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Abstract

This study analyzed the impact of sense of self-efficacy on job satisfaction and organizational commitment
among technical designers in order to acquire information needed for human resources management in the field
of technical design. The study was implemented through a normative-descriptive survey method using a questionnaire.
The sample consisted of 217 technical designers working at vendors and agents located in Seoul. The results
revealed that there were significant differences in the sense of self-efficacy levels among technical designers
according to age and work experience. Personal self-efficacy had a positive influence on both intrinsic and extrinsic
job satisfaction, but also on affective, continuance, and normative organizational commitment. In addition, personal
self-efficacy had a greater influence on extrinsic job satisfaction than social self-efficacy. Both personal and social
self-efficacy influenced continuance commitment while there was no relationship between social self-efficacy and
affective organizational commitment. However, a clear relationship was found between both social and personal
self-efficacy and normative organizational commitment. Nevertheless, social self-efficacy had a greater influence on
normative organizational commitment than personal self-efficacy. This fact demonstrates the need to exert more
effort to promote the sense of personal self-efficacy of technical designers. These results could be used to provide
appropriate proposals for human resources management in the field of technical design.
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II. Theoretical Background
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ARuEo] oulEs Al HAREE HrFsAL, (Table 1) The demographic characteristics of sample
Aol ARg Eatel A B 4AL Yrigos Ttem o
A G FAFelY SR A FHE Male 10( 4.6)
Fatgom, WAE D=5t AY o w 14T S — 207 95.4)
£ 71'd(Bae & Kim, 2011; Ra & Kim, 2004) 2.2 A} 20 52( 24.0)
et AFRE S 913 2070 =32 1977 Age | 305 143( 659)
el AAE w48 tiEte FAFuse AAF 3 40 and above 22( 10.1)
F& A el 1 AEAS AT Pak2005) o Medium sized company | 107( 49.3)
F1T 2RI 3
4 jjj;f S8E g 37*‘ °}°qf“‘j f(}it}'_ size | Small sized company 110( 50.7)
ZHEYS MRlel ZFd gl k= W] HY Under 5 yr 93( 42.9)
Ales, AAgle] ZH ot T Fofe] A Experience | 5 yr to under 10 yr 78( 35.9)
(Kim, M. Y., 2012)& 9w, O 742902 10 yr and above 16 212)
B LA L T ek ot
1;_11:]2]1;916)} Zﬁzlzzgﬁﬁ:i% }j‘j' E:j jrq%;ﬂ];‘; type Vendor 175( 80.6)
A AEEA 92 20 B, A4 290 o 2SN
Aol 2A wyke W YA == 719HE lll. Results and Discussions
EAR AT B, FHY BUS 20l gobglolok
BITR= o) %7tol| 23l E9)8 oln|dl= /Pod ALSE 1. Reliability and validity of measures
ATE ZAEQY SAE32 Meyer and Allen(1991), Lee A7 &5 5539 Bartlett] @3 E 24
(2011), Yoon(2014)9] A7-ollA AHg-d == & A3}, x*=2,576.693(Sig=.000)Z e, WFE A}
Z ko A 1409 FEe R LU oo 891& o] &Nt dAAA VL FRstY, HEH
U= HAA KMO #hol 9158 Uetton, 3%
3. Sample, data collection and analysis A g A% AFAE ®F Q%A T
EELZ S AGA cle|HES} Wit ] 8 S TEAIA L01RAS AAEITE O A, F 270
A gy g ez slo] Hel TFFen, & 9] 89lo] Z&H AUk 291 I(variance: 28.960%)->
A W 8} ool A Eel 58k Sl 20~40TH H =L ‘Ao R o] T x¥o 2y gt GAd] 3
Uz Aol 217902 AT B4 4.6%, o 7] Wit~ AL o FE ARdle] ok § ARIA 2
d 954%% /o] F5 °]FH, 80.6% = WTE I 7|&57el A FIEE A o, THIA =
203, 19.4%= olo)FE ZFAo|th Z#o] AY NasiP oz MHEnk 291 2variance: 28.052%)E
2 53 mE42.99%(93%), 51 °)AF 10 17 35.9%(78 ERRIEFS] #A S #HE TFEE A A
), 10 °]7F 21.2%(46%8)¢] #EE o|ETh O3 NS HBe R A H A7|Ea5P R
AFE FH2 20159 59 145E 69 15U70K] stk F 7 2919 AFE Alees 42 913,
o|Fol Ak ATA A SuANA AEAL & 9092 e, S NEE} FUHASS s}
HoAE AYET WE, 25FE 5RO, T Ar(Table 2.
= oH° BT ET AEA §RE AL 217 F7F RS SAEF] Bartlett®] @913 E 1A
Az B4 A8E AFREUTH A3, x*=2,929.090(Sig=.000)& Ho] HFE Alo)
e 18.0% o]&3te] RIEEA, o 8215 o]Ewhet AJHAA T TR, KMOS]

