Fire Sci. Eng., Vol. 33, No. 5, pp. 130-139, 2019
DOI: https://doi.org/10.7731/KIFSE.2019.33.5.130

[Research Paper]

ISSN : 2508-6804 (Online)
ISSN : 1738-7167 (Print)

AUAEEHEY SAKR| ZFAE AT ZF0ES0

. TS
EH - ok
Sxnietm At tiarA, sAtistm At} ma

Effects of Task Stress on the Job Satisfaction of Fire Protection

Management Workers

Kyoung-Yeon Lim - Ha-Sung Kong''
Graduate Student, Dept. of Fire & Disater Prevention, Woosuk Univ.,

*Professor, Dept. of Fire & Disater Prevention, Woosuk Univ.
(Received July 31, 2019; Revised August 28, 2019; Accepted September 3, 2019)

o]

OoF
=

[}
93t FF AFIAE AL A, A0 we
FYYTE Zol7h Uehkon], S AL Zol} ghe-e
AniEe) ke AWy A 2Ed 2o a9 W F BN, ARe
Apizo] (o] Qe w3 wee] BALSE,

77} ]3|t

ABSTRACT

This study identified the level of task stress experienced by fire protection system management workers and analyzed
the effects of task stress on job satisfaction and proposed future response. First, task stress according to background cause
showed differences in relation to age, position, monthly salary, total career, license, and task, but there was no difference
in relation to academic background. Second, of the sub-parameters of stress, physical environment, task demand,
organizational system, lack of reward, and workplace culture have negative effects on job satisfaction as stress increases,
while interpersonal relation conflict and job insecurity do not have any effect. In the future, it will be necessary to
investigate the empirical causes of work overload and to study organization-level stress relief measures.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics
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Characteristics F N (%)
Sex Male 277 91.7
Female 25 8.3
20 < A <30 78 25.8
30 < A <40 89 29.5
Age (A) 40 < A <50 71 235
A > 50 64 21.2
Staff 64 21.2
Position Assistant Manager 71 23.5
Section Chief 59 19.5
Over Deputy Director 108 35.8
Up to High School 57 18.9
. Junior College 111 36.8
Education University 122 404
Graduate School 12 4.0
2,000 < P 53 17.5
Payment 2,000 < P < 2,500 110 36.4
(Unit : ¥W1,000) (P) 2,500 < P < 3,000 55 18.2
P > 3,000 84 27.8
3 < TC Years 87 28.8
3 <TC <5 Years 61 20.2
Total Career (TC) 5 < TC < 10 Years 50 16.6
TC > 10 Years 104 34.4
3 < C Years 126 41.7
3 <C <5 Years 61 20.2
Present Job Career (C) 5 < C < 10 Years 70 232
C > 10 Years 45 14.9
Relevant Qualification Certificate 131 434
Industrial Engineer 19 6.3
Licence Engineer 97 32.1
of Fire Fighting Part Fire Equipment Manager 34 11.3
Fire Equipment Manager & Professional Engineer 3 1.0
et al. 18 6.0
Inspection & Check 164 54.3
Safety Management 45 14.9
Construction & Repair 35 11.6
Task General Affairs 23 7.6
Business Sales 2 0.7
Business Generalization 22 7.3
et al. 11 3.6

Table 2. Composition of Question by Subscale to Job Stress and Reliability

Subscale No. Items Question No Reliability (o)
Physical Environment 3 -1 1*2,3 0.748
Excessive Job Demands 12 -2 1,2,3,4,5,6*%,7,8,9,10,11,12 0.882
Insufficient Job Control 5 1I-3 1,2,3,4* 5% 0.388
Job Interpersonal Relation Conflict 4 -4 1% 2% 3% 4% 0.815
Stress Job Insecurity 5 -5 1%,2%3,4%,5,6, 0.609
Organizational System 7 1I-6 1%2% 3% 4% 5% 6* 7* 0.865
Lake of Reward 6 -7 1,2%,3* 4% 5* 6* 0.744
Workplace Culture 4 -8 1,2,3,4 0.753
Total 46 * Reverse Items
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Table 3. Composition of question by Subscale to Job Satisfaction and Reliability

