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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to provide psychological data necessary for marine officer education based
on the data of the analysis results, as a study on the 'effect of organizational commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior on job performance'. The analysis results are as follows. As a result of
factor analysis, organizational commitment was composed of three dimensions: continuous commitment,
cohesion commitment, and control commitment. Organizational citizenship behavior consisted of five
dimensions: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. And job performance was
composed of one dimension. As a result of testing the research hypothesis that ‘the organizational
commitment of marine officer will affect job performance', all three dimensions were adopted and analyzed
to have an effect. As a result of testing the research hypothesis that 'the organizational citizenship behavior
of marine officer will affect job performance', all five dimensions were adopted and analyzed to have an
effect.
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Variable Sub-variable Source
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. commitment
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<Table 2> Questionnaire Configuration

Variable Composition
continuance
organizational commitment
. cohesion a 1-15
commitment .
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altruism
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citizenship sportsmanship b 1-25
behavior courtesy
civic virtue
job performance  job performance c 1-6
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characteristic rank

99 AT BES EUE <Table 3> & 7}
e AAEA

ARy A7k 2AA Y Ee] A 43}
o] FFL v Rolut.

m. ei+t Zau}

7h ®iel 54

20239 109 19%H 20239 119 3047HA
s Fratdr el s )l s7AE o
oz 250 olAl A WY 2 &
BAEOA 2 A7 54, AE U8 55 A
ik wiaEE AwA 2505l Akl 9l
A Al BAASA SR dEA 107E
Allataleh v A 24049 FES HEAE 2
AT Aol ARgaith 1 2 Ay A
ol SHE a7|Ake WA 54 <Table

kY

43} 2

- 528 -



si7lAbe] RS eDt EA|

<Table 3> Research Hypothesis
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Alpha(a) S o3l =4t

Div. COTlteth of hypothes.ls <Table 4> Respondents Characteristics
hypothesis The. organizational .commltment .of
(HI) marine  officer  will affect job Age Frequency Percent(%)
performance. under 27 years 49 20.4
The continuous commitment in the 27 to 36 years 49 20.4
H1-1 organizational commitment of marine 37 to 46 years 47 19.6
officer will affect job performance. 47 to 56 years 47 19.6
The cohesion commitment in the over 56 years 48 20.0
H1-2 organizational commitment of marine total 240 100.0
officer will affect job performance. rank frequency percent(%)
The control commitment in the 3/0, 3/E 60 25.0
H1-3 organizational commitment of marine 2/0, 2/E 60 25.0
officer will affect job performance. C/O, 1/E 60 25.0
. The organizational citizenship behavior captain, C/E 60 25.0
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The altruism in the organizational
H2-1 citizenship behavior of marine officer () =HEe] v B A=Y 47
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<Table 6> Factor analysis result of organizational

commitment citizenship behavior
Measurement item Factor Com. Measurement Factor Com.
1 2 3 item 1 2 3 4 5

Al-3 884 310 221 868 Bl-2 888 294 178  .156 .179  .848
Al-2 875 301 110 832 Bl-1 875 288 149  .158 .134 822
Al-1 844 288 113 811 Bl-4 840 288 287 .42 .133 810
Al-4 794 222 331 782 BI-5 815 225 310 231 178 IR
Al-5 71 222 243 760 B1-3 60 238 256 170 128 728
A2-5 231 882 223 851 B2-2 235 882 257 231 291 838
A2-4 230 858 160 .820 B2-1 280 852 233 212 223 810
A2-2 241 843 254 822 B2-4 254 790 264 231 239 728
A2-1 283 J27 | 269 711 B2-3 288 761 265 218 199 721
A2-3 224 il 254 705 B2-5 257 | 728 250 161 171 710
2?'; iéf ;24“ '2;5) 'Zii B3-2 289 241 | 880 286 288 846
A3'2 ‘211 '244 '826 '755 B3-1 254 263 850 .117 .158  .820
. : : - : B3-4 22 302 . 1 2 741
A4 265 201 . 120 Bi 3 32i 324 33? 123 3((),? ;30
A3 222 232 123 710 BB-S 4314 4222 ) 21 .123 .340 ' 12

a coefficient 922 912 913 - . . -1 . . 7
araclerie B4-1 230 265 111 879 121 820
value 9.451 3921 1421 B4-5 255 245 195 849 101 816
dispersion(%) 51.331 14.445 5.998 B4-3 240 231 123 750 130 720
accumulation(%) 34.565 B4-4 245 237 118 748 130 714
IZN{O mezls'urement=0.951 ‘t;{ 2=4t,84;:§5] d}f?]@ p=.000 . . B4-2 131 337 221 711 101 710
-, . continuance c.omrm ment; . conesion commitment, B5-3 340 208 350 235 890 840

