J East Asian Soc Dietary Life
23(6): 862 ~870 (2013)

862

olalRid| ZAlgel HRUAOM R0 AYIE5 ¥ =HSYY olxE I
o & &

The Impacts of Foodservice Employees Communication Type on Self-Efficiency
and Organizational Commitment
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Dept. of Food Service Industry, Catholic University of Daegu, Gyeongsan 712-702, Korea

Abstract

This study examines the effect of communication type of food service employees on the self-efficiency and organizational
commitment. To accomplish the purpose of the study, a survey was conducted to employees of food service companies located
in Seoul, from August 5, 2013 to August 25, 2013 as a method of empirical study. The results of this study was analyzed
using the SPSS WIN 12.0 and statistical reliability analysis, factor analysis, frequency analysis, correlation analysis and multiple
regression analysis were conducted for hypothesis verification. The analysis results of this study are as follows. First, the
R-square of regression result for ‘communication type will have a positive effect on self-efficiency’ was .220. Also, it was found
that factors of consideration (Beta=.286, =5.622), instruction (Beta=.303, r=5.970) and business (Beta=.214, r=4.217) had
positive effects on self-efficiency. Values for factors of consideration and instruction were higher than business. Second, the
R-square of regression result for ‘communication type will have a positive effect on organizational commitment’ was .429. Also,
it was found that factors of consideration (Beta=.453, r=10.428), instruction (Beta=.380, /=8.749) and business (Beta=.282, =
6.477) had positive effects on organizational commitment. Values for factors of instruction and business were high but value
of consideration factor turned out the highest. Third, the R-square of regression result for ‘self-efficiency will have a positive
effect on organizational commitment’ was .334. Also, it was found that out of the factors of positivity (Beta=.369, =8.423),
confidence (Beta=.415, r=8.833) and negativity (Beta=-.072, =—1.536), positivity and confidence had positive effects on
organization commitment, and only positivity and confidence showed high values in organization commitment. Upon analyzing
the effect of factors of self-efficiency (positivity, confidence, negativity) on organizational commitment, it was found that
positivity and confidence showed high relevance but the negativity factor did not have any correlation.

Key words : Food service employees, communication type, self-efficiency, organizational commitment.
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Table 1. Demographics of respondent (n=306)
Classification Content Frequency Percent Classification Content Frequency Percent
Male 185 60.5 Marital ~ Single 191 62.4
Gender 4
Female 121 39.5 status Married 115 37.6
High school graduate 10 33 20~29 133 43.5
College graduate 136 444
Education . £ .g Career 30~39 121 39.5
level University graduate 132 43.1 period 40~49 47 15.4
More than graduate 27 2.8
school : More than 50 5 1.6
Less than 5 14 4.6 Employee level 202 66.0
Less than 10 71 232 Vice section chief 77 25.2
Number of Management level
member Less than 15 128 41.8 level Section chief level 12 39
Less than 20 43 14.1 Vice dept. head level 7 2.3
More than 20 50 16.3 Dept. head level 8 2.6
lyrs.-less than 3yrs. 110 359 Cuisine 134 43.8
3yrs.-less than Syrs. 69 22.5 F&B 112 36.6
Career
. Syrs.-less than 7yrs. 44 14.4 Department 54 17.6
period Executive dpt '
Tyrs.-less than 10yrs. 34 11.1
More than 10yrs 49 16.0 Etc 6 20
Table 2. Factor analysis & reliability results Table 3. Relationship analysis results
i i Relationshi;
Factor Item Elglen Varlla'ncc:1 Standard Factor p
“value cexpraine a FI F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8
Thoughtful type  2.600 F1: Thoughtful |
Communi- —p o e 2162 55112 832 type

tion t
cation ype F2: Tutor type .000 1
Work task type 1.851

F3: Work task

Positive impact  2.460 type 000 .000 1
Self- B
efficiency Confidence factor 2.274  63.026 751 F4: Ii)ISlSI:C‘;e 317277 1977 1
Negative factor 1.568 P
F5: Confidence .
Organiza- Emotional factor  2.879 factor 353°.104.067 000 !
tional 55.356 843 F6. Nesative
commitment Normative factor 2.657 : factgor —188™ 144" 107 000 .000 1
F7:Emotional — g5ee 3550 5hs™ 317 190% 021 1
Ugrom, Alelgs RPAe g0 e AT 428 5 factor
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Table 4. Communication type & self-efficiency regression
analysis results

Analysis
Variable B Beta ! p
Constant 2.465E-17 000 1.000
@ Thoughtful type .165 286 5.622 000"
@ Tutor type 175 303 5970 .000™"
@ Work task type .124 214 4217 .000™"

R’= 220, df1=3, d2=302, F=28.345, signi F=.000"

p<0.001.

3 fiobAlo} ki

Table 5. Communication type & organizational commit-
ment regression analysis results

Analysis .
Variable B Beta ! Sig p
Constant 9.084E-17 000 1.000
@ Thoughtful type  .321 453 10428  .000""
@ Tutor type 269 380 8.749  .000™"
® Work task type  .199 282 6.477  .000™"
R=429, d1=3, df2=302, F=75.749, signi F=.000""
T p<0.001.
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Table 6. Self-efficiency & organizational commitment
regression analysis results

Analysis .
Variable B Beta ! Sig p
Constant 5.510E-17 .000 1.000
@ Positive impact  .336 396 8.423  .000™"
@ Confidence factor .383 415 8.833  .000™"
@ Negative factor —.051 —.072 —1.536  .126

R’=334, df1=3, df2=302, F=50.443, signi F=.000""

Fokok

p<0.001.
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