Subscale No. Items Question No Reliability (o)
Work itself 4 -9 (1~4) 0.833
Job Payment 3 -9 (5~7) 0.897
Satisfaction Promotion 3 II-9 (8~10) 0.800
Organizational System 3 II-9 (11~13) 0.821
Total 13

Table 4. Inter-Construct Correlations Among Variables

Variables Inter-Construct Correlations
/Subscale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1
2 A468*+* 1
3 125% 217** 1
Si:et;s 4 | 135+ | 196 | 289+ 1
5 335%k | 382%k | 486**F | 252%* 1
6 J95%k | 327%k | 424%% | 361%F | 586%* 1
7 JA86%F | 348%% | 446k | 232k | 520%* | 4]2%* 1
8 -269%% | -225%% | L 378%* | JD82** | - G11** | -621%* | -414%* 1
J(?b 9 -289%% | -292%* | LDTIH* | JD28¥* | - 626%* | -656%* | -351%k | 59]** 1
S:ttilj:a 10 | -217%% | -262%* | -270%* | -334%*% | - 618%* | -550%*% | -381** | 5]19%* | 674%* 1
11 S278%%F | S 221%% | - 393%% 1 _222%% | L 609%* | -569%* | -460%* | .680** S27%* S17x* 1
M 2419 2.563 2.078 2.252 2.332 2.583 2.090 2.826 2.434 2.501 2.814
SD 0.644 0.502 0.509 0.407 0.501 0.492 0.530 0.508 0.705 0.582 0.555
1.Physical Environment, 2.Excessive Job Demands,
Subscale 3.Interpersonal Relation Conflict, 4.Job Insecurity, 5.0rganizational System,
6.Lake of Reward, 7.WorkplaceCulture, 8.Work Itself, 9.Payment, 10.Promotion, 11.0rganization

*p < .05, **p < .01

Table 5. The Comparison of Group Differences of Age (A) (ANOVA and Scheffe test)

. Level of

Variable Category N Mean SD F Significance Scheffe
20 < A <30 (a) 78 2.2605 0.37362
30 < A <40 (b) 89 2.2971 0.33736

Stress 3.345 0.020* a<ec
40 < A <50 (¢ 71 2.4150 0.26540
A > 50 (d) 64 2.3711 0.32800
20 < A <30 (a) 78 2.7249 0.51348
Job 30 < A <40 (b) 89 2.6223 0.53867

. . 0.710 0.547 NA

Satisfaction 40 < A <50 (c) 71 2.6468 0.38650
A > 50 (d) 64 2.6370 0.46326

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001

Aol met AFAEH 2, AEE] 2fo]E ¢olrry] 4435 P < 0.0)= FH|E 2el7) o), AFETEF =
3 AU EA(ANOVA)EA] A3F= Table 63 ZTh 0493, P > 0.05)941= F2n]3k 2lo]7} YEGA] gkt
Ao e et 71 zxpolS BA% Axp ~E#HNF =  ©o|= Cho'?Y AgPATel= AR AEH2dE FYud
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Table 6. The Comparison of Group Differences of Position (ANOVA an Scheffe Test)
Level of
Variable Category N Mean SD F . eYe © Scheffe
Significance

Staff (a) 64 22716 0.34016

Assistant Manager (b) 71 2.2455 0.31786
Stress - - 4.435 0.005%* b<d

Section Chief (c) 59 2.3565 0.32129

Over Deputy Director (d) 108 2.4086 0.33183

Staff (a) 64 2.6827 0.53898

Assistant Manager (b 71 2.6977 0.43384
Job. ger ©) 0493 0.687 NA

Satisfaction Section Chief (c) 59 2.6023 0.51088

Over Deputy Director (d) 108 2.6467 0.46714

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Table 7. The Comparison of Group Differences of Education (ANOVA and Scheffe Test)
Level of
Variable Category N Mean SD F . e\./e ° Scheffe
Significance