T A4S BAE QR S5YRE test E A BEAYE AAZAI KMO %ol 9072 vepton,
AR (One way ANOVA), T3] 7244 9 354 A AFgelAx Wge 9% 7S
o=
1

AR 2QlBAE st 1 A, &

M



100 gAY Hxiolde] xp7|Esgte] RS £2EEUd vxls 9F BABEIT

27H4 29lo] ©2ET, 291 I(variance: 35.483%) 221 747k A= E AlFE 727t 936, 898E =
141 WANE GFFY~, A SHHOEY, A} e AE E 9k Bg/de] SEE e BAEH
, W 222 Ak 5o FIER A 9] TH(Table 3).

Oi IHZHX# RHrole} skt 291 2(variance: ZHE] S5 Bartlett S99 E M4 4

24.270%)= ‘ARRZGAP, SFALe] AR T, 2 7, X’=1725.112(Sig=.000) & YR} WFE Abo]o]

H3D, T3, g dHE TIER s oS R FAAA 7L FE8kAL, KMOS] &
o=

[¢]
T A o g st o] F 7| 249 E 4434 KMO o] 859% uehten,

(Table 2) Reliability and validity for the variables to measure self-efficacy (results of factor analysis)

Factor
. Cronbach's
Measurement item Personal  |Interpersonal a
self-efficacy | self-efficacy
10. When I try to learn something new, if it does not go well at the beginning, 799 249
I give up soon. ’ ’
5. I hardly ever set a goal because it is difficult to set a goal and achieve it. 775 .263
4. What I have achieved was possible entirely due to my ability and effort. 72 .108
1. Getting what I desire is all about my efforts. 748 289
3. I can do almost everything that I decide to do. 743 .300 013
9. It is useless for me to continue doing some hard work I could not deal with. 7128 .028 '
6. The more competition, the more difficult to achieve something (R). 726 151
2. 1 am sure that I can accomplish almost everything I plan. .699 255
7. Sometimes some people can go further with good luck. .655 074
8. I want to know how I am doing better than others in any circumstances (such 602 230
as any test or competition). ’ ’
13. I am not good at leading conversations with other people. .066 784
19. I can make adjustments in disagreements with others. 243 759
14. I would rather keep relationships with someone who I like. 239 754
11. Even if I have confidence toward my job, I feel that I am having problems 196 75
in controlling my social circumstances. ' ’
18. Sometimes, it is difficult to persuade someone and deliver my opinion to 133 75
someone else ’ ’ 909
20. I can play a major role in the group. 378 718
17. Whenever I want to meet someone, I can arrange a meeting. 201 .710
12. I do not have any problem in making a friend and keeping the relationship. 222 .688
16. I think it is hard to ask any help from others when I plan to do something. 041 .687
15. When someone asks about me, I can often produce the way that I would like 084 576
to answer, or I can control my response so as not to answer. ' ’
Eigen value 5.792 5.610
Variance explained(%o) 28.960 28.052
Cumulative(%o) 28.960 57.012

