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Abstract  This study analyzed the effect of the improvement of the work environment of the worker on the
performance of the individual. A total of 50 questionnaires were analyzed for SME workers. First, the correlation
between the work environment of the worker and the work performance of the individual is -388, the correlation
coefficient between the salary level and the contribution is .566, the salary level and the job satisfaction .586, The
results of this study were as follows. First, it was confirmed that there was a significant relationship between the
contribution and the peer relationship -.331, p <05, and the job satisfaction and peer relationship .373, the working
environment and working time were .442, And it was found to be significant at p>.01 level. Second, job performance
had a significant effect on job performance (p <.05, 3 = .340) and peer relationship (p <.05, B = .320) (P <.001,
B = .465) were found to have a significant effect on the level of achievement and contribution, but not statistically
significant. Third, it was confirmed that there was no difference between the groups in terms of work performance.
The results of this study are as follows. First, we analyzed the effect of improvement of work environment on
individual work performance by analyzing the work environment and work performance perceived by SME workers.
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(Table 1) Korea Education as OECD Education Index
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from science and

National and Public
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with academic
achievement in
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(Table 3) Demographic characteristics of the

Respondents
Salary level Business hours Spec. N o
Personnel system ED Job satisfaction Male % 52%
; ] i Gender Female 24 48%
Colleague relationship Achievement Sum o 100%
Working environment Contribution Single 24 48%
Marital - ) -
Status Married 26 52%
[Fig. 1] Research model Sum 50 100%
Under 20 years old 1 2%
4.2 ﬁ__rl.9_| [Hlél- I;LQI Ifﬂz'\_ﬂ bcll-hé'l Under 30 years old 21 42%
R Z_/;\_ﬂﬁ EL@]_% ‘—/H/\oyog 01843 10¢ Age Under 40 years old 14 28%
8UNE A7 7F AEAF wjRale] So] R A Over 30 years old S
- - 5
EAZ A9 £ H05E B4 ARz B9 S L
H 0,
’é-“?jﬂ v‘f'_—‘o]'% % %l—x]_o %l ul Zjl = 5] 75 6(} X_]E[L % 75,‘ High school graduate 17 34%
. N Lol . ’ } Final Graduated from a college 14 28%
9 0)0] Toll== 7 ONAE 7EEl Eay h=} ;
ARM9) welTE T = HAl= 7 © SRl T education Above university degree 19 38%
o, %18k TR} QRATle] 29191 QIRARE TR -~ S ey
& AT TR AR T, Ve TEe R Big city 6 12%
Z 633 e = sk Midway % 52%
. L. ° - e residence
IBM SPSS Statistics 208 AH83le] HIEiA] @9l Small town 18 36%
B, AERY, guwes, 7Y, e Sum 0 [ 00
(ANOVAYE 21519 None % | o
1 person 9 18%
Number of .
children 2people 14 28%
Z4110] EHA4 Ol =HAd 3 or more 1 2%
Sum 50 100%
7. “ 0,
5.1 ZA H:ngl'g-l OE"E'_I'&! EOH Less than 1 year 13 26%
_ 1-3 years 16 32%
IO gl == A = PANe) Z A skl
EWuX]’C TJ—]](Q \_y]-é‘ EH SO —J—/\]'O]'}}\ Working ; . -
_ s 3 to 5 years or less 8 16%
o JA-EAIENA 540 Table 33 Atk vears
5~10 years 13 26%
Z]H O L1 TH (5900 Z ™ 0, =0
o= ]’26 0(52/0), 04 ]’240 (48/0) T':._.E L]' Sum 50 100%

