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In the recent era of the fourth industrial revolution, many industries aim to maximize the efficiency of products and services
by introducing cutting-edge technologies such as artificial intelligence and big data. In this situation, organizational culture is
changing a lot due to the influx of the MZ generation with strong individualistic tendencies and the decreased face-to-face communi-
cation between members. However, active communication with colleagues is still essential to maximize performance, and the
margins created by simplifying work processes and automating processes must be used for creating work performance. This
requires cooperation and commitment through the job immersion of members who have an active attitude. This study analyzed
how the organization's autonomous work environment and trust among members, which are creative work performance conditions,
affect job immersion using raw data from the Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute. As a result, it was found that
both the organization's autonomous working environment and trust among members significantly effected the members' job
immersion. in order to achieve productivity and value improvement in companies, efforts are needed to increase workers' job
immersion by building an autonomous working environment and trust among members. The results of this study are expected
to contribute significantly to the search for ways to increase workers’ job commitment to improve organizational productivity.

Keywords : Autonomous Working Environment, Trust Among Members, Workers’ Job Immersion, Work Performance,
Organizational Culture
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Effect of the Organization’s Autonomous Working Environment and Trust among Members on Workers' Job Immersion
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<Autonomous Working Environment>

e The autonomy of colleague selection(AC)

® Flexibility of working hours(FW)

e The leisure of task performance time(LT)

® The leading working conditions(LW)

<Trust between members>

® Cooperation with nearby colleagues(CN)
® Management's trust in employees(MT)
e Employees' trust in management(ET)

e Fair conflict management(FCW)
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<Figure 1> Research Model
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<Figure 2> Survey Respondents Distribution
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<Table 1> Frequency Analysis for Autonomous Working

Environment
Variables| 1 2 3 4 5 AVG
FWOD) | et | oy |62 | 4oty | @70 | 22
LTC) (215‘;3 (113(?;)6) (33922021) (4:523023 (82;;)2) 347
LWOO) | 0 |10 330 000 | 60 | 2

*Strongly disagree=1, Disagree=2, Neither agree nor disagree=3,
Agree=4, Strongly agree=5.
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{Table 2> Frequency Analysis for Trust among Members

Variables| 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
FOWES) | (1 ou | 520 |Gy |(51av%) | ey | 20
MT(X7) (15‘% (4352;,3) (30823;6) (514582"2)9) (92:;,1) 368

*Strongly disagree=1, Disagree=2, Neither agree nor disagree=3,
Agree=4, Strongly agree=5
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<Table 3> KMO Conformity Test for Autonomous
Working Environment

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin sample fit 678
Approximate chi-square 17725.864
Barlett. identity dar 6
matric test
sig .000

447 2Rd o] 3k AN EE <Table 4>9F 7o)
Chronbach's Alpha ko] 0.71224 4&d FFolet &

0]
2R

<Table 4> Reliability Analysis for Autonomous Working

Environment
) Cronbach’ s Alpha(a)
Variables

factor total

AC(X1) 702

FW(X2) 691
712

LT(X3) 701

LW(X4) 684

<Table 5> KMO Conformity Test for Trust among Members

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin sample fit .827
Approximate chi-square 17725.864
Barlett. identity df 6
matric test
sig .000

TAY 7+ AFe] B3k AN EE <Table 6>3 2o
Chronbach's Alpha #to] 0.8582A] =& F=35=olg} o 4=

0]
AR

<Table 6> Reliability Analysis for Trust among Members

_ Cronbach’s Alpha(a)
Variables
factor total
FCW(X5) 823
CN(X6) 811
858
MT(X7) 831
ET(X8) 812

7b 27 RRIERE JBAAE Felsty] fldl (K.
Pearson) 9] HELIAAG r&E AESATE ABAT 12
ol A:moh Agvke] Wakel wehA -1.0<r<+1.09] #<
Zteth LOJ Zre] AaBAZE A8 gls well= 1=0.0
o]i ko] Aol webA r& 0.0F7H 10749 ks 2t
A "k 24 A3 <Table 7>3 o] BE WS A
Alg= gke] 0.8 mvre & Yehgon, thg FAA ¢ A
7h gtk Aol g,

{Table 7> Correlation Analysis by Variables

List | X1 X2 X3 X4 | X5 X6 X7 X8

X1 1

X2 | 417 1

X3 192 | 321 1

X4 441 | 345 | 358 1

X5 229 | 164 | 280 | .295 1

X6 JA84 | 124 | 298 | 282 | .621 1

X7 64 | 101 | 285 | 251 | .565 | .582 1

X8 A79 1 112 ] 294 | 258 | 601 | .642 | .598 1
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{Table 8> Accuracy of Model of Autonomous Working
Environment and Job Immersion Model

Observation Job _satisfaction AcctL,Jracy
frequency . pr.ed.lcted va!ug (%)
dissatisfied | satisfied
Job satisfaction | dissatisfied 0 2,164 0
observation satisfied 0 25,609 100
Total(%) 923

2LL=14620.290 ,*=508.510(df=4, p=0.000), Nagelkerke 7%= 0.043,

Hosmer&Lemeshow 7323} : x*=16.183, df=8, p=0.051
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<Table 9> Logistic Regression Analysis for Autonomous
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<Table 10> Accuracy of Model of Trust among Members
and Job Immersion Model

Job satisfaction Accuracy
predicted value (%)

dissatisfied

Observation
frequency

satisfied

dissatisfied 0 2,164 0
satisfied 0 25,609 100

Job satisfaction
observation

Total(%) 923

-2LL=14195.715 x*=933.085(df=4, p=0.000), Nagelkerke R*= 0.079,
Hosmer&Lemeshow 7 A7} \*=11.414, df=7, p=0.122
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<Table 11> Logistic Regression Analysis for Trust among
Members

Working Environment — -

Division B SE. Wald df Sig Exp(B)
Divison | B |SE. | Wad |df | Sig |Exp(B) FCW(XS)| 340 | 039 | 74863 | 1 | .000 1.404
ACX1) | 089 | 024 | 13447 | 1| 000 | 093 CN(X6) | 203 | 040 | 2555 | 1| 000 | 1225
Wy | om0 UL 1 2% 1023 MT(X7) | 205 | 038 | 29.319 1 000 1227
LT(X3) | 275 | .027 | 106360 | 1 000 1316 X7 | - : : : :
LWX4) | 204 | 027 | 120493 | 1 000 1.342 ET(X8) | 240 | .040 | 36.857 ! 000 1.271
constant | -4.402 | .101 | 1914.070 | 1 000 012 constant | -5.007 | 091 | 3033.138 | 1 000 007
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Hypothesis result
I The autonomous working environment will have acoent
a significant effect on workers' job commitment. P
The autonomy of colleague selection(AC) will
I-1 T . accept
affect workers' job commitment
12 Flexibility of workmg hours(FW) will reject
affect worker commitment to work.
13 The leisure of task performance time(LT) will accent
affect workers' job commitment. P
The leading working conditions(LW) will affect
I-4 L . accept
workers' job commitment.
I Trust between members will have a significant accent
effect on workers' job commitment. P
Fair conflict management(FCW) will affect
-1 L . accept
workers' job commitment.
Cooperation with nearby colleagues(CN)  will
-2 affect worker commitment to work. accept
-3 Managefn;nts trust‘ in employees(MT) will affect acoept
workers' job commitment.
-4 Emplgyees tru;t in management(ET) will affect acoept
their job commitment.
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