KMO =915, Bartlett's test result, x’=2,576.693 (d£=190, Sig.=.000)
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(Table 3) Reliability and validity for the variables to measure job satisfaction (results of factor analysis)
Factor
. Cronbach's
Measurement item Intrinsic Extrinsic a
satisfaction satisfaction
15. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job .835 125
16. The chance to work alone on the job .798 145
14. The freedom to use my own judgment 784 127
10. The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities 775 145
9. The chance to tell people what to do 773 131
6. Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience 773 209 936
2. The chance to do different things from time to time 753 .160
3. The chance to be 'somebody' in the community 732 .078
8. The chance to do things for other people 730 207
1. Being able to keep busy all the time 712 342
7. The way my job provides for steady employment .643 204
20. The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job .620 310
11. The way company policies are put into practice .029 .825
5. The competence of my supervisor in making decisions .085 .823
4. The way my boss handles his/her work 169 776
17. The working conditions 216 765 208
12. My pay and the amount of what I do 123 727
13. The chances for advancement on this job 184 .696
19. The praise I get for doing a good job .360 .663
18. The way my co-workers get along with each other 387 627
Eigen value 7.097 4.854
Variance explained(%o) 35.483 24.270
Cumulative(%) 35.483 59.753
KMO =907, Bartlett's test result, x*=2,929.090 (df~190, Sig.=.000)
FEH A7 ABAAE Wre) 208 e B4 wel AslES e Aolvt YEAE B4R
WEAZEE 2R ANt 1 Ak Astelh AAFSE B u) A/ A F#A
N} 8lo] mEHAL, 7 895 A% £ (340)% Likert 58 HE oA B J=E olv]s}
59 ZAMES HIOE 20 B A2 ASH B & 44 350 i w4 dept
(281 1, variance: 27.005%), ‘“8X1% &90°(£41 2, A wet =, AAF A7 E57 A A )
variance: 24.088%), ‘T2 =(2<! 3, variance 7N&TH BT BAALSZE fone Aolrt yebyt:
16.378%) 2.2 M 3alsith o (p<.05), 20~30tl] H]E) 400} o]4Fe] HFFA
(N1A A71257 3.80, AHEA 271857 3.84)
2. The difference of self-efficacy according to 7h 8 =2 A2 e 4, 20t 9 30t 7H
demographic characteristics of technical designers A= A71&57 34 zpo)7t & A ZE e
(Table 4)= Bl UE t]Zo] 49 Q17-5A 34 pra=y
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(Table 4) The difference of self-efficacy according to demographic characteristics of technical designers

Self-efficacy
Total
Item n | Personal self-efficacy | Social self-efficacy
M SD M SD M SD
20's 52 3.34° 674 3.34 .570 3.34° .536
30's 143 3.39° 631 3.33° .639 3.36" .561
he 40's and above 2 | 3.80° 852 3.84° 585 3.82° 680
F-value (p) 4.167°(.017) 6.637"(.002) 6.6727(.002)
Small sized enterprises 107 348 615 342 .639 345 .540
C";‘::“y Medium sized enterprises 110 | 3.36 728 335 630 3.36 621
t-value (p) 1.318(.189) 766(.445) 1.179(.240)
Under 5 yr 93 3471° 573 3.35° 645 3.38° .506
) 5 yr and above to under 10 yr | 78 327 708 327 612 3.27° .601
Experience " " .
10 yr and above 46 3.69 742 3.65 .584 3.67 .621
F-value (p) 5.7017°(.004) 5.646"(.004) 7.2137(.001)
Agent 42 3.37 .690 3.39 .607 3.38 .614
Company | Vendor 175 343 674 3.38 .642 341 577
t-value (p) — 541(.589) .076(.940) — 272(.786)
Total 27| 342 | 66 | 33 | 64 | 340 | sm
*p<.05, **p<01 Duncan : a<b
A mEAE, Q1A A7 'FH, A A} SAE 7Ids7| Bt AR A4S A s
7|83 B BAAHLE fon s 2ol 7t UER o & o0& AtRHTh
THp<.05). 5 H|Rto] AL, 53 o]/4~101d 79kl iéﬁilgl &R WE 27| 857 Abe]
Aol vig] 10d o3 AEE Ad Jdel o = = 9lE AR YeEth g AEYATE AEd
= AE MAA A7 & H AL A7 &S 7} °ﬂ°]7ﬁ 7Yl WA E B ZYE tRtolq 9
< Bk @9, 59 vk 5 o] 10 PR A7V &5 7ol el g &pol7b UEhuA] &Skt
T A 7+ Aole Sl Ao E Yehyth weba 74
2o w}% HaZYZA gzioly e A7 &5 xpol= 3. The impact of self-efficacy on job satisfaction
ok 10@ AL AHNS 7|F0 7 A AHE of technical designers
T g Zolgt ke )y I8y (Table 1) vhet
W ouke}l o], g3y A tAto|| e A= AR 1) The impact of self-efficacy on intrinsic job
Aol vdaA ¥v 545 AU vk Ags  satisfaction

1o
g—v
u
A
iie)
i)
>
o
°
N

4 Aoyl Aol
”Eﬁ &l A ZM 1 3 7bs S 7gE
J %o age) woa A4 AdEs el 2 1

EEMERETRIER 47]3:;%7 S ol
A, 814 A7 &7 WAA A5y

=3 A3, Ay RS 304, FR-e 46.832([F.000)

