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Nowadays, the human resources of an organization are very important in order to survive in competitive business environment.

This study investigates the influence of four decision-making styles in Myer-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and working conditions

on organizational effectiveness. Job satisfaction and immersion have been regarded as key conceptions of organizational

effectiveness. The result of this study has shown that organizational effectiveness are influenced by personality types and working

conditions. Based on the result, an enterprise must provide working conditions which are conducive and suitable for all decision-mak-

ing styles. For ST-type, the composition of good relationship with superiors, clear organization’s visions and goals and rewarding

compensation on original idea contribution need to be provided. On the other hand, autonomic authority and job assistance in

co-worker are more suitable for NT-type. Finally, in the case of SF-type, the organization must give job assistance in co-worker.
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<Table 1> Action Styles of MBTI

Division Judging Perceiving
Extraversion | EJ Type : Persuasion EP Type : Intermediary
Introversion 1J Type : Influence IP Type : Harmony

: 7L7L7L24, NTE . &

AL Lx%) o7 F
OJA} Xé%‘o% <Table 2>9} 2]

<Table 2> Decision Making Styles of MBTI

Division Sensing Intuition
Thinking ST Type : Systematization | NT Type : Theory
Feeling SF Type : discretion NF Type : Search
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Effects of Decision Making Style and Working Conditions on Organizational Effectiveness
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<Figure 1> Research Model

®r

O

Mo

o

B o—

e

m

i)
E
oy
__io
o

O

X

£l

&

ol
nmo

3o

o

ozel

O

olJ

"

}3L 91T Mcshane[14]2 2] 5-7F

9]

o A== A9

o

o

ﬂo
s
-

—

NI

7HA 1

=
=

3 peisle] glrks Held Fad o]

Moz A7

A7 AP ok

=y
A=
[A =N
PR

1-1

iA%<

o 29

=
=

77}

=1 XN
s



Jung—Oun Park - Young—Bae Chung

66

il

o uhef

3

&

o

el

T

s

D oA

1-2

ofpy

e

ZLol A

L
L

]_

o
do
w

i

A3t el vop & Al

Al
e

2-1:

Zo .

]

XY

gl

el
7

Bo

ol
o)
o

3

Variation
25
B

Ao 27t
SPSS

.

-

Number of | Number of
4
10
10
13
51

Question

Faet S AA 2

o

Item
16 Type

A2l

Job Satisfaction

Employee’s Policy
Job Surroundings
Organization Character
Work Promotion
Work Obstruction
Job Immersion

Al

Sum
[e)

=

<Table 3> Construction of Question

General Item

£

Type
(MBTI)
Working
Condition
47}]],
Cronbach’s a A

A

Variation
Personality
Organizational
Effectiveness

A

Measurement
T
=4
3}

b

o

-

=]

Hj
<Table 3>3}

=

=

o

T

AAGHMBTDZE A}
o] MEA|

-

9/]

270
SEER R

1

R

o
=
S

hvA
-

2017
ol v

]

[e]
v

=13
=

“

3k 109709 HEAE 34

= a7
Al <]
At

M
vzel

X
N

.

ul
=

71 1ste] 7A

Xé 5

i

oj

el

A

Adoltt %

-
fu

_

o

(MBTD)Z <A}

(MBTD)5 9JAME-H-3(ST, SF, NT, NF)

[S]

ANOVA

% A8
QA
I Ege

i

.

-

=

tol, 17] &
gtod, %

<)

0

pRow 4

[e}

17} &

[e]

=

3 (MBTI)
tslem, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-62] 7%l

[e]

-

o

Bo

o

<Table 4>¢} 2t}

L

A=

Al
&
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<Table 4> The Result of Factor's Analysis about Working

<,
o
Q

ololt]o] #e 0901 7]1& 3t B
A ALetnt 22 faAdol ek
w3 AR EQl] o3k

© @ o g

[
R
(o o oot

o

o

Y

Hi
o

-

ronbach’s a2] 7]

