AERMEHR, F6% (1995 121), pp. 243~261
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2 oqre] Bao eghld) ofzid A AL AW AFNEF FHEAE MY
sl qith. 2REEL QJFrERY P JPQYel B MYATE V2R HAET
=9 juat & oju]ZAHpilot study) S Eato] A & ALUYt ATAT
2 9ste] & 2AS Hdeiste] MRS AAG F S8y glE Y (exploratory factor
analysis), Cronbach a 18] ThEEA-oH3 8y s34 (multitrait-multimethod
matrix analysis)& St s et s Bt ARk EE WHE

ri
-

o
E9ol= B A (nomological network analysis)olA& £ =
uA ol—Lu'r.;_E .’:';Z-lz] 2] EEXQAE(face scale) o] oz, Z A o] £
2 A5 =g dog 9RgUE WAL o) TR EvtE AR =
w79 93} (generalization) & AES7] 918t 2A 5] o) AR PTG
A7F 92 5 Aol thsfA] geld 2% A (confirmatory factor analysis) & °1&

of wREFFAE A (cross-validation) & 2 A 3T
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o2 i
WS FBATN] HEol ARBRE, o), AT, vzl FAZY L wAEY

FAH AFR A g AN dFNE0l B H Aed 2Yo) Yasich HAgw
& YTVEE 2P o) 2AY RYYY dio) B ANEAS 24T 5 9
et AR GRS B8 GASE A8E ATOE 240 el A9 BUS 24
e Aol JFNEHES 2L Lasl U Aol AT} AN A7

Aste] YAHOE Ad UEAE Agehe A7 thrsold, Ao v

A 7t Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ : Weiss, Dawis, England,
& Lofquist, 1967), Job Descriptive Index(JDI : Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969)
oA e Ewts F&ste) Y2 ALL3l71U Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire
(PSQ : Heneman & Schwab, 1985)& W&} AFg-5l1 9o},

ATz WoAlnhet e SHETE e (construct validity) 3 21248
Aot glof, ddHqer ZAQstux sk Hde FBeA FPelT Qd=vtol o5
TEAHQL o] A7l A, MSQS} IDIE fef AETE Auke szt
¥ AoR S fEH RES A4 ARuEe 257 99 2Aw e o

7]

W-(facet) 0.2 74WrE917) W&ol 2449 (measurement deficiency) 2] 47} o},

I PSQe w5 5 948 At Hew QINEY st 9 s
ALz Byl felvEte) Qgde] S A Wol gr} o]k elukAl
o] Aejsl ZH el 2F AFFol 2 T 7 (construct) S A shabA =75}

I 7
A} ®alar, ol AFATFANE 1717 dlo] 0|29 FEANL 2ESO Y AW o
TAHEOR oo ysAe] ATt

SR YFUE 2RE T Aol 279, o1

ABHOR HlaY 4 T, olF AFH ATAANES A HOR ZAste] o9 A7
o
=
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I. &ATR%ES B

Lawler(1971), Dyer$ Theriault(1976), 2e]i Heneman® Schwab(1979) % ©i
2AH ATEL IS g 24 W4 Aagu e, AFNEF dA7E B}
wass Aoz HEUTE 53] Henemand Schwab(1979) 2] ¥+& d3%&ES
Q) 2}¢1 2 91 70 (unidimensional construct)o] ofugt XA ohA A HI U+ SIE=g)
B g2 chgHel Moz sobstn slth o] 5e JFUE W 53
DA (QBsE QTN AFTE, dFad ¢ 2 FA) S ANEL olg 2T
#7] 9 4 AYue 4824 9" F 20829 Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire
(PSQ)2 =0l w@sA}, AR AL a8 ALe] 355 9 AFRES o o2 MSQ
IDlo] AEd =3 A 2Alsch 22 e F5) A, §5o A A
o a1gle) A T Fahel 1882 o] 41U (FE, 4, TR/ B, BAFH)2R
29 489 PSQE =28 Wt @9, MSQ, JDIste] #AE B, MSQs JDI+=

