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Abstract. This study aims to analyze the influence of the work environment, communication
between staff, and motivation on the performance of management staff at Hotel Aayan, Bali. The
study used a quantitative approach with path analysis techniques processed using SmartPLS
software version 4.0. The sample in this study was all 40 management staff, spread across five
operational villa units of Hotel Aayan. The results of the analysis showed that communication
between staff had a positive and significant effect on employee performance with a p-value of
0.040. In contrast, the work environment and motivation variables did not have a significant
effect on staff performance because they had p-values of 0.087 and 0.296, respectively. These
findings indicate that effective internal communication is a key factor in improving the
performance of management staff, while the work environment and motivation have not been
statistically proven as the main determinants in the context of this study. The implications of this
study emphasize the importance of strategies to strengthen communication between staff in
human resource management in the hospitality sector.
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INTRODUCTION

The hotel industry is a crucial sector in driving economic growth, particularly in prime
tourism destinations like Bali (Wijaya etal., 2019; Iswardhani et al., 2025). According to data from
the Bali Province Statistics Agency (BPS), the room occupancy rate (TPK) of star-rated hotels
reached 65.32% in 2024, an increase from 59.78% the previous year, with 5.2 million overnight
guests in the first quarter alone, comprising 3.4 million international tourists and 1.8 million
domestic tourists (BPS Bali, 2024). This surge reflects the recovery of the hotel industry post-
pandemic and the increasing intensity of competition in providing quality services (Rifka et al,,
2025).

In practice, the quality of these services is heavily influenced by the effectiveness of the
management and performance of the human resources involved in hotel operations (Haynes &
Fryer, 2000; Tsaur & Lin, 2004; Sun et al., 2007). With increasing customer expectations and the
dynamics of tourism trends, human resource management is a strategic key to maintaining hotel
competitiveness. According to Mubarok et al. (2020), human resources are the most important
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competitive factor in the tourism and hotel industry, as they directly influence a company's
survival.

Furthermore, a 2024 report from the World Economic Forum shows that Indonesia has
risen to 22nd place globally in the Human Resources and Labor Market category from 30th,
indicating improvements in the quality of the tourism sector workforce. However, this dynamic
also presents new challenges, requiring hotel management to consider various factors that
influence staff productivity, including the work environment, communication between staff, and
work motivation (Ishak et al., 2025). The work environment is one aspect that significantly
impacts staff performance, both physically and psychologically. Research by Briner (2000) and
Nanda et al. (2020) shows that a positive work environment can increase motivation and job
satisfaction, and directly impact staff productivity.

Meanwhile, data from the Indonesian Central Statistics Agency (BPS) (2024) noted that
32.5% of employees in the accommodation and food services sector consider the work
environment a major factor in their job satisfaction. Specifically in Bali, a 2024 survey by the
Department of Manpower and Transmigration (Disnakertrans) showed that 68% of hotel
workers considered the quality of the work environment a key determinant of their work
performance. In addition to environmental factors, communication between staff also plays a
strategic role in ensuring operational effectiveness (Daily & Huang, 2001; Jorfi & Jorfi, 2011;
Fayyaz et al.,, 2025). According to Sari et al. (2021), good communication supports a comfortable
and productive work environment.

In the hospitality industry, which relies on interdepartmental coordination,
miscommunication can lead to service errors and decreased guest satisfaction. Research by De et
al. (2006) concluded that effective communication is positively correlated with job satisfaction
and team effectiveness. Furthermore, in the context of hotels consisting of multiple operational
units, such as villas or resorts, the challenges of cross-location coordination become even more
complex. Work motivation is another equally important factor. According to Abbas et al. (2023),
motivation is a driving force that influences an individual's willingness to work optimally to
achieve organizational goals.