A3: control commitment

B5-2 198 183 322 221 856 821
B5-1 448 199 321 127 780 725
@) ZAAEAES] g 2 A=y AF B5-4 340 280 244 198 775 122
B5-5 325 291 234 .188 726 718
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<Table 7> Factor analysis result of job performance
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<Table 8> Result of Correlation Analysis
Div. Al A2 A3 Bl B2 B3 B4 BS JP
Al 1
A2 .000 1
A3 .000 .000 1
Bl 000 000 .000 1
B2 .000 .000 .000 .000 1
B3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1
B4 000 000 000 000 000 .000 1
B5 000 000 000 000 000 .000 000 1

TP 354(%%) 282(**) 200(**) 261(**) 310(**) 207(**) 351(**) 364(**) 1

-(**) a correlation coefficient is noted at level of p<0.01.
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<Table 9> The result of
between organizational

and job performance

regression  analysis
commitment

Non-standardized Stanfc:l(ziirdlz

coefficient . t
coefficient

B S.E. B
5.115E-16 .054 .000

Division P-value

constant 1.000

continuance

. 6.458
commitment

358 .054 358 .000**

cohesion

. 4.871
commitment

270 .054 270 .000**

control
commitment

R=0.261 F%=30.783
#p<0.05, **p<0.01

205 .054 205 3.697 .000%**
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<Table 10> The result of regression analysis
between  organizational  citizenship
behavior and job performance
Non-standardized Stan;idardm
Division coefficient . t P-value
coefficient
B S.E. B
constant ~ 4349E-13  .059 .000 1.000
altruism 221 .059 255 3972 .000**
comsclenti= 301 0s9 301 5408 .000%*
ousness
SPOMSMANT - hpy 059 202 3628 .000%*
ship
courtesy 335 .059 335 5.984  .000**
civic virtue 363 .059 363 6.523  .000**
R*=0.231 F=17.433 p=0.000

*p<0.05, **p<0.01

39 By dA AFE 02310122 5
T vz digh dEEe 23.10% 9 &
I 903l F 3k 17.4330]t} dll7]AFe] o]ebs &
T, GAA A, A9, AAE 3, AW
ool fFoFE(@ 00114 7zt {9 FHE
0.0000] 22 AT Ate] Fo3t H+)9 Qe

X QlermE M 2 BF A EE i
%%@.’qu }_z]A]u 6145(011:,].24 6H£ o‘r/d

06, ©
/\].76 stE /\]

eI

o\ _lZi



o,
2
ogk
o
2

Sl AR At A
F At AE BT

Aol szl E SAFE A
A1) 2 (t=6.523), AIAHA WE(1=5.984), %
B5(1=5.408), ©JEFH WF(=3972), I
=3.628) = O 2 YERT 7} SR
AFE ATRE, AT 2(5=0363), A
F(4=0335), S F5(6-0.301), oJeHA &
(B=0.255), BFe BF(B=0202) O = vrEbk
9 7k e<l F Aule Aol
A g3l b 2

A
Fe AL AL o 5 ek

ok
it

v
N
2o

I'E‘]

N 0% T
fob oft X

kA

o

off

874 AT 7Hdel thidt HY d¥= <Table
en
-

11>3} o] B 3

A =4, BAA =
et 2ANNR TS olekd Ay, A
BT, AT AE, A BE, Ao 57t
A AR PG 2Rl A8 A 1
A Ao TR

A, al7IAre] A&l AR Aol 9%
= " okl QT 7Mdel A4 A3t 3744
A B AEEe gl mlAle Alom w4
HoAtt. sl71Abe] A5 Eejo] o Ay A
sl 7P A7 & viAE Aom e

AR, <allZ|Are] ZAARGFo] A A Tte]
FFE A Rtk A7 7] A A s
7R AR me A o] Gl Al Ao
EAEATE d7IARe] Al Aol om AR 4
el 74 A FFE WA= AR et

<Table 11> Results of Hypothesis Test

Division

Content of hypothesis

Result

hypothesis
(HI)

The organizational commitment of
marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt

The continuous commitment in the
organizational commitment of
marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt

The cohesion commitment in the
organizational commitment of
marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt

H1-3

The control commitment in the
organizational commitment of
marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt

hypothesis
(H2)

The organizational citizenship
behavior of marine officer will
affect job performance.

adopt

H2-1

The altruism in the organizational
citizenship behavior of marine
officer will affect job performance.

adopt

H2-2

The conscientiousness in the
organizational citizenship behavior
of marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt

H2-3

The sportsmanship in the
organizational citizenship behavior
of marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt

H2-4

The courtesy in the organizational
citizenship behavior of marine
officer will affect job performance.

adopt

H2-5

The civic virtue in the
organizational citizenship behavior
of marine officer will affect job
performance.

adopt
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