
also required for assessing the discriminant validity in the PLS approach. The 

HTMT value is required to be below 0.85. Referring to Table 6, all the values 
are lower than 0.85 and, in Table 7a, all the cross loadings of each construct 
are ranged from 0.7 to 0.9. Therefore, the discriminant validity of all constructs 
meets the requirement.

Structural model

After confirming the validity of constructs, the next step is to assess the 
structure of the model. 

In this study, the adjusted R2 for job satisfaction is 0.792 (see Table 7b), 
this indicates that the five independent variables including compensation, job 
characteristics, safety climate, coworker relationship, and spiritual wellbeing 

Construct COM CWR JC JS OC PI PI-TI SC SWB TI

Compensation 0.786

Coworker relationship -0.004 0.789

Job characteristic 0.127 0.538 0.849

Job satisfaction 0.356 0.242 0.333 0.814

Organizational commitment 0.523 0.086 0.137 0.224 0.718

Personal information 0.072 0.000 0.008 0.038 0.028 1.000

Personal information-turnover intention 0.002 0.015 0.020 0.006 0.067 0.052 1.000

Safety climate 0.336 0.181 0.284 0.792 0.184 0.036 0.078 0.624

Spiritual well-being 0.055 0.014 0.046 0.216 0.008 0.045 -0.026 0.313 0.768

Turnover intention 0.047 0.239 0.199 0.212 0.244 -0.038 0.029 0.109 0.039 0.816

Table 5. Discriminant validity of constructs – Fornell and Larcker criterion.

Construct COM CWR JC JS OC PI PI-TI SC SWB TI

Compensation                    

Coworker relationship 0.027

Job characteristic 0.136 0.575

Job satisfaction 0.412 0.269 0.369

Organizational commitment 0.576 0.093 0.142 0.246

Personal information 0.077 0.012 0.018 0.043 0.037

Personal information-turnover intention 0.028 0.024 0.029 0.034 0.069 0.052

Safety climate 0.372 0.160 0.252 0.799 0.282 0.040 0.089

Spiritual well-being 0.062 0.031 0.050 0.232 0.042 0.045 0.031 0.497

Turnover intention 0.066 0.291 0.236 0.265 0.287 0.043 0.033 0.143 0.054

Table 6.  Discriminant validity – HTMT criterion.

Construct COM CWR JC JS PI PI-TI OC SC SWB TI

COM1 0.761 -0.031 0.077 0.257 0.387 0.064 -0.036 0.252 0.046 0.021

COM2 0.762 -0.003 0.119 0.297 0.406 0.041 -0.011 0.264 0.051 -0.006

COM3 0.790 -0.009 0.077 0.282 0.478 0.038 0.008 0.222 0.033 0.066

COM4 0.776 0.003 0.090 0.263 0.449 0.057 -0.015 0.235 0.032 0.055

COM5 0.816 0.017 0.117 0.303 0.352 0.072 0.045 0.321 0.038 0.039

COM6 0.810 0.003 0.115 0.270 0.402 0.068 0.009 0.286 0.056 0.050

CWR1 -0.021 0.736 0.444 0.182 0.058 0.022 -0.012 0.138 0.004 0.184

CWR2 -0.015 0.778 0.321 0.163 0.061 -0.014 -0.006 0.101 -0.003 0.232

CWR3 -0.018 0.754 0.382 0.184 0.100 0.000 0.008 0.104 0.003 0.227

CWR4 0.008 0.866 0.495 0.195 0.044 -0.001 -0.002 0.163 -0.006 0.129

Table 7a. Cross loadings.
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CWR5 -0.012 0.791 0.372 0.216 0.056 -0.005 0.044 0.181 0.019 0.184

