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Abstract

We studied the actual condition of work environment and work morale according to the type of employment of
service workers by using the raw data of the Fourth Work Environment Survey (2014) conducted by the Institute
of Occupational Safety and Health. In this study, the condition of work environment were composed of work
posture, emotional labor, and work autonomy. Also, dimensions related to work morale were composed of
competence, job satisfaction, social support, and job stress. In addition, the employment was classified into three
types of regular workers, temporary workers, and daily workers. The results showed that temporary and daily
workers were more likely to work in a less favorable environment than regular workers, and there was a close
correlation between work environment and work morale. Based on this study, it is possible to know about the actual
situation and problems of the service workers, and it is hoped that company can search for measures to increase

the working environment and work morale of the workers in order to provide better service.
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Social Support
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Table 1. ANOVA of ‘Fatigue or painful posture’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 2,485 4,76+1.59
Temporary 1,381 4.85+1.52
Daily 351 4.83%1.60 148
Total 4,217 4.80+1.57

*p<.05 **p<.01
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Table 2. ANOVA of ‘Standing posture’
Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 2,487 3.98+1.80
Temporary 1,386 3.64+1.78
Daily 354 3.5241.82 21,907
Total 4,227 3.83+1.80

<05 **p<.01
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Fig. 1. Difference of ‘Standing posture’
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Table 3. ANOVA of ‘Customer-facing business’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 2,487 4.02+£2.15
Temporary 1,383 3.82+2.21
4.07*
Daily 352 3.89+2.30
Total 4,222 3.9542.18
*p<.05 **p<.01
%0
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20 . % Z _
/fi = £
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= W= = .
Always Almost 3/4 of half of 1/4 of Almost no Never
always  worling working  working  exposure exposure
time time time

Fig. 2. Difference of ‘Customer-facing business’
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Table 4. ANOVA of ‘Dealing with angry customers or patients’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 2,477 5.76+1.26
Temporary 1,381 5.90+1.12
5.79%*
Daily 353 5.82+1.15
Total 4,211 5.81+1.21

*p<.05 **p<.01

Table 4914 AE&ZE AL YAZEA 7rol
AR folu@ ztol7k WAtk AW 3
cEAe deaed, JAZEA A8 T2A 7

Lol e folule wolw WASA askeh 3, A

L
-

2 ofp o}m

1~

JEfoll e 22 Heiet Z2RAP(o et a2 107

SR dAZEAY dELEAE vls) 2

o wyolu 58 1 Wl BRE Aow YEw
o olgg Aske BHo s O 3AS Rt
do] Mulzn JFollA i F2T AF-olBE B4
4 2EASHUE 474 2450 FR g
g ge] WEeld da & Ak F © 434
A EBYe s L& SEMES 1HZE
s EAsT

Y%

50 u Regular worker #Temporary worker =Daily worker

45 _

40 =

35

30 7

0 —
Always Almost 3/4 of half of 1/4 of Almost no Never
alvays working working working exposure exposure
time time time

Fig. 3. Difference of ‘Dealing with angry customers or patients’
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Table 5. ANOVA of ‘Emotional Work involved in work’

Table 6. ANOVA of ‘Hiding feelings’

Type Number Mean+Sd F Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 21,946 3.49+0.98 Regular 21,967 3.07+0.93
Temporary 5,771 3.58+0.94 Temporary 5,770 3.14+£0.97
Daily 2,458 3.76+0.91 93307 Daily 2,465 3.3740.96 120687
Total 30,175 3.53+0.97 Total 30,202 3.10+0.94
*p<.05 **p<.01 *p<.05 **p<.01
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Fig. 4. Difference of ‘Emotional Work involved in work’
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Table 7. ANOVA of ‘Support of peer’
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Table 8. ANOVA of ‘Support of boss’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 2,378 2.58+0.82
Temporary 1,268 2.69+0.83
9.32%*
Daily 316 2.72+0.88
Total 3,962 2.62+0.83
<05 *p<.0l
%
50 u Regular worker #Temporary worker =Daily worker
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30 £ 7
25 =
20
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Fig. 6. Difference of ‘Support of peer
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Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 2,380 2.63+0.88
Temporary 1,277 2.76+0.88
9.87**
Daily 316 2.77+£0.95
Total 3,973 2.68+0.89
*p<.05 **p<.01
%o
50 = Regular worker - Temporary worker =Daily worker
45 i
40 =
35
30 = 7
- =
20
15 —
10 g %
. = =
0 = = =
Always Mostly Sometimes Notreally Notatall Almostno Never