ERtal, EQ1015E w)E 24H(48%), 71E 2678(52%) ©]
o, Ariis 2049 198(2%), 304109F 2178(42%), 40
AR 1478(28%), B0A oFd 14W(28%) 0= fERsko.
o, HFEHLS 1 179(34%), ZUE 14%8(2%), U=
o 9B o= YERdL AFAIE Al 6%
(1296), 5] 675220, %A 18H(36%) o, 2k
HeE A glee BHGER, A 182 9(18%),
AR 202 147(28%), AR 3wl 182292 et
Wi, a9 o8t 138(6%), 1~39 ©l8t 16
8(32%), 3~5 °lsl 8(16%), 5~10 old 134
(26%6) & yERIT)
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(Table 4) Factor analysis and reliability analysis

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Salary level5 798 -.290 278 196 046 -.081 132 167
Factorl Salary level6 152 -.274 .365 096 166 029 -153 083
Salary level7 661 023 187 217 224 274 181 341
Contributiond -.067 871 -071 -175 -.09% -.088 076 -.253
Factor2 Contribution7 -168 763 -.050 190 -143 166 333 -0%
Contribution4 -216 746 -104 -190 .202 -.158 221 094
Job satisfaction4 261 -.140 816 103 056 116 062 158
Factor3
Job satisfaction3 212 -.030 815 198 .019 -.004 -.049 016
Business hours2 075 -143 226 855 258 -.032 157 169
Factord
Business hoursl A80 -.039 138 739 086 082 029 183
Working environment2 038 -.143 092 106 851 109 191 214
Factord
Working environment3 306 137 -.019 303 7160 176 -182 -144
Personnel system3 298 -.036 -175 060 165 334 078 073
Factor6
Personnel system?2 -.166 -.040 273 -.027 070 8325 078 038
Achievement4 126 225 152 002 194 -.008 815 =141
Factor7
Achievementb -.043 324 -.204 149 -156 236 713 003
Colleague relationship2 195 -.151 049 131 002 085 -.069 333
Factor8
Colleague relationship4 196 -.087 284 462 263 005 -191 607
Eigen Value 2.373 2.326 1.925 1.915 1.693 1.647 1.565 1.561
Cronbach’s Alpha 855 .809 774 343 13 650 603 734
Variance(%) 13.186 26.109 36.802 47.440 56.845 65.993 74686 83.357
KMO-Bartlett 638/477.817"
“p<.001
713, A= 650, AFATE 603, sEIA THZ LE AFEE) R 3732 W IS Bol
U A= Aal goPos M BAVE fls A o, 2AeE T} JFARES 42, TR AR
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220314 e 47488 el Varima) 2 A 5.4 SI7IEN
o AkHEA] 291 Table 59 2tk 5.4.1 HRSAR0I0| YRl DIx|= Hat
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I} 2H3d 389] vk AT ol Ao JEht HAE FEE dolrr] Q8| 39 Ade Table 6
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(Table 5) Correlation analysis

Correlation
LT | | comvion| k|| Acicvarn | Pl | Colene | Btss
Salary level 340 824 1
Contribution 2.60 822 -.388" 1
Working environment| 2.74 N 388™ -092 1
Job satisfaction 340 35 66 -.248 212 1
Achievement 242 784 008 503" 082 -.023 1
Personnel system 294 104 206 -04 .250 126 185 1
Colleague relationship| 2.99 889 544 -.331" 313" 373 -.169 146 1
Business hours 289 | 1148 536 -202 4247 4227 115 143 563" 1

=p< 01, *p<.05

(Table 6) Impact of job environment on business hours

Model sumrnaryb

; FAA R | 4 #9 Durbin-
Model R R Xil)] F E%EE_ 2k Watson
1| gme | a0 | a2 88066 1530

a. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level
b. Dependent variable: Business hours

. . a
Analysis of variance

Sum of Sum of Ry
Model squares df - F P-Value
Regression | . = b
1 model 29.744 4 7436 9.588 000
residual 34.901 45 776
Sum 64.645 | 49

a. Dependent variable: Business hours
b. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level