A study by Mao et al. (2025) indicates that providing incentives, recognition, and career
development opportunities have a significant impact on hotel staff morale. In addition to external
motivations such as salary and promotion, intrinsic motivation stemming from a sense of pride
and personal satisfaction in providing excellent service to guests also contributes to staff work
commitment (Daskin et al.,, 2015; Norbu & Wetprasit, 2021; Kim et al., 2009). This aligns with
Amni's findings (2023), which state that a work environment that considers psychological and
physical aspects will result in more motivated staff.

This research examines the unique characteristics of Hotel Aayan Bali, which comprises
five operational villas spread across various tourist locations: Uluwatu, Canggu, Sanur, and Tanah
Lot. With a total of 40 staff, each villa has different operational requirements, both in terms of
staff size and service types. Hotel Aayan routinely evaluates employee performance based on four
key indicators: achievement of work targets, quality of work output, adherence to procedures,
and punctuality of task completion. Furthermore, the physical and psychological work
environment, the effectiveness of internal communication, and work motivation are the focus of
hotel management evaluations to improve overall staff performance (Kusuma, 2021; Ginting et
al,, 2024).

While previous studies have highlighted the influence of work environment,
communication, and motivation separately on staff performance, a research gap remains in the
context of a mid-scale hotel with a multi-villa operational system like Hotel Aayan. This hotel's
complex organizational structure and high cross-location coordination requirements have not
been widely explored in the hospitality management literature. Therefore, this study is significant



because it offers a more comprehensive analysis of the relationship between these three factors
and the performance of local hotel staff in Bali.

Against this background, this study aims to analyze the influence of the work
environment, communication between staff, and motivation on the performance of management
staff at Hotel Aayan, Bali. The results of this study are expected to not only contribute to the
development of academic literature in the field of hotel human resource management but also
provide practical recommendations that can be directly implemented by hotel management to
improve service quality and competitiveness in the Balinese tourism industry.

METHODS

This study used a quantitative approach with an explanatory approach. The quantitative
approach was chosen because the study aimed to objectively examine the influence of the work
environment, communication between staff, and motivation on the performance of management
staff at Hotel Aayan, Bali, through numerical measurements and statistical analysis. The
explanatory approach was chosen because the study not only describes phenomena but also
explains the causal relationships between the variables studied. The study was conducted at Hotel
Aayan, Bali, which consists of five operational villas: Villa Padi, Kokomo, Kahuna, Evara, and Poco-
Poco, spread across the Uluwatu, Canggu, Sanur, and Tanah Lot areas. The study was conducted
during the first quarter of 2025. The population in this study was all management staff working
in the five operational villas at Hotel Aayan, with a total population of 40. Because the population
size was relatively small and still within the maximum limit for a census, the sampling technique
used was saturated sampling or total sampling. Therefore, all members of the population were
included as respondents in this study. This study involves four main variables, namely Work
Environment (X;), Communication Between Staff (X;), Work Motivation (X3), and Staff
Performance (Y) with the indicators used in this study as follows.

Table 1. Research Variable Indicators

No Research Variable Indicator Indicator Item
. Harmonious relationships among
Employee relations .
employees in the workplace.
Workplace Level of cleanliness in the work
. cleanliness area.
WorlsEm./lronme.nt (X1) . Availability and clarity of
1 | (Surajiyo in Mauliansyabh, Work regulations .
workplace regulations.
2023) .
The level of safety felt while
Safety .
performing tasks.
Workspace Comfort and orderliness of
arrangement workspace layout.
Message Ability to und.erstand messages
. received from
comprehension .
superiors/colleagues.
Communication Openness and mutual trust in
climate workplace communication.
Staff Communication (X2) D Satisfaction with the
Communication o
2 (Agung, 2023; Suharto, satisfaction communication process among
2024) staff.
Accu.racy and Level of accuracy and consistency
consistency of .
of messages received.
messages
Communicator Level of trust in the message
credibility sender.




Fulfillment of basic needs such as

Physiological needs food, rest, and health in the

Motivation (X3) workplace.