exposure  exposure

Fig. 7. Difference of ‘Support of boss’
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Table 9. ANOVA of ‘Break when you want’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 21,979 3.08+0.94
Temporary 5,780 3.26+0.95
184.39%*
Daily 2,468 3.40+0.98
Total 30,227 3.14+0.95
*p<.05 **p<.01
%
50 W Regular worker < Temporary worker = Daily worker
45 _
40 =
s
30 % Z
25 7=
20
15 _
10 = =
X = =
0 = = =
Always Mostly Sometimes Notreally Notatall Almostno Never

exposure exposure

Fig. 8. Difference of ‘Break when you want’
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Table 10. ANOVA of ‘Apply my thoughts to work’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 21,979 3.08+0.94
Temporary 5,780 3.26+0.95
184.39**
Daily 2,468 3.40+0.98
Total 30,227 3.14+0.95
*p<05 **p<01
%
50 ®Regular worker  /Temporary worker = Daily worker
45 =
40 =
35 =
30 Z
25 =
20 = 7§
= =
15 = F
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‘b b -
! Al\\'ay_s Mostly  Sometimes Notreally Notatall Almostno ,\‘a’r

exposure exposure

Fig. 9. Difference of 'Apply my thoughts to work'
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Table 11. ANOVA of ‘Feeling good at work’
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Table 12. ANOVA of ‘I think you're doing something useful’

Type Number Mean+Sd F Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 21,959 2.53+0.80 Regular 21,949 2.62+0.94
Temporary 5,759 2.75+0.86 Temporary 5,763 2.86+0.96
324.98%** - 292.59**
Daily 2,460 2.88+0.91 Daily 2,460 3.00+0.97
Total 30,178 2.60+0.83 Total 30,172 2.70+£0.96
*p<.05 **p<.01 *p<.05 **p<.01
% %
50 mRegular worker  #Temporary worker = Daily worker 50 mRegular worker  ~Temporary worker = Daily worker
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exposure exposure

Fig. 10. Difference of 'Feeling good at work’
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ZAps A8z 7he] EAHOE Solulat ol Total 30,094 3.13£0.92

*p<.05 **p<.01
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°of 7 w2 Al vt F U ASHA ¥4 Axnom gouw ‘]-0]7} AT AEa= A
< f3 SEPES JHZE B AN I} LIRS} ANZEA}, IR A8
Fig. 12014 2340 whSate 222 HE2 A 22, QA Z2A9 dL22a) 7k §-ou]Ek z)o]
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2 AgIRAe) 2EHY UEo) JUALE ¢ oz weAth 4ZH AL 98 SHuee
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Table 15. ANOVA of ‘Job stress’

Type Number Mean+Sd F
Regular 21,963 2.95+0.83
Tempora 5,780 3.14+0.90
porany 259.54%**
Daily 2,464 3.28+0.89
Total 30,207 3.01+0.86

£p<.05  **p<.0l
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Table 16. Correlation Work Environment and Work Morale

Employment Work posture Emotional Social Autonom Job Job Job
type p labor support Y competence | satisfaction stress
Regular - 20%* -.09** - 19%* - L1** - 19%* L05%*
Work Temporary - 2% -03* 7R -06% L 14% 08*
Posture
Daily - .00 -.08%* - 19%* -.07%* - 14%* 4%
- Regular - .02% 2% 07%* -.08%* 35k
E”;;tjfr“a Temporary ; 135 15%* 2% ~03* 40%*
Daily - 5% Jd6%* A1 .04 36%*
. Regular - 38** A3EE 25%%* 07%*
Social *ok *ok *ok *ok
Support Temporary - 34 40 24 12
Daily - 38%* A4x* 30%* .06%*
Regular - S2%* 24%* 5%
Autonomy Temporary - S50%* 23%* 16%*
Daily - S8%* 25%* 3%k
Regular - 32k 3%
Competence | Temporary - 31F* 10%*
Daily - 33k .08**
Regular - -.06%*
Job Tempora - - 10%*
satisfaction porary .
Daily - -.09%*
ARAAE A eFd GREEALE AYSTE A 25| AR GTUEG AP 29U g
WIS FAQ1 e 7HA A Stk 53] § SAES Afstia AA AT I A3 v 2
FAAL FAF 2ol AEHF G TEASE S ARS £2F 5 Uk
ANAME FEAe]l SAGAAR dE&TEAANA = AR, Qo HAE ZAlo oA AHI A FAL
ot AFAE gleE ZAOE Rk ol8ist dae A Zholls A&l webd JF F AS A 3l
d&F FEAEANA Jdolxe AR A 4 = Al =EHE =7 g8 ZAoZ Yehyth
PAA ) wE A WAl GA, FEAH YA AETEAN s JATEAG AETEA 5 W]
N 2RARS RS A0l S A=Y ARA 2RAEY 4% F wdvEel wUTh
AL A e ZAAE A F7hee A siETh A, ARl e FEz 54 F syl A8
Jely AAEES ATREe WAl goln Ae  FF wAsIA 2AoI A, AAsh o] ThE Ay
DEAS YATEAES PAEES TS JTAE 52 4P AUSE 4T A0S FETEA} PR
o] WolA&= whHol dFIEA A= FFRtEat 2t stk shAIRE QA EARL dELEA} ol o]
A o] oM WANE T 9 2tk & 9 Aol gon o 2 Ay TEAs wAt
S8 YEREANA RS YE 29 A 22A e Aolg gty B & Ak 19
L gonlaHE 9 B4 WA BT At Y 87 W 3o} BxE TRE 4R, 4ve] 7
SoleAle AFEEd s AFUSS AQlsiL AR AFH A& sk, AAES w71 L=
O WIS RS RAAE BAS AT AN = G NS FEIEAL A B AR v
o /1E Apdsehs 9 AFAAA, 4T 5wtk F 03 T2ASS dAHoR IASS
AT A AFAEH AT JHORE {9 sk fF HlE2 AAET JE o R AR
g IAE HER I Aot yAe] Eeolv RS 7194 ke A= At
4 2EAge] 289 o wrhy # 5 Utk F ¥
4 E°| 9l H= B QU2 PR HAFHNA BN, F  AF
S 7leke AUl ARE P TEATO F2 B
BoAgxs qujag] FARES 18Feo] wet PTG & F AUtk oY E S A ERtoly
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o] =AY £ o #Evt 8g a7 Eo] 3|Al| HRE2EY 27 Urhs d3E0] Brk(Yang & Kang,
nE s Pl 2 F W] Wwolg At drh 2013; Kim & Cho, 2012) 2} & AFoM = A&