2 2Adom §

Sousl AFAE Ho AL

gt Ao 2 Avke 4 ok AR 72

2l

o] 714 ¢l Zae] =YA A A Z 3, Durbin-Watson

o] L1322 20 7}77] Wil 7Hgo] 5551,
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(Table 5) The influence of self-efficacy on intrinsic job satisfaction
Dependent Intrinsic satisfaction Multicollinearity
Independent B SE [§) t-value P Tolerance VIF
1.713 194 8.825 .000
Personal self-efficacy 250 060 294 4187 .000 659 1.519
Social self-efficacy 295 064 326 4634 .000 659 1.519
R=304, Adj. R=298, F-value=46.832"", p=000, Durbin-Watson=1.113
<001
sy A4 FAEATE 0.1 ool & A AFEY g5 A Q1 FAA 2t
2H 2 RI(VIF)©] 10E T 217] wiiel tha341A 3 7159 x| EA AHelse 497 o
o] EAEA F= 7ol SZH U (Table 271 Wl Uehd 2#E AlsHETh
5yl VrERd vhel ZFo] ALSH 2] 25 3H(B=.326, e AT Aol A et o], HAYZA Aol
p<001), 7H1A A7) S57H(B=294, p<.001) B5F7F 9] AQNH AN EehE A wEelR ()<l
WA whEo fougt J(he] JEFS v A FFS XA A A& WAIA A
o2 YEtEth TR A ARl AR S BF 2 A(+)9]
FFE UAE AL R E o, 7|HedAE H A
2) The impact of self-efficacy on extrinsic job YA taole] RS A7) siAe 59
satisfaction MAA A7 253 Pl FEsloF & dart A
Bl AuZ tAtolu ] JHQA, A3 A A 253 = SURR s =
I A A HAyaEge] dAE Ao A3, AY
O

RS 121, FEHE 14.704(p=000)2 EAH2
Fov g A7E Yeldlth (Table 6)oA4 Hnke)
7+o), | F 271 &5 7HB=.288, p<.001) 2|4 3
HEol fojme FHe] YIS nAE AoE
ERt oL, ALSA A7) E53 SAIA AR
Ulim e ACE vetth ol gA oA
H ;(4 Z]—7]§L——7]'°] Oﬂb‘h‘é}
YFETG U] Avke
)\(-)I ioq 1<)
o]

K
e
S|

0,

e e >_\|£

oW rle

3
= 3
2 ¢ A

AR
h=}
T

1o I\

4. The impact of self-efficacy on organizational
commitment of technical designers

1) The impact of self-efficacy on affective

commitment
Bl2UZ tiRrelde] AHQ1E, AL A A E 7
3 494 2A2e) S A 23, 49

(RHE 232 UElgom, Fghe 32.321(p=.000)%
SAACE frojn g A#E veRllTh (Table 7)°l
A B nle} 7o) sl A 27| &5 7H(B=427, p<.001)

(Table 6) The impact of self-efficacy on extrinsic job satisfaction

Dependent Extrinsic satisfaction Multicollinearity
Independent B SE B t-value P Tolerance VIF
2.110 233 9.070 .000
Personal self-efficacy 261 071 288 3650 .000 659 1.519
Social self-efficacy 085 076 .089 1122 263 659 1.519

R=121, Adj. R*=113, F-value=14.704"", p=000, Durbin-Watson=1.115

Hokk

p<.001
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(Table 7) The influence of technical designers' self-efficacy on affective commitment
Dependent Affective commitment Multicollinearity
Independent B SE B t-value p Tolerance VIF
1.292 262 4.926 .000
Personal self-efficacy 466 081 427 5786 000 659 1.519
Social self-efficacy .099 .086 .085 1.149 252 .659 1.519

R=232, Adj. R*=225, F-value=32.321"", p=000, Durbin-Watson=1.463

ok

<001

= AXH EYel frolnle D 3
AP A A7 &5k AME Bl 4
uT A E Yeigth mEbx AAH EYe WA
MAH A7)1&F7re] e (B=427)°] ArEH
S7e] JekE(B=.085)Htt & AR B F
o] Az AUz YA AT 540l
¥ Zlolgt Aztgth &, #lo] Fgate Bl
w2} Zhzke] "H‘Q‘-'/} JAe) @43 t=
A A WM s ute]ofe] R 3
sl oF 3h7] wiEel % A AAolA FA
O 2HE AL Wty A 1 ?ﬁ#
Ade G A 4AS Ad d3elA HrkE @
7AHTh QYA 1] FHAHE Hoh ik
73%7} E}E AEET 44 o B2 44 vk

w

sik w2, HlRste] w7 Sol 2

e A,

& w34

L

1713
1o},
BS

of

Ezoxr

I

]