3 (Herzberg, 1959; Satria, Social needs Involvement in social relationships

2021) in the workplace.

Recognition of achievements and
contributions in the workplace.

Esteem needs

Self-actualization Opportunities to grow and realize
needs one’s potential in the workplace.
Achievement of work Level of achievement of
targets predetermined work targets.
Quality of work Degree of conformity of work
4 Staff Performance (Y) results results to established standards.
(Akhsan & Pedrian, 2024) Compliance with Discipline in following work rules
procedures and procedures.
L Ability to complete work within
Timeliness

established deadlines.

The data utilized in this study included primary data obtained through questionnaires
distributed to all respondents. The questionnaire was structured on a five-point Likert scale,
ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree,” to measure respondents' perceptions of
each question item within each variable. Additionally, secondary data was obtained through
documentation and literature review related to HR management in the hotel industry, staff
performance reports, and internal evaluation documents from Hotel Aayan management. The
data analysis technique in this study employed a path analysis approach processed with
SmartPLS software version 4.0. This analysis aimed to examine the causal relationships between
work environment variables, inter-staff communication, and work motivation on employee
performance, while also answering the research problem formulation and testing the research
hypotheses. The analysis process included convergent validity testing using outer loadings (>0.6)
and Average Variance Extracted (AVE >0.5), as well as discriminant validity testing by comparing
outer loadings and cross-loadings. Reliability testing was conducted by calculating composite
reliability (>0.70) and Cronbach's Alpha to ensure internal consistency between indicators within
each construct. Hypothesis testing was conducted by examining the t-statistic and p-value, where
the relationship between variables was declared significant if the p-value was <0.05.
Furthermore, the coefficient of determination (R?) was used to measure the contribution of the
independent variables in explaining the dependent variable, namely employee performance.
Through this approach, the research provides a comprehensive understanding of the strength
and direction of the direct influence between variables in the developed structural model.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Outer Model Measurement

Table 2. Validity Test Results

Variable Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
Work Environment (WE) 0.748
Work Communication (WC) 0.651
Work Motivation (M) 0.744
Employee Performance (Y) 0.643

Source: Processed Primary Data (2025)

Based on the table above, the AVE values for each variable are as follows: (1) Staff
Communication (DK) has an AVE value of 0.680 (>0.5), indicating that the research instrument
used to measure this variable is convergently valid; (2) Work Environment (LK) has an AVE value



of 0.739 (>0.5), so this variable also meets the convergent validity criteria and is declared valid;
(3) Work Motivation (MK) shows an AVE value of 0.752 (>0.5), indicating that this variable has
adequate convergent validity and is categorized as valid; (4) Employee Performance (Y) has an
AVE value of 0.706 (>0.5), indicating that this variable is valid in measuring employee
performance based on the indicators used.

Table 3. Reliability Test Results

. . Composite Composite
Variable Cronbach’s Alpha Reliabililt)y (rho_A) Reliabililt)y (rho_C)
KK (Work Communication) 0.915 0.916 0.937
L (Work Environment) 0.821 0.823 0.881
M (Work Motivation) 0.914 0.915 0.936
Y (Employee Performance) 0.814 0.829 0.877

Source: Processed Primary Data (2025)

The reliability test results based on SmartPLS 4 output indicate that all constructs in this
study meet the criteria for good reliability. The Communication (KK) variable has a Cronbach's
Alpha value of 0.915, well above the minimum threshold of 0.7. The Rho_A value for this variable
was recorded at 0.916, and the Composite Reliability value was 0.937. These three values indicate
that the instrument used to measure Communication has excellent internal consistency and is
reliable in measurement. Meanwhile, the Work Environment (L) variable also showed adequate
results, with a Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.821, a Rho_A value of 0.823, and a Composite
Reliability value of 0.881. All three exceed the recommended minimum standards, thus
concluding that the measurement instrument for this variable is able to consistently and
accurately reflect the Work Environment construct.