AR, Ao A8 H AR & e Jee FEY 4EAREC] B2 AEHEFoy fF f5E VAL
CHAE BFOAIN AFELEATL AMS A AAE v A A= Bt & AF2EHAE /A AE
T7t & A0 Yelgth ol vAHE] S2AE] AL Z Uegth ASIEAES] AT AEY AL E
A H o2 AL A Z 2o FHoFslth= RS ov] gt = olfr T b A AFEIA K] EVtolU B
AWHA 0 2 A3 A A A= AFgRlely AEF A%l Hol =AY & ¢ #ert 2L IAES 5] o
(1A FF 5, 2006), 7=} (IR, 2005) 52 ¥ wolgt FEHTh ol M E F5 ATE B3l F
qe Aol A= Al A wglolth &% gh=re] Aln] O A% sle A7 283 Ao g "k
2%jo] A B4E Au| Y FARE 53, ¥4t B AFE AESE 50,0009 ©]Fe] EAS wk
2 2] gk AFSIA A Ao sk aRle] g s} gek dielEE Sall ol FAR7] el AAl AMujx
gt AztEn TAAE] EAES F gt A A s

A, QFAEGed AoAA AFELEA ] BlE) 9 Ao T JATEAY dE8IEA} 5 XS
A S2ARY &2 AEC] wlg- FHeksk o2 Bt A S2AEC] AE] SL2AEC vls] gt
SRtk A o F24S FAAY gl Ao A Fro] B2 Zo2 UetgAR A rEolu 2EY
g Agste AR ¥AA ZEAEANA B Al 20 QJolME AFE ZEAE EF B 7o) 9l
ofo] M2 & Ao F dAgHEch dMAoR JFAE = AL2E yeiEth I8y B A3e A7 54
A2 olH e m(dHt, AeA, 2011), 24, F 2 o) 2Rl digk 1 gAel tisiAe tha $
of & XE AR HIHY Jvh B2 AN AdE 7L dnh olEd dARES =5 ATE
2% Ao wE gEAAT BG4 L2AE] 53 Bekslojxjof & Aot} ob&y HAFA I=2
A&4E BASHE AL A dHol FEEE AEo] AF LERAERT RE ZHox dotst
AztEnh 7HgE SAE A 97 xFskE Asy U #3ARGE 159 A EAldo] ol &
T JAT, 2F 9] A ALES] ol tisiAE g MBI A FAAES IFo] FORIAE AHH
1) o

R el 2
o) 4F A2HL F F Y Ukl e A
@ mwle] Westeleh AT, REFERENCES

T, AR ARnEe e, 94
B Brotheridge, C. M., & A. A. Grandey (2002). Emotional

D27, dedEAe SAR B Ao WHAY . .

R . labor and burnout: comparing two perspectives of
Q)L AFTI= Lz 21 o) oL sy olri=
2 Ane = 2R e de skl sdoe A 'people work. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 60(1),
e 24 2ol U9 FAM 2e Bl dlrh 17.39.
obZe TR W g mgk 24 ARk Choi, B. K. (2013). Work Overload, job burnout, and
gk Edolvt 571 o T3 42 #do] Sk H turnover intention: The moderating effects of job
AFA 2250 Fakg v 9= Ly wSAA autonomy and career growth opportunity. Korean
o] Zold] T 159 TEL S} olo] AA| 7S o Academy of Organization and Management, 34(4),
Aol Yalx TR tigke] Beskeeh oA, 14-170.