CWR6 0.008 0.842 0.437 0.187 0.074 0.006 0.026 0.127 0.012 0.219

CWR7 0.012 0.832 0.487 0.199 0.067 0.012 -0.008 0.137 0.014 0.148

CWR8 0.016 0.754 0.404 0.150 0.061 -0.016 -0.009 0.135 0.004 0.182

CWR9 -0.001 0.829 0.466 0.222 0.087 -0.007 0.051 0.185 0.042 0.206

JC1 0.092 0.450 0.850 0.283 0.116 0.017 0.039 0.240 0.041 0.115

JC2 0.127 0.411 0.808 0.258 0.115 0.016 -0.006 0.213 0.019 0.166

JC3 0.099 0.460 0.850 0.274 0.098 -0.005 -0.002 0.201 0.050 0.187

JC4 0.086 0.522 0.884 0.268 0.129 0.013 0.046 0.236 0.026 0.180

JC5 0.135 0.421 0.818 0.328 0.104 -0.015 0.010 0.307 0.044 0.166

Construct COM CWR JC JS PI PI-TI OC SC SWB TI

COM1 0.761 -0.031 0.077 0.257 0.387 0.064 -0.036 0.252 0.046 0.021

COM2 0.762 -0.003 0.119 0.297 0.406 0.041 -0.011 0.264 0.051 -0.006

COM3 0.790 -0.009 0.077 0.282 0.478 0.038 0.008 0.222 0.033 0.066

COM4 0.776 0.003 0.090 0.263 0.449 0.057 -0.015 0.235 0.032 0.055

COM5 0.816 0.017 0.117 0.303 0.352 0.072 0.045 0.321 0.038 0.039

COM6 0.810 0.003 0.115 0.270 0.402 0.068 0.009 0.286 0.056 0.050

CWR1 -0.021 0.736 0.444 0.182 0.058 0.022 -0.012 0.138 0.004 0.184

CWR2 -0.015 0.778 0.321 0.163 0.061 -0.014 -0.006 0.101 -0.003 0.232

CWR3 -0.018 0.754 0.382 0.184 0.100 0.000 0.008 0.104 0.003 0.227

CWR4 0.008 0.866 0.495 0.195 0.044 -0.001 -0.002 0.163 -0.006 0.129

CWR5 -0.012 0.791 0.372 0.216 0.056 -0.005 0.044 0.181 0.019 0.184

CWR6 0.008 0.842 0.437 0.187 0.074 0.006 0.026 0.127 0.012 0.219

CWR7 0.012 0.832 0.487 0.199 0.067 0.012 -0.008 0.137 0.014 0.148

CWR8 0.016 0.754 0.404 0.150 0.061 -0.016 -0.009 0.135 0.004 0.182

CWR9 -0.001 0.829 0.466 0.222 0.087 -0.007 0.051 0.185 0.042 0.206

JC1 0.092 0.450 0.850 0.283 0.116 0.017 0.039 0.240 0.041 0.115

JC2 0.127 0.411 0.808 0.258 0.115 0.016 -0.006 0.213 0.019 0.166

JC3 0.099 0.460 0.850 0.274 0.098 -0.005 -0.002 0.201 0.050 0.187

JC4 0.086 0.522 0.884 0.268 0.129 0.013 0.046 0.236 0.026 0.180

JC5 0.135 0.421 0.818 0.328 0.104 -0.015 0.010 0.307 0.044 0.166

JC6 0.102 0.430 0.855 0.287 0.116 0.029 0.045 0.248 0.056 0.150

JC7 0.072 0.521 0.869 0.250 0.121 0.001 0.018 0.213 0.026 0.165

JC8 0.142 0.413 0.830 0.294 0.105 -0.014 -0.021 0.235 0.041 0.187

JC9 0.105 0.497 0.876 0.283 0.142 0.021 0.028 0.255 0.042 0.205

JS1 0.284 0.134 0.283 0.731 0.157 0.065 -0.008 0.558 0.145 0.102

JS2 0.279 0.224 0.275 0.803 0.224 0.025 0.000 0.664 0.172 0.202

JS3 0.266 0.191 0.249 0.740 0.155 0.020 -0.029 0.511 0.171 0.200

JS4 0.319 0.185 0.243 0.852 0.221 0.039 -0.016 0.658 0.164 0.192

JS5 0.263 0.215 0.270 0.825 0.124 0.008 0.070 0.806 0.201 0.137

PI 0.072 0.000 0.008 0.038 1.000 0.028 0.052 0.036 0.045 -0.038

PI * TI 0.002 0.015 0.020 0.006 0.067 1.000 0.052 0.078 -0.026 0.029

OC1 0.481 0.015 0.065 0.155 -0.001 0.000 0.752 0.122 -0.010 0.181

OC10 0.457 0.041 0.090 0.165 0.027 0.041 0.748 0.125 0.003 0.154

OC11 0.439 0.092 0.113 0.157 0.077 0.055 0.761 0.160 0.005 0.159

OC12 0.456 0.020 0.081 0.118 0.043 0.050 0.745 0.091 -0.002 0.173

OC13 0.171 0.096 0.103 0.152 0.043 -0.002 0.702 0.110 0.014 0.174

OC14 0.183 0.093 0.098 0.149 0.080 -0.009 0.790 0.137 0.033 0.178
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OC15 0.201 0.062 0.084 0.115 0.049 0.013 0.739 0.066 -0.020 0.192