For the Motivation (M) variable, the Cronbach's Alpha value was recorded at 0.914,
indicating a high level of reliability. This is supported by the Rho_A value of 0.915 and Composite
Reliability of 0.936, which overall confirms that the Motivation construct has very strong internal
reliability and the instrument used has been tested for consistency. The last variable, namely
Employee Performance (Y), recorded a Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.814, which is also above the
0.7 limit. The Rho_A value of 0.829 and Composite Reliability of 0.877 strengthen that this
construct has good stability and reliability in measuring performance.

Inner Model Measurement

Table 4. Results of the Determination Coefficient Test

Variable R Square R Square Adjusted
Y ( Employee performance ) 0.714 0.690
Source: Processed Primary Data (2025)

Based on the results in the R-Square Table, the R? value for the Employee Performance
(Y) variable is 0.714. This indicates that 71.4% of the variation in the Employee Performance
variable can be explained by independent constructs in the model, such as Communication, Work
Environment, and Motivation. Meanwhile, the remaining 28.6% is explained by factors outside
the research model, which were not included in the analysis. The Adjusted R? value of 0.690
indicates that after adjusting for the number of predictors in the model, the proportion of
explained variance remains high and fairly stable. This indicates that the model does not
experience overfitting and still maintains its predictive ability.

Overall, the R? value for the Employee Performance variable is in the strong category,
indicating that the relationships between variables in the model have high explanatory power.
Thus, these results support the structural validity of the research model and provide a solid
foundation for further effect analysis and prediction.



Table 5. F Square Test Results
Source: Processed Primary Data (2025)

KK (Work L (Work M (Work Y ( Employee
Communication ) | Environment ) | Motivation) | Performance )
KK (Work 0.142
Communication)
L (Work 0.094
Environment)
M (Work Motivation) 0.033
Y (Employee
Performance)

Based on the results in the f-square table, it can be seen that the f* value for the
Communication (KK) variable on Employee Performance (Y) is 0.142, which is close to the
threshold of 0.15, so it can be categorized as having an almost sufficient or moderate influence.
Meanwhile, the Work Environment (L) on Employee Performance (Y) has an f? value of 0.094,
which is in the weak influence category, because its value is still below 0.15. Furthermore, the
Motivation (M) variable on Employee Performance (Y) shows an f* value of 0.033, which is also
included in the weak influence category. Nevertheless, the contribution of each variable to
Performance still provides important information in forming a comprehensive model. Overall, the
f? values in this model indicate that Communication has the greatest influence on Employee
Performance compared to other variables, although it does not yet fall into the moderate
influence category. These results illustrate that each variable makes a different contribution to
Performance, and needs further study in the context of improving performance in the
organizational environment. Inner model testing in the SEM-PLS approach is conducted to assess
the model's predictive relevance using the Q? value. This value is calculated using the formula:

Q2=1-(1-R12) (1-R22) ..(1-Rp2) Q2 =1- (1 - R_12) (1 - R_22)..(1- R p?)

In this study, there is only one main endogenous construct, namely Employee
Performance (Y), with an R? value of 0.714. Therefore, the Q? calculation is carried out as follows:

Q2=1-(1-0,714) = 1-0,286=0,714Q*=1-(1-0,714) =1- 0,286 = 0,714

These results indicate that approximately 71.4% of the variance in the Employee
Performance construct can be explained by the independent variables in the model, namely
Communication, Work Environment, and Motivation. Thus, this model has strong predictive
ability and supports the conclusion that the relationships between the analyzed constructs are
able to explain most of the variation in employee performance. The Q? value of 0.714 indicates an
excellent level of predictive relevance, making the model suitable for further analysis.