Choi, H. G., & Shim, W. G. (2013). The effects of

RO 2 AR AEYAE GEIEATE v . ) ) e
o internal marketing on the job satisfaction, customer
H

4 2] vs) ¥ ¥ Aow wHHch A
Rob pAR A9 Fol T2 mAPFol Lopax
B AR iEY st AfEel o wrhe 7

o ALELS ARBEO YT-F357

orientation, service delivery level in the local

AN

governments. Academy of Customer Satisfaction
Management, 15(4), 59-78.
Dyne, L. V., & Ang, S., (1998). Organizational citizenship

Pk

o

o]

2 iy

o] =&

ol



116 23z -0|&¥

behavior of contingent workers in Singapore. The
Academy of Management Journal, 41(6), 692-703.

Han, S. J,, Lee, J. H., & Yoo, H. J. (2012). The effects
of social identity on emotional labor: Focusing on
moderating effect of the types of employment.
Korean Journal of Business, 25(6), 2735-2759.

Hochschild, A. R.(1983). The managed heart: commerci-
alization of human feeling. Berkeley: Psychologists
Press.

Hwang, S. K., & Jeong, B. J. (2011). A study on the
impact of professional burnout and job autonomy
on turnover intention in radiologic technologists.
Journal of the Korean Society of Radiology, 5(5),
267-275.

Jung, J. W., & Cho, Y. B. (2006). The effect of the
physical culinary environment and work convenience,
self-efficacy to job satisfaction of hotel culinary
employees. The Korea Academic Society of Tourism
and Leisure, 18(1), 27-45.

Kim, I. H., C. Muntaner, Y. H. Khang, D. Pack, & S.
I. Cho. (2006). The relationship between non-
standard working and mental health in a representa-
tive sample of the South Korean population. Social
Science & Medicine, 63(3), 566~574.

Kim, M. M., Park, K. E., & Kim, H. Y. (2012). A study
of the effects of customers' complaint behaviors on
the stresses of service industry workers depending
on customer encounter channels: Focused on the sns
channels and workers in emotional labor. The
e-Business Studies, 13(3), 205-225.

Kim, I. H., & Cho, S. J. (2012). Correlation between
job stress and job satisfaction of private security
guard. The Journal of Korea Security Science
Association, 32, 65-93.

Kim, W. B., Rhee K. Y. & Lee, G. (2012). Work
environment and stress of emotional laborers.
Korean Sociology, 46(2), 123-149.

KOSIS (2017). Economically active population survey.
The forth korean working conditions survey (2014).
Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute.

Lee, C. H., & Huh, J. Y. (2006). Effects of role stress

and social support on job burnout of teachers with
mental retardation in special education school: Focus
on kangwondo and kyungkido area. The Korean
Society of Special Education, 40(4), 211-231.

Lee, M. S. (2005). Study on the effect of social support
on depression and suicide of the old. Korean
Academy of Clinical Social Work, 2(3), 191-212.

Na, H. J. (1999). Stress and social support in Korean
nurses: Descriptive epidemiology. The korean
Central Journal of Medicine, 64(1), 65-70.

Oh, I. S., Kim, K. H., Hwang, J. O., Yoo, T. Y., Park,
Y. A., & Park, L. H. (2007). Relationships among
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job
performance, and turnover intention : A literature
review and meta-analysis with Korean samples.
Korean Academy of Management, 15(4), 43-86.

Park, B. G. (2008). Moderating effects of organizational
support and self-efficacy on the relationship
between emotional labor and job attitudes. Human
Resource Management Research, 15(1), 69-85.

Park, M. H. (2016). Influence of the social support for
special education teachers and general education
teachers on psychological burnout. Korean Journal
of Physical, Multiple, & Health Disabilities, 59(3),
110-129.

Yang, Y. S., & Kang, Y. H. (2013). Cu new nurses’ job
stress, job satisfaction, organizational commitment
and turnover intention. Research Institute of Nursing
Science, Ewha Womans University, 25(2), 47-58.

Yeo, D. J., Lee, J. H,, Yeong, S. Y., Lee, E. S., Kim,
J. I, Kim, S. E., & Kim, D. J. (2015). Emotional
labor and job stress related to work in hospital
employees. The Korean journal of Stress Research,
23(4), 197-204.

Yun, K. S. (2015). A comparative analysis of Korea and
Japan on industrial structures and linkages in the
service industry. Asia Studies, 18(3), 105-124.

AIHS: 2016.11.09
% 2017.01.03
A 2017.02.22

(©) 2017 (by) the authors. This open access article is distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided that the original

work is properly cited.



