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Abstract This study was conducted with the purpose of examining the moderating effect of hope
between fear of negative evaluation and self—esteem of workers. For this purpose, a total of 34
workplaces located in Seoul, Daejeon, and Chungcheong were selected and surveyed, and a total of 301
copies of the collected questionnaires were analyzed excluding unfaithful responses. The collected data
were subjected to correlation analysis, and regression analysis of moderating effect. The research
results are as follows. First, fear of negative evaluation did not show a significant correlation with other
variables. However, there was a significant positive correlation between the remaining variables.
Second, as a result of regression analysis of moderating effect, the moderating effect of agency thinking
of hope was identified between fear of negative evaluation and self—esteem. However, the moderating
effect of the pathway thinking of hope has not been identified. Finally, based on this study, we
discussed ways to increase the self—esteem that was lowered due to the fear of negative evaluation, and

specifically suggested program development and policies using hope.
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Table 1. Correlation between the main variables and
descriptive statistics

1. 2. 3. 4.
1. Fear of Negative 1
Evaluations
2. Agency —.016 1
Hope ”
3. Pathway .006 691 1
4. Self—esteem -.109 A79™ 5517 1
M 3.029 3.587 3.703 3.593
SD .63 .54 .58 .49
#* p<.01
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Fig. 2. Moderating effect of agency thinking of hope
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Table 2. Moderating effect of agency thinking of hope on the relationship between fear of negative evaluations and

self—esteem

R R? AR? B t
fear of negative evaluations .109 012 .008 —.109 —1.888(p=.060)
fear of negative evaluations . —.101 —1.993"
agency thinking of hope 489 239 234 476 9.411™

sency ne pe 500 250 243 481 9.553"
fear of negative evaluationsXagency 112 2 199"

thinking of hope

* p<.05, **¥x p<.001
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Table 3. Moderating effect of agency thinking of hope on the relationship between fear of negative evaluations

and self—esteem

R R? AR? B t
fear of negative evaluations .109 .012 .008 -.109 —1.888(p=.060)
fear of negative evaluations - -.112 —2.338#x
pathway thinking of hope 562 316 S1 551 11.484 s
R
lf)ear“(/)fvne 1atiifegevalualtjions>< athwa, 69 524 SI7 550 11509

& bathway 099 1.936(p=.054)

thinking of hope

xx p<.0l, *¥* p<.001
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