Table 6. Goodness of Fit (GOF) Test Results

Variable GoF
Communication (KK) 0.731
Work Environment (L) 0.682
Motivation (M) 0.729
Performance (Y) 0.678

Source: Processed Primary Data (2025)

The results of the Goodness of Fit (GoF) calculation show that all variables in the research
model have GoF values above 0.67, namely: Communication (0.731), Work Environment (0.682),
Motivation (0.729), and Performance (0.678). These values exceed the minimum limit of 0.38 set
by Tenenhaus (2004) as a large GoF category. Based on these criteria (small GoF = 0.10; medium
=0.25; large = 0.38), it can be concluded that the model has a high level of overall suitability. Thus,
the structural model in this study can be accepted and declared feasible, because it has shown




good compatibility between the empirical data and the model structure built. This reflects that
the model is able to describe the real conditions that occur in the field representatively.

Hypothesis Testing
Table 6. Hypothesis Test Results

Connection | Original Sample (0) | Sample Mean (M) | STDEV | T Statistik | P-Value
KK—Y 0.431 0.429 0.210 2.054 0.040
L—Y 0.259 0.269 0.152 1.712 0.087
M—Y 0.216 0.216 0.206 1.046 0.296

Source: Processed Primary Data (2025)

Based on the test results presented in Table 6, these results indicate the extent to which
each independent variable (Work Environment, Inter-Staff Communication, and Work
Motivation) directly influences Employee Performance, as explained below.

The Influence of Communication on Staff Performance (KK — Y)

Based on the results of hypothesis testing using the Partial Least Squares (PLS) method,
it was found that the Communication (KK) variable has a significant influence on the Staff
Performance (Y) variable. This is indicated by a p-value of 0.040, which is below the 0.05
significance level. Therefore, the null hypothesis (Hg), which states that communication has no
effect on staff performance, is rejected, and the alternative hypothesis (H;) is accepted. This
means that statistically, communication makes a significant contribution to improving staff
performance. Furthermore, the path coefficient of 0.431 indicates that the effect of
communication on staff performance is positive and quite strong. This means that the better the
communication between individuals within the organization whether between staff, between
superiors and subordinates, or between departments the higher the level of performance
achieved by staff. Effective communication creates a clear understanding of tasks, goals, and job
responsibilities, thereby reducing errors, increasing efficiency, and strengthening work
coordination.

In an organizational context, communication plays a key role as a means of conveying
information, instructions, and feedback, as well as building interpersonal relationships. Smooth
and open communication will facilitate staff completion of work, boost morale, and create a
conducive work environment. Conversely, poor communication can lead to misunderstandings,
internal conflict, decreased motivation, and negatively impact productivity. This finding aligns
with various previous studies that demonstrate the critical role of communication in achieving
optimal employee performance. For example, a study by Robertson & Cooper (2010) found that
effective communication within an organization serves as a coordination and control tool, as well
as strengthening employee engagement in achieving shared goals.

The Influence of Work Environment on Staff Performance (L — Y)

The results of the second hypothesis test indicate that the Work Environment (L) variable
does not have a significant effect on Staff Performance (Y). This is based on a p-value of 0.087,
which is greater than the 0.05 significance level. Therefore, the null hypothesis (Hy) cannot be
rejected, meaning there is insufficient statistical evidence to conclude that the work environment
influences staff performance at the 95% confidence level. Although the path coefficient of 0.259
indicates a positive effect that is, a better work environment tends to improve staff performance
this effect is not statistically strong enough to be categorized as significant. The t-statistic of 1.712
is also below the critical t-value of £1.96 for 5% significance, reinforcing the conclusion that this
relationship is statistically weak.

The work environment in this context can encompass various aspects, such as physical
conditions (lighting, cleanliness, layout), comfort, safety, and the social and psychological



atmosphere of the workplace. In human resource management theory, a conducive work
environment is believed to increase staff morale, comfort, and work efficiency. However, the
results obtained in this study indicate that work environment factors may not be the primary
determinant of staff performance in the organizational context studied. Several possibilities could
explain why the work environment did not have a significant effect on staff performance: first,
Low Environmental Variation: It is possible that work environment conditions across
respondents were relatively uniform or did not differ significantly, so there was not enough
variation to influence differences in performance.