715 FHE

M
®

2
o = A

FEAF ko] 0.263,

fud

<

it
M
N oo M odr ©

Lot
T

o
%

o 52

< N
o o e o L

~
= ol

<Table 5> The Result of Factor's Analysis about Job Satisfaction

Condition
Question's Item Factor | Factor | Factor
1 2 3
Job Surroundings
@ Colleague Relationship 081 426 .685
® Job Assistance in Co-Worker 284 357 .683
® Good Relationship With Superior 192 185 .860
@ Actively Communication Among 207 187 738
Colleague
Organization Character
® Clear Vison and Goal About Company| .416 612 264
© autonomic authority. 291 .644 309
@0 Sense Of Responsibility About Assigned 142 809 188
Job.
@ Problem Solve Through Discussion 17 818 286
Among Colleague
Work Promotion
@3 Admission Effort Despite Failure 764 282 066
@ Fit Compensation About Original Idea| .868 214 143
® Haylpg System About Encourageing 853 148 197
Original Idea
(16 Encourageing Adventure For New 820 076 44
Attempt
Cronbach’s @ 893 837 844
Note) Factor Extraction : principal component analysis,
Rotation Method : Kaiser Normalized VariMax.

29184 ol A FEY0l 04 olstz e IS
Aelstdon, FE% adld ek £ AAFE 0.5 ©]
A TS aAR&A ] Eeteidh B3 FEE 7 &
el tigk A HSS #18ke] Cronbach’s a Al5E ©]
g3to] BAstgon], QuHoR ¥Aw A%} 0.79]
ol Aol =2 Ao IFFEHM, 0.5~0.6 ©]dol
WA o] Agald BA7 95T B 4

A9 551,07,
© Wt dop & Ao
84k el

Agatgon, 299 3
Argate] AFLATAT.

Question’s Ttem Facltor Fa;tor

@ Satisfaction About The Welfare and Accident of 262 748

Company.
@ Satisfaction My Salary Compareing With Same

; 114 .845

Industry’s Salary
@ General Satisfaction About Colleague 229 595
General Satisfaction About My Salary .107 875
General Satisfaction About Upgrading System 343 705
@0 Satisfaction About Company of Job Surroundings| .245 768

Cronbach’s a .851

<Table 6>The Result of Factor's Analysis about Job Immersion

Question’s Item Fa(étor Fa;tor
@ Hoping Retirement Age In This Company 562 361
(2 Having Self-Confidence About Member of Company | .732 409
@ My Value is Sameness With Valuation of Company| .671 395
@ Voluntary Effort For The Sake of Company 817 -.003
® The Problem Of Company And My Problem In 891 080

The Same
Feeling Love About Company. If I Leave Company| .716 387
@ Refuse Scout From Another Company 607 A58
My Company is very Important For Me 858 242
@0 Doing Any Job for The Sake of Company 811 239
Cronbach’s a .893
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<Table 7> The Result of Regression Analysis about Independent Variable of Working Condition and Organizational Effectiveness

Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B
Job é‘(’)ﬁ;‘;ﬁ‘tj)mgs 883 254 3474 001
@ Colleague Relationship .140 .087 .162 1.620 109
® Job Assistance in Co-Worker 238 075 331 3.170 002
® Good Relationship With Superior 243 082 309 2.950 004™
@ Actively Communication Among Colleague .016 .069 .021 233 817
R? = 508, F = 24.732, P-value = .000"
Organization Character 1210 m 4447 000
(Constant)
Clear Vison and Goal About Company 322 077 441 2.205 000
© autonomic authority 180 .086 219 2.090 039°
@0 Sense Of Responsibility About Assigned Job. .039 .089 .048 434 665
@ Problem Solve Through Discussion Among Colleague .014 .092 .019 157 876
R? = 394, F = 15291, P-value = .000"
Work Promotion
(Constant) 1.573 .180 8.762 .000
@3 Admission Effort Despite Failure 214 074 326 2.892 005"
@ Fit Compensation About Original Idea 233 096 344 2.428 017°
(@ Having System About Encourageing Original Idea -.055 .086 -.084 -.636 526
(6 Encourageing Adventure For New Attempt 115 .074 .169 1.555 123
R = 466, F = 20.943, P-value = .000"

P < .05 7P < 0L

AT g A - 449 AT
Aee] 2Rl 244 a0 VAL Fgol B
FolH BEBARQ F 2AGEAC) folF FEL 7]
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<Table 8> The Result of Job Satisfaction’s Gab in Decision
Making Styles