01rl to Rl

2) The impact of self-efficacy on continuance
commitment
HIayz ¢
3 A%

tAreltie] AelH, AHEA A7 ES3
A

57
4 2H2Y WAL A A, 49

(RS 140, FAES 17.360(p=000)0.2 EAH O 2
Freu Al YEbsE7] witell 3R o] el A
O 2 #etd Uk IARFY Y 7= 7
zkzte] 534 AA A, Durbin-Watson©] 1,722 2
o 717 wWiel Mol F5H Y, tEaAA A
A3 FAFA 0.1 o) o) 3L, A2 Q1(VIF)
o] 105t A7) o] thzadidel SAsHA &
=t 7Hgol T =AUt (Table 8)ol4 B np
o} 7], 7HQ1A 7(]'7] SA(B=213, p<0)F AL3]
A A7 85 3H(B=207, p<01) BF7F A&H &4
U]X]T‘E o2 YR

0111

AN EEHE ol FE 7 w&om Q14, 2484 A
NESR 2o)Ee]l A%H BYEo] VAL
o] Yo Aol7} gl AT FHHL Z, A
g AN TSR, A ANEFY REE ASE 2
HBY folH Al BAE 2= Ao B 5
e

3) The impact of self-efficacy on normative
commitment

AU el e] A, A8 A7 S

(Table 8) The influence of technical designers' self-efficacy on continuance commitment

Dependent Continuance commitment Multicollinearity
Independent B SE B t-value P Tolerance VIF
1.159 330 3510 001
Personal self-efficacy 276 101 213 2.726™ .007 659 1.519
Social self-efficacy 286 .108 207 2.647" 009 659 1.519

R=140, Adj. =132, F-value=17.360"", p=000, Durbin-Watson=1.720

w4k

p<01,

Fohok

<001
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(Table 9> The influence of technical designers’ self-efficacy on normative commitment
Dependent Normative commitment Multicollinearity
Independent B SE [§) t-value P Tolerance VIF
860 263 3276 001
Personal self-efficacy 446 081 403 5531 .000 659 1.519
Social self-efficacy 175 .086 .148 2,033 .043 .659 1.519
R=254, Adj. R°=247, F-value=36.340"", p=.000, Durbin-Watson=1.664
p<.05, “p<.001
A 2AEQ AE AT A3, AP HR)S IHYE well= Aol 10 o) doHA] Aol 40
2542 WEROH, FEE2 36.340(p=.000)= E‘ﬂ o o]l Heke Ar|E5Ae] B & AR &
AR E Fou]siAl yebst7] wWiol AR l A= ATk
Elge Ao ® Aud 4= Qo) ALY 7]%*4 WAA AFaEd s gaUZd tztely 9 AL3
1 7HgRl ke =74 A4 43, Durbin-Watson©] A ANEI NAH A EEH BEIF A+
16642 20 7H47] wiTell 7ol SEHI, o o] &S WX R ARl tist A A TFo| 1]
A AAAFT FAEA L 0.1 o) el i Bl AE Y] FrE NAA A7 "5Fte] A3 A
2RVIF)o] 1050} 7] We] tgeidgel Al AVEsdET o 2 AL Yebhth B3, F2
812 ket 7Hg el F5E Utk (Table 9yl B Qe BA &ellA FAEE A A A71&57
= vkeh o), A A7 asih (B=403, p<.001), = A GMA - ED T TS vA
AVS A A7) BS7H(B=148, p<.05) EF7t FHE 2 ¥ AR e, A&H EY2 /194 =
Edel froret e 9FS vAE AR Y 71854, ABA A7 Est BES fod H+)
btk 28y A 296 miAe gEgEed o] IAE Zhe= ZO=E I FHA A E
AXME A H ZSTETG NAA EFe] o & Helle MAA A71&5 A 7|25t B
Ao E AlgHTh F7h freme A+ G nAH, 1 J3IFHol
M A ASTEG NNAE aetel o & A
V. Conclusions O 2 el olgA AurH o g ARntEy) 2%
EYel v AMAA A7 E53e] FEFg ol ALS
g AUE txtel e A7|asttel, A7 ¢ A ANEee dEFEEY o Avde AL HA
o]2 F71¢ w9 B WAL UE AR U4 YA tately e gF-54E wiyste A A
A AERES 245G nAE TS BATS 89tk F d3Yd tAelv e dFE g HE9
24, " 32YA Yl £k 1A #Fdd 2 FFET JF FhA A F24 3 75
28 AEE QA AEZAE o]§g AT o] RE oEaA MEste A7 H B o
o3 o]Fozl £ AT AFe v Ptk o, FE ilBA A ZIvkele AR A Ar|ast
gl AU tRtol o] A7 &57t A HEX(3.40) = QAA AFNE JAAIAE YA A Kske
+ Likert 53 HZ JoAM BE AL E ou)sie Aoz AlZH T
2] 3E T thA A UERE S H, 20~30th ol HIs) 40 olake] AFAs e ok AALE E AAL THe
o oo HAA(HAA A1 B S 3.80, AH3 A 3 2ot "3V el Apr|asit s
A7) 557 3.84)7F A =32, 200 9} 300 7Holl= A 3 T2 I = 53] 300 vvre 103 ol A
71257 e Aol gle A& YEsTh 10 g ke g S vielE xFsloF & Ao,
d mRk 738 Fero 109 o) AE Hee] 2] ol 159 A Ago] A= nldEsA ¥e
T57o] BA vebsch 99, A8 A% S A te AE xHslor & o R dgEt) 18, A