Coefficient”
a2 | Sk Collinearity
ol MRS | T po | statistic
VIode! t 3
B | EE | g Valoe! fer-| e
o2k ance
(constant) | -.645 | .720 -897| 375
Salary level | 474 | 190 | .340 |2494| .016 | 645 | 1.549
Personnel | _ ~ | e
) system 038 | .186 023 | -203 | .840 | 923 | 1.083
Colleague ; N -
relationship A13 | 170 | 320 24301 .019 | 692 | 1.445
Working ~ . .
environment 292 | 180 | 198 | 1622 112 | .806 | 1.241
a. Dependent variable: Business hours
24 | Industry Promotion Research 2019 Jul; 4(2): 19-28
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(Table 7) The effect of job environment on job
satisfaction

Model sumrnaxyb

(Table 8) Impact of Job Environment on
Achievement

Model sumrnaxyb

.o Standard .
Model R R? Molgégled error of ]\J}vu;ggn
correction
1 572 327 267 62943 2.117

a. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level
b. Dependent variable: Job satisfaction

. . a
Analysis of variance

, Sum of Mean .
Model squares df squared F P-Value
Regression = b

T moddl 8672 4 2.168 5472 001

residual | 17.828 45 .396

Sum 26.500 49

a. Dependent variable: Job satisfaction
b. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level

' 2 s 22 | Standard error| Durbin-
Model R R | Modified R of correction | Watson

1| 6% | 088 | 007 78224 1502

a. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level
b. Dependent variable: Achievement

. . [
Analysis of variance

Sum of Mean 17
Model squares df squared F P-Value
Regression| o . b
1 model 2.645 4 661 1.081 77
residual | 27535 45 612
Sum 30.180 49

a. Dependent variable: Achievement
b. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level

Coefficient”
Non-standardi| S5~ Collinezuity
zation factor fact statistic
Model actor | ¢ |p-Value
Standard Toler
error | B B ~ance| YIF
B 1611 | 514 3.132 [Tolerance]

Salary - N N
level 465 | 136 521 |3425] .001 | .645 |1.549

Personnel | 1) | 133 | 010 | os2| 935 | 923 1083

1| system
Colleague o _ . _ §
relationship 079 | 1221 0% | 647 | 521 | 692 [1.445
Working | . o |
environment] 021 | 129 | -.022 |-.165| 870 | .806 [1.241

Coefficient
Non-standardi %ﬁ:ﬁg Collinearity
zation factor fa(ctor p- statistic
Model t Value
Standard| Toler-
B error B ance VIF
(constant) [2.013| 639 3.150 | .003
Salary . N N
level 078 | .169 082 | 462 | 646 | 645 [1.549
Personnel | . = ’
1| system 206 | 165 185 | 1.249 | 218 | 923 [1.083
Colleague | . = O
relationship 237|151 268 |-1.569| 124 | 692 |1.445
Working N . _ .
environment 089 | .160. 088 | 557 | 581 | .806 [1.241

a. Dependent variable: Job satisfaction

A=
ELsy
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2 FolaE, S, RV, A AFR
of SAMeZ Foldt FFE VAA X Aow et
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I} FEUF AR o] A 2060 % v A
THHAE Ho|x glx, AXARRY = 0B 88%°] A

a. Dependent variable: Achievement
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HAEA Av= Table 994 2tk
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(Table 9) Impact of Job Environment on Contribution

Model surmnaryb

e Standard .
Model R R? M"gﬁﬁled error of %)Vuarggn
correction :
1 407 178 105 17750 1.252

a. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level
b. Dependent variable: Contribution

Analysis of variance”

Ak Fa019) wEAe] Aduk B HEs

AL | il =
B2 AR A3, 71045l frelRk Alols Hall

)

wr} =7 o
2] frefuldh Alo7} s Aowm #Awglom, ARt
EwE diEoldo] 2ulE, 1E HUb =& ZloR e
L‘E} 3 SA7]) LEAe] ANk B4R A%, 2%
A7E I RTFARE, A, A, 7)ol
°ﬂ TAACR frofvidh Alo7} gl Ao ehsith