=)
T v
w30z PSQe| YFFE ZAAY fo18 FRAAT wol1, YFTR/VUGE

qe =251 g}, £ PSQS MSQ, JDIel #AlE 7lEHor dEsaaid
g B S 5 Qe Aoz MSQY IDIE AHEE #HAe] dres o
ololn Azbe] 2AZ AN sHE o =aA|A Asof nigHE Holth

Orpen} Bonnici(1987) & Heneman®} Schwab(1985)e] <3 #|71€ PSQdl t&
o) awEe thde AZstuA sRed, 1 43 7k afle) i (factor loading)
o] W o] yehi gka & 99l JAFHE AFE welFT vk kA
o] Aol A= 47le] EYE el ohd gl ofe] A e} HE Al &
Le] 3% golrte] AWl AwaE zpgle] ZAT 4 vk 28-S L A

Scarpello, Huber, ~18]1 Vanderberg(1988)& PSQ9] Qg lz(Factor struc-
ture) 2] oFA Al (stabilily) ¥} Q44 (generalizability) & #E8 B 45U A9

499 ot £ WA o Bzt s, & AFERF(ob classification)o] ©h& <

N
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Z o] sk PSQ g9l H$&d A2 -l (labor relation

& Fofslar, =3 AL % =4
compensation policy) #-& the -8 a9lof o] J3rg wi=xE NZEAFH

AT AH dEVFe YFFED 22l FA o] Heneman} Schwab(1985)0] #]A]
& Al dxete, JFUY4L AFTR /AL S 39902 T = o
A= Aeg Jebdtl :1811«}2_3}—1:%0] A= 29 (salaried-nonexempt) o] 4 3= ol 5%
TE, YR/, 1Y 2 a5y 499002 TRE ] 9aAn F i
ol gle 2 Y(salaried-exempt), Z3}5o] 9= 2 ¢l (salaried-nonexempt) 1
g Al A 29l (hourly paid)el whe} glgutEagle] g £ 9luii: sHsAlS A4
St glok i} o5 Aol QlelX®E AwA A PSQel 23 x|7F MSQS} DIy
o 9EE A v Be d9g Ayl 1SS HojFn, MSQs} JDIk Eg
%'%‘Oﬂ ek S9datg voiga] 2aln, EA4T T2 /B YolAlx PSQrt

F2 Ak

r(1991) & PSQY & 353 A3 Scarpello 5(1988) 2] A8} ol
0]3011}‘0]’ FESO] AFrEF T2 /98 Ago] Eaujslo] o FA4 9o e}
WA S B39l
Mulvey, Miceli, Z12] 3 Near(1992) o] oAl PSQ2] #¢le] thah ehal &
141727 Heneman¥ Schwab(1985), Scarpello 5(1988)¢] o1-7el| o)) A A ¥
891, 4891, 5891 =99 st RMSR(root mean square residual) = kA Y
TAE AHRst] H e 298 ©2slud 5190 vl Henemans} Schwab(1985)
o) A& 4213} 58110 Scarpello 5(1988)0] AAIE 3891} R B = et
G 2 gdE AA 23, Henemani}t Schwab(1985)0] #|A) &+ 48917} 50018 e 3
=2 25 A%8¢ 2g9E 27 n o) Judgest Welbourne(1994) ] Aol A
€ PSQY 2l dist 412 g o8N Aa) PSQJ apdo] 3 Ado) fla EE oJut
A2 4 o PSQe| dxs
AALE AFE A Eof s}
°ol¢h o] MSQ% JDI+ AS &Y A 9 9¢ st o §471 92, PSQE o
wE addrze) A dursl 75 A0 ti sk ol Fo] wololch E}i’}*i A
F 3l Sk