106 H2U2 oiRtelue) Al Esgel ARnET Fa2gl tiAs g% 24ERA7

i
=

17 A7|&S 7ol WAA - A A
o, ZFd g A3, A&H,

wEe) Eol Jo| 4P
o, 53 MAA Aasd

2938 AU HruE

o
g
=2

O

oE

N
RO
B O
o 2R

b o
)
o

=

Fﬂ
fo
EX
)
i
o
oo
%

9
N
ko
i
A
o
k0
kd
>
i
EaE
o
k=)
0
_>|~_4
N
Y

iy Lo

D)

oy o g

= C’lr
R
Jy o
2Ry
O g
>
)

)
o

o
i)
b
rob
iu)
rlu
)
of\
o

iy
=

=, r& b

o ox
o |o
i
F{F
El
o o
(Kl
il
[
i)
I
o
rir
ne
> & M
it

=
A
rlo
P
~
ool
tlo Y

FN
.
2,
%

3
o,
up
o
)
Rl
ro
(O T = L

BN
b
o2ty
b
2
o
Hir
rlo
X
g
oX.
o
o M 2 fof -3 po
(i)
o

W
4o by
of
o
i
L
E
>
r1r
oﬁ&
rol
-

2
tlo s
do

SO T o =y

AR &A, ALS A 2}7) 3
of thek A Y T3} H(+)e
YER 2 952 ElAYZ tizto] 9
174 24 ﬂlﬁlﬁﬂ EA7r Ao A
EﬂiM:Z-i E]X}OMA 2
S A Ao EN
A=, T3l
537}3}71 Hoh=
el

fol

s r—r‘ it

lo,
H1 Mo 2 o2 off T ox
N oo o o% oY

2 ol o
ﬁﬁwa
R
g

it
=
—+
N
pies
fd
rO
0_\_,
[ o
HU
JE

?é%*éﬁrgl W-i B2 i

JZi
"
i ru
y 0
)
mlo

1%
A8 A7) & b@%
= AE 5 g
Ao uebd Ay
NS oA B
&S] 4471908
o] o] uj7blofof &
QA F-Folut Tzl
It gl AOE AR

b
ox
>,
. wY
b
¥
rlr

E’_
A

Mo
o2
2
2

=
ol
=
o
-

3
o
|

EN m%

o

N

17

A

Iz
o
ot
el
g ﬂ%

xg
(o

L
ko
ot
o
=)
ik

>
=

_]

1m

NS
= 3 >
T 3
-
e T !
oty Mo
et OS%
Ty
fo =
oX,

]

e
0

B AT As AN EEEE st WoE 7t
Foe o AR5 o8 FHE Welow
S A77t 2t AR BAel B A Au
Y50l o BHAYS FAG 5 AUk o] Hol F
F Ao BE 4% FYAES WO §
L AToE wgEelol & Ao Bedth T
H2UZ Aol Hr bk iAol ] wi
ERO M PRI FHS ol FA Lol X A
N Aol mE o T BHSA Ralgich ®

BN

o L, o

297 A Fope] ARAY B

f ko Lo ok
M T
A

_O|L

rir
o o

I

Q

-

N

o

T

2
HUoE X PN

.‘Q’ o g J‘oll

References

Bae, J. C.,, & Kim, P. J. (2011). A study on the emo-
tional labor of sales workers at department stores.
Journal of Distribution Science, 9(4), 75-82

Bandura. A. (1994). Efficacy. The Behavior Therapist,
17(6), 127.

Cha, H. G. (2004). Actual study about Korean army
middle: Aged officers (Major and Lieutenant colonel)
Jjob contentment. Unpublished mater's thesis, Dong-
guk University, Seoul, Korea.

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation
of a new general self-efficacy scale. Organizational
Research Methods, 4(1), 62-83. doi:10.1177/109
442810141004

Cho, D. K., Yang, J. S., & Lee, M. K. (2004). A
study on the job satisfaction and organizational
involvement of organizational members. Journal
of Human Resource Management Research, 10,
37-53.