OC16 0.238 0.054 0.084 0.164 0.035 -0.010 0.751 0.117 0.004 0.173

OC17 0.195 0.070 0.108 0.154 0.074 -0.027 0.733 0.154 0.048 0.183

OC18 0.191 0.049 0.106 0.143 0.064 0.016 0.723 0.103 0.037 0.176

OC2 0.441 0.104 0.139 0.213 0.045 0.009 0.759 0.198 0.027 0.189

OC3 0.505 0.053 0.089 0.171 0.045 0.027 0.804 0.116 -0.024 0.165

OC4 0.492 0.022 0.099 0.166 0.035 0.039 0.758 0.116 -0.019 0.147

OC5 0.470 0.092 0.109 0.166 0.077 0.052 0.761 0.174 0.000 0.174

OC6 0.450 0.026 0.067 0.111 0.042 0.052 0.722 0.093 -0.008 0.185

OC7 0.452 0.017 0.072 0.156 0.032 0.018 0.759 0.125 0.005 0.179

OC8 0.424 0.116 0.143 0.214 0.057 0.015 0.761 0.198 0.027 0.198

OC9 0.476 0.052 0.085 0.175 0.031 0.029 0.793 0.124 -0.027 0.155

SC10 0.002 0.002 0.015 0.224 0.008 -0.007 0.056 0.783 0.576 0.059

SC12 0.264 0.175 0.255 0.675 0.184 0.049 0.058 0.773 0.180 0.107

SC15 0.277 0.175 0.268 0.744 0.075 0.007 0.077 0.864 0.187 0.075

SC17 0.390 0.035 0.120 0.207 0.558 0.018 0.036 0.739 0.022 0.069

SC2 0.021 0.038 0.069 0.177 0.028 0.018 0.033 0.782 0.540 0.079

SC20 0.384 0.014 0.049 0.211 0.504 0.019 0.075 0.771 0.050 0.085

SC22 0.284 0.133 0.265 0.610 0.100 0.078 0.038 0.788 0.131 0.051

SC25 0.257 0.153 0.216 0.734 0.121 0.041 0.051 0.855 0.153 0.102

SC26 0.287 0.182 0.268 0.749 0.077 -0.005 0.066 0.866 0.186 0.075

SC5 0.005 0.019 0.007 0.219 0.007 -0.007 0.025 0.756 0.546 0.043

SC7 -0.002 0.046 0.039 0.176 0.004 0.008 0.050 0.788 0.561 0.037

SWB1 0.063 0.003 0.005 0.152 0.052 0.043 -0.005 0.221 0.762 0.031

SWB10 0.024 0.015 0.025 0.212 -0.013 0.028 -0.018 0.308 0.779 0.029

SWB11 0.054 0.005 0.067 0.162 0.012 0.046 -0.005 0.227 0.783 0.027

SWB12 0.050 0.000 0.032 0.160 -0.010 0.032 -0.038 0.252 0.826 0.008

SWB13 0.027 0.018 0.063 0.159 -0.027 0.044 -0.039 0.216 0.798 0.051

SWB14 0.043 -0.002 0.050 0.172 0.007 0.047 0.006 0.242 0.820 0.023

SWB15 0.044 -0.007 0.041 0.217 -0.005 0.047 0.009 0.322 0.811 0.016

SWB16 0.041 0.021 0.087 0.187 0.009 0.045 -0.025 0.237 0.788 0.015

SWB17 0.030 0.024 0.051 0.141 -0.024 0.062 -0.045 0.220 0.827 0.017

SWB18 0.054 -0.025 0.056 0.171 0.006 0.032 -0.012 0.221 0.749 -0.007

SWB19 0.074 -0.009 0.045 0.168 0.016 0.025 -0.041 0.245 0.863 0.048

SWB2 0.030 0.016 0.013 0.122 0.022 0.002 -0.004 0.195 0.736 0.069

SWB20 0.048 -0.004 0.034 0.194 -0.001 0.054 -0.028 0.310 0.817 0.039

SWB3 0.008 0.048 0.041 0.150 -0.001 0.024 -0.022 0.203 0.752 0.068

SWB4 0.061 0.014 0.016 0.153 0.028 0.008 -0.035 0.219 0.772 0.069

SWB5 0.044 0.011 -0.015 0.194 0.006 0.024 0.003 0.299 0.741 0.044

SWB6 0.037 0.036 0.043 0.174 0.028 0.019 -0.034 0.222 0.775 0.027

SWB7 0.024 0.013 0.001 0.107 0.007 0.023 -0.042 0.201 0.722 0.001

SWB8 0.044 0.024 0.010 0.119 0.029 0.038 -0.023 0.163 0.700 -0.006

SWB9 0.028 0.039 0.008 0.103 0.004 0.037 -0.039 0.164 0.778 0.033

TI1 0.056 0.199 0.161 0.190 0.157 -0.017 0.017 0.080 0.023 0.791

TI2 0.031 0.183 0.151 0.175 0.209 -0.038 0.036 0.133 0.052 0.805

TI3 0.031 0.204 0.176 0.155 0.226 -0.036 0.017 0.052 0.020 0.851
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explain 79.2% of the variance in the job satisfaction. Similarly, the organizational 
commitment variance is explained by 64.2% of job satisfaction and the 63.3% 
variance of turnover intention is explained by organization commitment and job 
satisfaction (Table 8).

Examining the β- value column in Table 8, organizational commitment and 
job satisfaction have the negative effect on turnover intention as predicted 
(p-value = 0.000 >0.05, β- value = - 0.336 and - 0.462, T = 05.110 and 7.399). 
Similarly, among the remaining five factors affecting job satisfaction, safety 