2
3

=
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EENAEERE S E L
4 5 we e (B I D# poh 9H0E 2T ALE AT 40T oIF 2
4

e Az HE
S
AFAY B+ Cuyg
& G 71gA ZU3 AL X @3]t
AFA A iy AFF+HAAF commission
dFrE 3 s z
h 3
& 4 93.3 % 73.4 % 12.4 %
(2ZF0l3}) 20.9 % 51.9 % 77.0 %
(5 AL 9) 26.3 % 4.7 % 9.9 %
(&) - AR-A) 33.0 % 73.4 % 29.1 %

QFnE 2PE¢ ALdAg aosd (23 DD 2ok &, dFUF 24 3
darecld] #d A 59 12 §alol ALl £ ApwiL, A e

A} &) ZAHpilot study) & a1, o] AE BElZ ¥4
284 A% A+ HAEESE 4RI
S

AZA] Tia 4R EAFT 49 el st gaE 2AeAg Wl ol
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A3

inant validity)x= 2%
4371 S8 AAE M2 TE
AFdrch #E BHIES =
g AXE 2o e
olg3 HH= Y] ¥ W WY BE4E 3
v}EHbd 8 (multitrait-multimethod matrix)®4$
L

HEWE MEERY pga DUl wE 249
agl #4
BT RS 98 gazel aQRMe Qlojde o2 or BEd
o] MEAS T 5 Qe F3hg MEay] fJste] aAR42 0.40]
128 050142 7FEer ety e, 1 Ads (& [-2)9 2o
& savtate] oJgolA 1 § A NS Aol xEE
=4, 291e F3 s 45, 37, 38, 16, 17, 28, 439 THEFLE =i
g 4 9l3, a2t B WE 10, 3, 5, 32, 20, 189] /2RO A5
lon 9213& E T 22 21, 40 14, 26, 15, 139] 7/ F¥L=w
2 EydE o ek
Az} g9l A 9B AL E 2R3ty sl Cronbach « AFE 3
Ante (E M-3)0) AAse] don, zb ApdoA =% 0.870]3S 3 gle], g
%.23 _4 A]g];ao r,H;q]zJoi m-o}._c_oé _/Taolt_ 74_913 Efﬂt}.
2) 4 2 wd gl 4
dae] g=o] e YA dHAe T4 BIAS st flojM dazdoy
233 AL olrh(Nunnally, 1978). 3l2] 49 74 etdAS &xst7] 98
e e Ade 24y 918 AAE e 2YET7e 244 A e e
2327} o2 2 FFo] HeAg Slatedo} gt
2w 53 el9A(convergent validity)#gt ozt hd Eb (discrim-
rZzolof stEd], 2R £¥ gl e 22 7EMNEE
Z2AT P50 A=A E EA 4TS Bo|ifel uel
A 7E Bog IFE uE 2 e WFES NHdshA
7t e 8T L OEEA
Ng EaM & 4 e, o ¥
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(E [-2) 7He 30 EXR| Q0| B o
£ 8k g
7 ‘Sol T
29 {012 2113

45 Ho]FATFY o G 0.77102 0.19720 0.21459 0.679411
37 Hel Ao oAl 0.72563 0.08687 0.28707 0.616499
dahz B Fye) w3 0.72177 0.05151 0.28323 0.603819

17 715H5'-al T4 8w 0.65916 0.27998 0.22747 0.564629
16 B} 7 A2 AFZ 0.64420 0.29964 0.24392 0.564276
28 TAZTEM I By s 0.59810 0.31823 0.20189 0.499760
43 Yutel7|dTte] Hel T 0.57240 0.38220 0.21527 0.520062
10 @89 0.22912 0.77986 0.25319 0,724792
3EATEIG ] Qg w 0.17584 0.72326 0.22491 0.604603
5 dae AwApE 0.23381 0.71663 0.24327 0.627402
32 AdWrer7 g Ttel gl 0.14929 0.69082 0.35671 0.626769
20 H AL vg Q)4 0.23982 0.61641 0.30632 0.531308
18 o4, 53 d A niws o 2 0.22464 0.59156 0.37801 0.543295
2 =iy A4 #44 0.22795 0.24272 0.68204 0.601347
21 AT 0.18586 0.22306 0.63976 0.493599
40 fEN471ee 4344 0.36164 0.33269 0.62099 0.627088
WU ABHH 7 E] H34 0.24828 0.33157 0.57270 0.499566
26 AuA A 0.32636 0.23961 0.56943 0.488176
15 A, 5o 383 Hot 0.22753 0.31076 0.55436 0.455658
13 kel ahy 0.26355 0.28994 0.53121 0.435703