Cho, S. B., & Kwon, H. S. (2007). Effects of trans-
formational leadership on the hotel employees’
empowerment, job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Korea Academic Society of Hotel
Administration, 16(5), 63-76.

Choi, H. C. (2009). The effects of work environments
and psychological empowerment of the employed
people with mental illness on job satisfaction.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Soongsil Uni-
versity, Seoul, Korea.

Choi, J. E., Lee, K. M., & Hwang, S. J. (2014). The
effects of service education and empowerment
for sales person of fashion companies on customer
orientation, job performance and job satisfaction.

The Research Journal of the Costume Culture,



Vol. 23, No. 6 AgH -

22(1), 28-41. doi:10.7741/1jcc.2014.22.1.028

Glock, R. E., & Kunz, G. L. (2005). 4Apparel manu-
facturing: Sewn product analysis (4th ed.). Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Pearson/Prentice Hall.

Gwak, G. H. (2007). The impacts of casino's service
quality on self efficacy and customer's behavior
and attitude toward. Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation, Sejong University, Seoul, Korea.

Hong, H. K. (2012). The effects of self-efficacy on job
embeddedness, innovation behavior and organi-
zational citizenship behaviors. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Sejong University, Seoul, Korea.

Jeon, S. W. (2010). A study on the relationship between
the self-efficacy and job satisfaction of social
workers in Gyeonggi province. Unpublished master's
thesis, Kangnam University, Gyeonggi-do, Korea.

Kang, J. A., & Rhee, Y. J. (2012). A study on the
relationships among emotional labor, job satis-
faction and turnover intention of beauty industry
professionals. The Research Journal of the Costume
Culture, 20(5), 664-678. doi:10.7741/rjcc.2012.20.
5.664

Kim, E. H. (2008). A study on the effects of team
leaders' coaching for employee performance under
the performance management system. Unpublished
master's thesis, University of Seoul, Seoul, Korea.

Kim, G. (2005). A study on the effect of job stress
on job satisfaction and organizational commit-
ment in police officers: Focused on policeman of
police operation center. Korean Society and Public
Administration, 16(3), 59-87.

Kim, H. S. (2012). 4 study on the practitioner’s com-
petency and job performance in the senior welfare
facility: Focusing on moderating effects of leader-
member exchange and supportive atmosphere of
the organization. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Catholic University of Korea, Gyeonggi-do, Korea.

Kim, K. E. (2005). 4 study on effective factors of fashion
shop managers’ job satisfaction and relationship
between their job satisfaction and job outcome.

Unpublished master's thesis, Dongduk Women's

1
e

A 107

University, Seoul, Korea.

Kim, M. O. (2007). The effects of computer self-efficacy
on perceived job performance and organizational
commitment of office professionals. Ewha Manage-
ment Review, 25(2), 1-22.

Kim, M. Y. (2012). 4 study on the influence of local
public officials’ job stress on job satisfaction and
organizational commitment: Focused on public
officials in Nonsan City. Unpublished master's
thesis, Chungnam National University, Deajeon,
Korea.

Kim, S. H., & Cho, Y. H. (2010). The study on causal
relationship between university staff's job satis-
factions and organizational commitment. The Journal
of Educational Administration, 28(3), 79-106.

Kim, Y. J. (2011). The effect of employees's self-efficacy
on the organization effectiveness: The moderating
effect of career utility. Unpublished master's thesis,
Chung-Ang University, Seoul, Korea.

Lee, H. B., & Lee, S. C. (2006). A study on the
relationship of job stress, job satisfaction, organi-
zational commitment and turnover intention of
policemen. Korean Review of Organizational Studies,
3(2), 83-101.

Lee, O. H. (2011). The effects of job satisfaction and
organizational and job commitment on sale goal
orientation: Focused on small and medium-sized
city of Jeollanam-do. The Research Journal of
the Costume Culture, 19(4), 740-750.

Lee, S. H., & Park, K. S. (2011). Appearance manage-
ment behaviors of female university students by
self-efficacy and self-esteem. The Research Journal
of the Costume Culture, 19(5), 187-199.

Lee, Y. K., & Jung, S. H. (2005). An empirical study
of the impact of work value on job satisfaction
and organizational commitment. Korean Journal
of Public Administration, 43(1), 71-98.

Liu, C. L. (2012). Research on the relationship between
job satisfaction and organizational commitment
and turnover intentions among workers: Focus

on the region of Liaocheng city, Shandong pro-

- 1035 -



108 HAUZ txtelde] xp7] s3]

vence. Unpublished master's thesis, Cheongju Uni-
versity, Chungcheongbuk-do, Korea.