climate and compensation have the stronger effect than three other factors. 
About the turnover intention, job satisfaction has the greater effect than 
organizational commitment.

Lastly, there is a positive relationship between marital status and turnover 
intention (p-value = 0.000, β- value = 0.196, T = 4.702) and marital status 
moderates the relationship between organizational commitment and turnover 
intention (p-value = 0.000, β- value = 0.090, T = 2.483) (Figure 3).

As shown in Table 8, the effect size of job satisfaction on organization 
commitment and turnover intention are 1.798 and 0.426 respectively which are 
considered strong and the other remaining have a moderate effect (Table 9).

Figure 4 shows that the Q2 values for job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and turnover intention are 0.250, 0.383, 0.411 respectively are 
higher than the threshold limit and demonstrate that the predictive relevance is 
adequate for the endogenous construct.

 Constructs R-Square Adjusted

Job satisfaction 0.792

Organizational commitment 0.642

Turnover intention 0.633

Table 7b. The R-square adjusted.

Figure 3. The Structural Equation Model.



Bus Econ J, Volume 13:01, 2022Lan HL

Page 10 of 12

Hypothesized Path β- value T- Statistics P-Values Decision 
Spiritual well-being  Job satisfaction   0.201 6.109 0.000 Supported
Job characteristic  Job satisfaction   0.144 4.280 0.000 Supported

Coworker relationship  Job satisfaction   0.198 5.413 0.000 Supported
Compensation  Job satisfaction   0.252 7.355 0.000 Supported 
Safety climate  Job satisfaction   0.262 6.932 0.000 Supported

Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment   0.802 29.284 0.000 Supported
Organizational commitment  Turnover intention - 0.336 5.110 0.000 Supported

Job satisfaction  Turnover intention - 0.462 7.399 0.000 Supported
Marital status  Turnover intention   0.196 4.702 0.000 Supported

Personal information – Marital status  Turnover intention   0.090 2.483 0.000 Supported 

Table 8. Structural relationships.

Constructs
Effect Size f2

JS OC TI Total Effect
Compensation 0.294 - - Moderate

Coworker relationship 0.256 - - Moderate
Job characteristic 0.230 - - Moderate
Job satisfaction - 1.798 0.426 Strong

Organizational commitment - - 0.311 Moderate
Marital status - - 0.191 Moderate

Marital status – Turnover intention - - 0.234 Moderate
Safety climate 0.301 - - Moderate

Spiritual well-being 0.262 - - Moderate

Table 9. Effect size.

Figure 4. Predictive relevance of the model.
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Multi-group analysis

From Table 10, p-value = 0.000 <0.05, there is a significant difference 
in marital status in moderating the relationship between organizational 
commitment and turnover intention. And Single (β = 0.763) has a stronger 
path coefficient than Married (β = 0.548). 

Discussion  

In the research findings, employee turnover intention is affected by 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Moreover, job satisfaction 
is formed by many variables from the largest to smallest effect including 
safety climate, compensation, spiritual well-being, coworker relationship, job 
characteristic respectively. 

This research is in line with previous studies that found the positive 
relationship between job satisfaction and safety, compensation spiritual 
well-being coworker relationship job characteristic. Besides the relationship 
between job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention 
are also confirmed in other studies including Bateman G [38], Nielsen MB, et 
al. [30] and Nawab S and Bhatti KK [40].