. Action Type F o
Division Sum

ST SF | NT | NF | value | value
Mean 337 | 344 | 324 | 346 | 3.15
Standard |~ o0 10,864 | 0.569 | 0.867 | 0.660
Deviation
Standard | 075 1 0132 | 0.119 | 0.158 | 0.183 | 0815 | 0489
Error
Min | | 2 2 2
Max 5 5 4 5 4
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<Table 9> The Result of Job Immersion's Gab in Decision
Making Styles

Action Type F P-

Division Sum

ST SF | NT | NF | value | value
Mean 3.56 | 3.56 | 352 | 3.60 | 3.54
Standard | - ¢35 1 825 | 0.730 | 0.968 | 0.776
Deviation
Standard | he0 | 0.126 | 0152 | 0177 | 0215 | 041 | 0989
Error
Min | | 2 2 3
Max 5 5 5 5 5

125 #Ts7] flste] QA A4 FEEE 759
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o] 4 A deho} BARoRE o
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69
22 0 PHEAAREEE A58l wt ARt
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23 ¢ PHEAAREER 2FEHAacle w25t
ol freleh 9F& v Aot
24 PHEARFEEE ARAAacle wet AR
Aol ol dFE WA Aolrh
2-5 ¢ PHEAAREER A58l et 45F
Aol FoIF FFE WA Aolrh
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Kol
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oo Fo| A= 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5,
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AN 2Ae 47

ffste] AN S &(MBTI)
= QA AR STH (A ), SFH (A A4A), NT
F(Ad=), NFEH AR EE A7 aql, 245
Bagl, 2FHFNANS SHUSFRE gfal ATyt A
FEYS TEUTE ofo] AR A3 b33 o] A
SHATE WA 2-19] gigk FAAY JA AR FHEE
e a.Qlo] ARk A= JFS <Table 10>
2, 4709 A AARE F SFE] @ T8 1 4FF
& 2806l t = 3.061%2 o5 p = 0.007°14, NTH
S G TR 7 AFEEx 29l t = 24032 F9

p = 0.025¢A4, STHES ©® FaAtete] #AQRINA t =

<Table 10> The Result of Regression Analysis about Job Surroundings and Job Satisfaction in Decision Making Styles

Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B
Constant -.603 458 -1.316 197
ST ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker -.051 109 -.062 -472 .640*
® Good Relationship With Superior 320 155 276 2.068 .046
R® = 726, F = 15.433, P-value = 0.000
Constant 2.103 495 4.246 .001
- ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker 481 157 799 3.061 007"
® Good Relationship With Superior -.242 .181 -358 -1.333 201
R = 573, F = 3.579, P-value = 0.019"
Constant 101 104 144 .887
NT ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker 507 211 471 2.403 025"
Good Relationship With Superior -.062 .165 -.060 =377 710
R? = 646, F = 6,999, P-value = 0.000
Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B
Constant 1.630 1.770 921 393
NF ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker .867 439 998 1.977 .095
® Good Relationship With Superior -.059 404 -.062 -.146 .889
R? = 567, F = 1,311, P-value = 0.375

*

P < .05, “P < .0l
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20682 Fro4F P = 0.0460014 A3 M4 2 o
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<Table 11> The Result of Regression Analysis about Organization Character and Job Satisfaction in Decision Making Styles

<Table 12> The Result of Regression Analysis about Work Promotion

Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B

Constant -.603 A58 -1.316 197
ST Clear Vison and Goal About Company 308 117 339 2.640 012°
@ Self-Regulating Authority 211 .106 214 2.000 .053

R? = 726, F = 15.433, P-value = 0.000
Constant 2.103 495 4.246 .001
SF ® Clear Vison and Goal About Company -131 247 -178 -.529 .604
autonomic authority .060 206 .082 290 776

R* = 573, F = 3.579, P-value = 0.019°
Constant 101 704 144 .887
NT ® Clear Vison and Goal About Company -.391 222 -464 -1.764 .091*
© autonomic authority 496 192 555 2.586 017