Second, Subjective Perception: Assessments of the work environment are subjective and
can be influenced by personal factors such as expectations, past experiences, or individual
preferences. Third, Dominance of Other Factors: There may be other factors that more
dominantly influence staff performance (such as communication, intrinsic motivation, or work
culture) so that the influence of the work environment is not as visible in this model. Although
the results were not statistically significant, it is important to remember that the work
environment still plays an important practical role in creating a healthy and productive work
atmosphere. Much previous literature and studies confirm that a supportive work environment
can strengthen loyalty, reduce work stress, and support the achievement of better performance,
although these effects may appear indirectly or depend on the specific organizational context.

The Influence of Motivation on Staff Performance (M — Y)

The third hypothesis test showed that the Motivation (M) variable did not have a
significant effect on the Staff Performance (Y) variable. This result is indicated by a p-value of
0.296, which is significantly greater than the 0.05 significance level. Therefore, the null hypothesis
(Ho) is not rejected, and the alternative hypothesis (H;) cannot be accepted. This means that
statistically, there is insufficient evidence to state that motivation directly influences staff
performance in this study. The path coefficient of 0.216 indicates that the direction of the effect
is positive, but the effect is weak and not statistically significant. The t-statistic of 1.046 also
indicates that this relationship does not reach the level of significance required to be categorized
as a significant effect in the structural model.

Work motivation itself is an internal factor that drives a person to act and behave at work
to achieve certain goals. Motivation can come from within (intrinsic motivation), such as the
desire for development, or from outside (extrinsic motivation), such as incentives and
recognition. Based on motivational theories such as Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory and Maslow's
Hierarchy of Needs, motivation is a crucial aspect believed to drive improved individual
performance. However, in the context of this study, several possibilities explain why motivation
does not significantly impact staff performance: First, High Motivation but Lack of System
Support: Staff may be highly motivated, but not supported by work systems or organizational
policies that enable them to perform optimally. This can result in high motivation not leading to
actual performance improvements.

Second, Other Factors Are More Dominant: Communication and leadership, for example,
may be more important determinants of performance than personal motivation. When the
organizational structure is not supportive or communication is ineffective, motivation is difficult
to translate into productive performance. Third, Indirect Influence: Motivation may have an
indirect influence on performance, for example through mediating variables such as job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, or employee engagement. Although the statistical
analysis results did not show a significant effect, from a practical perspective, motivation remains
an important aspect of human resource management. Organizations still need to consider factors
that can increase staff work motivation, such as fair rewards, clear career paths, recognition for
achievements, and creating a work environment that provides meaning and job satisfaction.
These findings also open up opportunities for further research to examine the possibility of an
indirect relationship or interaction between motivation and other variables that influence staff



performance. For example, whether motivation will have a significant effect when combined with
other factors such as leadership style, organizational culture, or work engagement.

CONCLUSION

Based on the results of data analysis using path analysis techniques with the help of
SmartPLS software, it was found that only communication between staff has a positive and
significant influence on staff performance, with a p-value of 0.040. This indicates that the
effectiveness of internal communication plays an important role in supporting smooth operations
and achieving performance in the hotel environment. Meanwhile, the variables of work
environment and work motivation, although showing a positive relationship to performance,
were not proven statistically significant because the p-values were 0.087 and 0.296, respectively.
This means that in the context of the Aayan Hotel organization, improving the quality of
communication between staff contributes more to improving performance compared to
improving the work environment or increasing motivation separately.

SUGGESTION

Therefore, hotel management is advised to prioritize strengthening the internal
communication system as a primary strategy in efforts to improve the performance of
management staff, accompanied by further evaluation of the role of the work environment and
motivation in a long-term context.
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