Conclusion

Managerial implications

From the study’s results, the author suggests some recommendations to 
gain the loyalty of employees through job satisfaction.

About the safety climate: Recently, although the working environment of 
Vietnamese labor in the textile and garment industry has been improved, the 
professions in this industry affect the mental and physical health of workers 
such as byssinosis, diffuse lung disease, dry cough, chest constriction, chronic 
bronchitis, noise-induced hearing loss. This is the result of sitting in a single 
position, not leaving the workstations until lunchtime and working in dusty 
spaces. Although workers are provided with boots, masks, and hats they are not 
good enough to protect them from infection and risk, the working space needs 
more modern facilities such as vacuum cleaners, specialized face masks, 
and gloves for ones who working in dying and cutting factories to avoid the 
injuries. Besides, according to the Better Work Vietnam report (2019), 15% of 
employers did not keep chemical safety records for hazardous chemicals used 
in the workplace and 26% of assessed factories either had their emergency 
exits locked during working hours. Thus employers should pay attention to 
these issues to ensure a safe workplace for workers. Furthermore, employers 
should organize periodic medical check-ups to prevent occupational diseases 
as well as setting breaks in the middle of working hours for employees to 
lessen the physical aches. Not only the physical health companies but also 
should pay more attention to mental health by recruiting psychiatrists who help 
workers deal with stress and depression. 

About the compensation: Low compensation with a high consumer price 
index in the big cities is the major concern of workers in textile and garment. 
With the monthly salary of VND 6 million (approximately US $300) – VND 
7 million (approximately US $350), it is very hard to support their families, 
especially for employees who are married and have children. Some workers 
have to send children to live with grandparents in their hometowns to save living 
expenses and could not visit their children until the Lunar New Year holiday. 
Living condition is another concern related to compensation. Because most 
workers come from rural areas in Vietnam so they have to live in very poor 
and small motels which are about 15 square meters including the bathroom 
and indoor kitchen without furniture. However, the rent ranges from VND 1.6 

million (approximately US $80) - VND 2.0 million (approximately US $100), 
account for one-third of their income. In addition, low income could not ensure 
the needed nutrient for their works. 

Thus to improve the turnover intention rate, besides monthly wage, 
employers should establish more allowances for the tuition fee and insurance 
cost for workers’ children and rent. This solution will help reduce the shortage 
of labor after the Lunar New Year holiday because workers choose to work in 
the industrial zones in their hometowns instead of returning to old companies. 
Besides, companies could cooperate with the farms to supply the price-
stabilization food and vegetables to employees to help migrant workers deal 
with the high living expenses.

About the spiritual well-being and coworker relationship: With the 
high-pressure working hours of 48 hours per week and during peak production 
seasons, workers may be required more than four hours beyond their regular 
working hours, and the labor shortage in this industry makes this situation worse 
when 78% of factories were non-compliant with monthly limits on overtime 
hours worked (BetterWork Vietnam, 2019). After an exhausting workday, 
employees do not have time and energy to make friends; this is unreasonable 
to young employees. Thus organizing the parties, competitions on weekends, 
holidays, birthdays should be done to bring the employees together to get well 
with each other. Besides, spiritual well-being is also related to the personal life 
of the employee, and employers could set up tours in which employees could 
go with their family members. 

About the job characteristic: The tasks in the textile and garment industry 
are based on specialization and the output of one stage will be the input of 
the other stages. Thus companies should establish an internal communication 
channel in which employees could understand the stages in the production 
process as well as allow them to get feedback from the supervisor to finish 
their tasks appropriately. Furthermore, the repetitive tasks day after day could 
make workers feel bored and quit. To solve this problem, employers could 
empower to encourage them to make their own decisions in outfit (rather than 
uniform), food (instead of having lunch at the canteen). Besides, managers 
could motivate subordinates to create innovation and reward efficient methods. 
Finally, there are many ways to build a good relationship and involvement with 
workers without bearing the cost. And until laborers are treated as internal 
customers, they still leave the company. The recommendations above 
aim to create organizational commitment and once workers develop good 
relationships toward firms, labor productivity and turnover intention rate will 
decrease.

Limitation and Future Research

Some major limitations may be presented in this study although the 
author made many efforts to ensure the research findings. Because of 
COVID – 19 pandemics, the surveys were distributed through Internet, no 
open-ended question was used to collect more information from workers and 
more concentration on qualitative research methods will generate more ideas 
for solutions. In addition, future researches could focus on the impacts of 
culture and organizational culture on organizational commitment and turnover 
intention; this will provide an insightful prospect about these associations. 
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