R* = 646, F = 6,999, P-value = 0.000
Constant 1.630 1.770 921 393
\F ® Clear Vison and Goal About Company -.045 305 -.060 -.148 .887
© autonomic authority -416 383 -.553 -1.087 319

R? = 567, F = 1311, P-value = 0375

P < .05 7P < .0l

and Job Satisfaction in Decision Making Styles

Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B
Constant -.603 458 -1.316 197
ST @ Admission Effort Despite Failure 025 .101 .030 253 .802
@ Fit Compensation About Original Idea 318 147 302 2.168 037"
R? = 726, F = 15433, P-value = 0.000
Constant 2.103 495 4.246 .001
SP @ Admission Effort Despite Failure .108 .146 183 742 469
@ Fit Compensation About Original Idea 064 164 .104 390 701
R’ = 573, F = 3579, P-value = 0.019"
Constant 101 .704 144 .887
@ Admission Effort Despite Failure 293 194 356 1.511 144
NT @ Fit Compensation About Original Idea 072 277 .087 261 .796
R? = 646, F = 6,999, P-value = 0.000
Constant 1.630 1.770 921 393
@ Admission Effort Despite Failure 105 321 160 326 155
NF @ Fit Compensation About Original Idea -114 309 -152 -370 724
R? = 567, F = 1,311, P-value = 0.375

P < .05 7P < 0l
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[e]

240l ist EMAY A AAFEEE A FRH 84 01 Q JFol dig zA-&H A 2AolA t = 22052 F
o] HHEYo| v]x= JTF <Table 13>3} 211, 4719 = P = 0.03804 A58 M & dgY S
ALY F STﬁé% ©® “FaAtete] dALAAA t Ulil{— Ao2 YERsth
= 21552 945 P=0.038°l14 F¥-87o] 71 2 o 2-60] gk FA A A A FIEE LFEH 8
FH S A= Ao ‘/PE‘rkk o] AF-Eel M= JFE <Table 15>9F o}, &
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<Table 13> The Result of Regression Analysis About Job Surroundings and Job Immersion in Decision Making Styles

Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B

Constant 363 .563 .645 523

ST ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker .009 134 011 .066 .948*
® Good Relationship With Supetior 410 .190 .369 2.155 .038

R® = 549, F = 7.110, P-value = 0.000

Constant 1.867 722 2.586 .020

SF (® Job Assistance in Co-Worker 314 229 407 1.371 .189
® Good Relationship With Superior -187 264 -215 -.706 490

R = 448, F = 2.168, P-value = .101

Constant 1.967 936 2.102 .047

NT ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker -.085 280 -071 -.303 .764
® Good Relationship With Superior -207 219 -178 -.947 354

R* = 499, F = 3.821, P-value = .009"

Constant -.981 2.253 -436 678

\F ® Job Assistance in Co-Worker 247 558 242 442 674
® Good Relationship With Superior 538 514 477 1.045 336

R? = 493, F = 971, P-value = 514
P < 05 P < .0l

<Table 14> The Result of Regression Analysis about Organization Character and Job Immersion in Decision Making Styles

Nonstandardization Standardization
Division Coefficient Coefficient t P—value
B Standard Error B
Constant 363 .563 645 523
ST ® Clear Vison and Goal About Company A11 .143 128 775 443
Self-Regulating Authority 024 130 .025 182 .857
R = 549, F = 7.110, P-value = 0.000"
Constant 1.867 722 2.586 .020
SF ® Clear Vison and Goal About Company 729 .360 773 2.027 .060
© autonomic authority -.386 .300 -414 -1.288 216
R” = 448, F = 2.168, P-value = .101
Constant 1.967 936 2.102 .047
NT ® Clear Vison and Goal About Company -.235 295 -250 -.799 432
© autonomic authority .562 255 .563 2.205 .038*
R® = 499, F = 3.821, P-value = .009"
Constant -981 2.253 -436 678
NF @ Clear Vison and Goal About Company 142 .389 160 364 728
© autonomic authority 148 488 167 302 773
R? = 493, F = 971, P-value = 514

P < .05 7P < 0l
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<Table 15> The Result of Regression Analysis about Work Promotion and Job Immersion in Decision Making Styles
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