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component
conceptualization of organizational commitment.
Human Resource Management Review, 1(1), 61-89.
doi:10.1016/1053-4822(91)90011-Z

Ock, W. H., & Kim, S. Y. (2001). A study on job
stress and job satisfaction, and organizational
commitment of local public service. Korean Public
Administration Review, 35(4), 355-373.

Paek, S. K., & Lee, Y. M. (2010). The moderating
effect of leisure satisfaction on the relationship
between job satisfaction and organizational commit-
ment. Journal of Human Resource Management
Research, 17(4), 349-371.

Park, D. H., Choi Y. H,, & Oh, C. H. (2011). The
effects of hotel service personnel’s psychological
capital on the service recovery, service quality
and the quality of relationship with customers.
Journal of Tourism and Leisure Research, 23(8),
61-80.

Park, E. H. & Cho, H. J, (2012). Self-efficacy and
body satisfaction according to college students’
appearance management attitudes typology. The
Research Journal of the Costume Culture, 20(4),
515-528. doi:10.7741/rjcc.2012.20.4.515

Park, 1. J. (2005). A validation study of the minnesota
satisfaction questionnaire (MSQ). Unpublished
master's thesis, Seoul National University, Seoul,
Korea.

Park, K. G. (2008). A study on the determinants of job
satisfaction and organizational commitment in local
government: Focused on civil servants’ recognition
on the job stressors. The Korea Local Administration
Review, 22(2), 171-202.

Park, K. H. (2011). Positive psychological capital and
leadership performance. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Soongsil University, Seoul, Korea.

Phang, H. N., & Kim, S. W. (2009). Structural relation-
ship and determinants of job satisfaction and

organizational commitment. Korean Journal of

puEs 27290 e 9% 24ERA7

Sociology, 43(1), 56-88.

Ra, H. M,, & Kim, Y. H. (2004). A study on the
determinant factors of the level of customer satis-
faction with the public service in local government:
Focused on the job satisfaction of public officials.
Journal of Local Government Studies, 16(2), 37-59.

Rhee, Y. J. (2015). Relationship between working en-
vironment and quality of life of fashion industry
workers: Focusing on fashion vendor company.
The Research Journal of the Costume Culture,
23(2), 270-283. doi:10.7741/tjcc.2015.23.2.270

Schunk, D. H., & Gunn, T. P. (1986). Self-efficacy
and skill development: Influence of task strategies
and attributions. The Journal of Educational Re-
search, 79(4), 238-244. doi:10.1080/00220671.1986.
10885684

Seok, K. H. (2004). The effect of general managers’
leadership on employees’ psychological empower-
ment, job satisfaction, and organizational commit-
ment in airline context. Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism Studies, 13, 118-138.

Shin, Y. K., & Lee, C. W. (2014). Organizational be-
havior. Seoul: Hankyungsa.

Spittal, M. J., Siegert, R. J., McClure, J. L., & Walkey,
F. H. (2002). The spheres of control scale: The
identification of a clear replicable three-factor
structure. Personality and Individual Differences,
32(1), 121-131. doi:10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00010-1

Suh, M. S., Oh, C. H, & Jeon, H. D. (2006). The effects
of hotel service personnel's self-leadership on
service recovery, job satisfaction and service quality.
Journal of Business Research, 21(2), 201-231.

Yoo, J. C. (2007). The study of moderating effects
to the relationship between self-efficacy and organi-
zational effectiveness of workers participating in
practical meditation. Journal of Sport and Leisure
Studies, 29, 795-814.

Yoo, Y. J., & Kim, Y. H. (2006). The effect of empower-
ment on job satisfaction, organizational commitment
and performance in the food service industry.

International Journal of Tourism and Hospitality

- 1036 -



Vol. 23, No. 6 AgH -

Research, 20(1), 153-168.

Yoon, H. H. (2014). An analysis on the job satisfaction
and organizational commitment of local government
officials. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Seoul, Seoul, Korea.

Yoon, K. Y. (2003). 4 study on the influence of other
departments' support on employees' satisfaction
and management performance of hotels. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Kyonggi University, Seoul,

Korea.

1
e

A 109

Yoon, Y. H. (2008). A meta-analysis of the relationship
between principals' transformational leadership
and job satisfaction, organizational effectiveness.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ewha woman’s
University, Seoul, Korea.

You, H. J. (2012). The factors affecting the organization
involvement and job satisfaction: Focusing on
mediating effect of empowerment. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Konkuk University, Seoul,

Korea.

- 1037 -