Junior College 111 2.3822 0.33353
Stress University 122 2.3550 0.29046 0.898 0.409 NA

etc 69 2.3223 0.31122

Junior College 111 2.6105 0.46598

Job -
. 0 . University 122 2.6520 0.50361 1.634 0.197 NA
Satisfaction
etc 69 2.7436 0.46933

*p < .05, **p < 01, ***p < 001
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Table 8. The Comparison of Group Differences of Payment (P) (ANOVA and Scheffe Test)

. Category Level of
| N M D F heffe
Variable (unit : ¥W1,000) ean S Significance Scheffe
2,000 < P (a) 53 2.2502 0.35805
2,000 < P < 2,500 (b) 110 22811 0.32747
Stress 4.065 0.007** a<d
2500 < P < 3,000 (c) 55 2.3909 0.29747
P > 3,000 (d) 84 2.4083 0.33135
2,000 < P (a) 53 2.6154 0.47849
Job 2,000 < P < 2,500 (b) 110 2.7091 0.48800
. . 1.712 0.165 NA
Satisfaction 2500 < P < 3,000 (c) 55 2.5441 0.50547
P > 3,000 (d) 84 2.6577 0.45867
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Table 9. The Comparison of Group Differences of Total Career (TC) (ANOVA and Scheffe Test)
Level of
Variable Category N Mean SD F . e\./e © Scheffe
Significance
3 < TC Years (a) 87 2.2473 0.31385
3 < TC <5 Years (b) 61 2.2982 0.36131
Stress 4.610 0.004** a<d
5 < TC < 10 Years (c) 50 2.3331 0.28519
TC >10 Years (d) 104 2.4194 0.33830
3 < TC Years (a) 87 2.7162 0.49217
3 <TC <5 Years (b 61 2.6999 0.48401
Job. ® 1.866 0.135 NA
Satisfaction 5 < TC < 10 Years (c) 50 2.6908 0.45001
TC >10 Years (d) 104 2.5680 0.48477
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Table 10. The Comparison of Group Differences of Licence (ANOVA )
Level of
Variable Category N Mean SD F . e\./e ©
Significance
Relevant Qualification Certificate, Etc (a) 149 2.291 0.319
Stress i i i i i 4278 0.039*
Industrl.al Englnefer, Engineer, Fire equipment Manager, 153 2370 0.344
Professional Engineer (b)
Tob Relevant Qualification Certificate, Etc (a) 149 2.621 0.487
ol
Satisfaction Industri.al Enginefer, Engineer, Fire Equipment Manager, 153 2 694 0.479 1.739 0.188
Professional Engineer (b)

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 11. The Comparison of Group Differences of Task (ANOVA an Scheffe Test)
Level of
Variable Category N Mean SD F . eYe © Scheffe
Significance
Inspection & Check (a) 164 2.3844 0.32531
Stress Safety Management (b) 45 2.2902 0.32665 4.862 0.008%* a>c
Construction, Repair & etc (c) 93 2.2567 0.33887
Inspection & Check (a) 164 2.5872 0.46366
Job
fety M t 4 2.6974 419 4.172 0.016* <
Satisfaction Safety Management (b) 5 697 0.41953 7 016 a<c
Construction, Repair & etc (c) 93 2.7626 0.52768
*p < .05, ¥*p < .01, ***p < .001
Table 12. The Regression Analysis of Job Satisfaction on Job Stress
Variable SD B t p Tolerance
118 41.897 .000
Phychological Factors According to Job Risk .028 -.109 -2.915 .004%* 744
Excessive Job Demands .037 -.094 2.413 .016* .682
Interpersonal Relation Conflict .037 -.062 1.583 115 678
Job Insecurity .041 -.047 -1.327 .186 .840
Organizational System .044 -453 -9.913 .000*** 495
Lake of Reward .041 -441 -10.479 .000*** 582
Workplace Culture .036 -.092 -2.310 .022* .649

R = 835, R* =

697, Adj. R = 689, F = 96.404, P = .000, Durbin-Watson = 1.751

*p < .05, **p < 01, ***p < 001
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