(Table 10) Group Differences of the respondents

Model Sum of df Mean F

squares squared b
Regression .
18 B 5908 4 | 1477 | 2443 | g0t
residual 27203 45 605
Sum 33.111 49

a. Dependent variable: Contribution
b. Predicted value: (constant), Working environment, Personnel
system, Colleague relationship, Salary level

Coefficient”
Non- standar- Collineari
standardization| dization Otl?.e?‘lty
Model factor factor t E’* statistic
[Value
Standar (Toler- +;
B d error B ance VIF
(constant) |3.897| 635 6.133 | .000

Salary level| -.324| .168 -.326 |-1.936].059 | 645 | 1.549

Personnel
' system 021 | 164 018 | 127 |.900 | 923 |1.083

Colleague | _ - _ «
relationship 171|150 185 |-1.137] .262 | 692 | 1.445

Working
environment 093 | 159 088 | 586 |.560 | .806 |1.241

a. Dependent variable: Contribution

5.4.5 347|Y 22Xe| E80i| e Fdat
201 xjo| 2
Ta7|Y TEARe] SA wE dFddel wAl=
GRS Gotur] Sfal BFEAS AAFE Ak Table
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Spec. M |SD| F Dl/ll}%a”
Under 20 years = _
old(A) 230
Under 30 years
N 3.16 | 1.064
Business old(B) - B
hours -
Under 40 years =
old© 250 | 960
Over 50 years
old(D) 2.89 | 1416
Under 20 years _
old(A) 300
Under 30 years =
Job old(B) 357 | 810
satisfac Under 20 691 -
tion nder years
old® 328 | b4
Over 50 years
old(D) 328 | 801
Aee Under 20
nder 20 years = _
old(A) 230
Under 30 years =
N 235 | 823
Achieve old®) ot |-
ment .
Under 40 years
old© 271 | 892
Over 50 years
old(D) 221 | 578
Under 20 years _
old(A) 233
Under 30 years 268 | 1.002
Contri- old(B) L904 B
bution o
Under 40 years
old© 283 | 834
Over 50 years
old(D) 226 | 324
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High school
graduate(A) 241 | 888
Business Graduated from a «
hours college(B) 2778 | 1.204 | 3.724" | AB<C
Above university
degree© 339 | 1.161
High school . N
graduate(A) 3.7 | 660
Job Graduated from a = .
satplsfac college(B) 335 | 770 | 1.809 | AB<C
ion
Above university . .
Final degree© 363 | 142
educati
on High school
graduate(A) 288 | 820
Achieve Graduated from a [p— )
ment college(B) 214 | 691 |5287" | A>BC
Above university
degrec© 221 | 652
High school
graduate(A) 298 | 9l
Contri- Graduated from a X .
bution college(B) 254 | 911 | 34407 | A>BC
Above university
degrec© 229 | 482
Less than 1
vear(A) 242 | 1.239
Business 1-3 years(B) 300 | 816 153 | B
hours o
3 to 5 years or
less© 2.87 |1.302
5~10 years(D) | 3.23 | 1.284
Less than 1 ae
vear(A) 323 | 6%
Job 1-3 years(B) 346 | 865 .
satisfac T 2 [BAC
tion 3 to 5 years or .
less© 326 | 623
Working 5~10 years(D) | 3.38 | .711
years Less than 1 .
vear(A) 261 | 869
. 1-3 years(B) 262 | 670
Achieve P 2473 | B>AD
to 5 years or
less© 181 | 703
5~10 years(D) | 234 | 746
Less than 1
vear(A) 258 | 851
%onj;ri* 1-3 years(B) 3.00 | 1.011 2370 B> ]SAC'
ution :
3 to 5 years or .
less© 229 | 480
5~10 years(D) | 2.30 | 822

p<.001, “p<.0lL, p<05
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