N 3.97713 3.88393 3.44669
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(E M-3) 4 S3rEL01H Cronbach o

W & R N R 2 o8 #H F
1. iR 23R
A5 0.8995 3, 5, 10, 18, 20, 32
w2l 54 0.8959 16, 17, 28, 37, 38, 43, 45
AT+ /7] 0.8760 13, 14, 15, 21, 22, 26, 40
(B -4 CEESA -CEwHMHE (muitirait-multimethod matrix)
PSQ A& A A
\ - 7
B 254 dzyd/my | YE5E 23 93H4/Ed
l
dFFE
psq | ¥4
A3 4/%e
AF4+F
ul
SRR
27
AFHH, %
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MR e Z2egor 249 24zte] EA4o] 9le wo) z}7] ghe Edrtol o] 4
WA 48 E (matrix of zero order correlations)S Uehjx Feltk(Campbell and
Fiske, 1959).

2 AEE oz 3 RN gFEA R $38e (R -9 po), Ag]
A UElL de 209 FAHE o5 g2nE29¢) ts Cronbach « Al
2A, N2 AEE SFE ) PSQO) v)s) 243t BEo A okzb o THE Holu
Atk FAOL FHEPIY AFEA 22} 0,93, 0.83, 0.8524 w5 o S-o] 8 A3E
Mol lrh(pc0. 001),

T WE B g 2o ur) g 98 =g,

A, +8 B AT 2oln e AL e =4 wyo o 3
@] e P35 Dol Yehhs 4Huc 4 Uehe} sheg, oo g
S S Alole] gl 1 WiSet FEAHQ 9oLt ubo] old hE W
o Aud Aok doke o] W B BRE7) YA Had 235 ol
02, (E -4 o183 e vaEAF 2 9rk

4, 7H B AR(TER)E UE S4-22 W 428 (heterotraitmono-
method triangle) TH@2] 4#KHT} O Folof s, o]s e W EXE 7o)
Faro g gyl s 249 & 549 4] o] Aok i AL ojn) g}, o
HE 20 =g 4EA7 1 Qo)

AR, degAle] i (pattern)o] the S4je] A7ty welol Bt @ Tz 5o Qlof
A gotol Fth. ojdt 27 Z4o) HlaE o E4o §94S Hola n
S A7) vE 54 2% Foule AdASel 4900 o) el ol 4 o).

}

of AL s E QA Yoz PEA| T 2l % Bniel 99 3

ox

£
i .

F
94
]_

A
© A

S R
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23905, 9% 79 @F 98 7R Jeed P e el 7 s
ol ARATT AT GFRA /DS B8 e gle, of
A0l SR U AT oz uelAAE e




ReiwE REERe) Bt REE BE 253

Ay oanE 24w e 9dRde agoeg ¥ASH (a4 M-2>9 2ok
B Qo] o1z g9l BAe LISREL-PCH 83H(J6 reskog & Sorbom, 1993)&
o] &5t ULS(unweighted least square) g o2 33},
Mg ol ZukE =Y na el g0 hyt F P ¥ 7}H(assessment of fit) S Y3 AE
A1) AubA 2akx) S (fit measure) E 27 (E [M-5)9F ot
CE -5y Murd B2EX|+
HutE x4 GFI AGF1 NF1 RMR
ax 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.052
(aE T-2) g A3 2870 390 2F
5 — X1 X7 — &
8 — / Xg| <« B
& — X9 — B
8y — X0 «~- 8
55 Xu| < bu
dg — Xiz| < B2
Xi| <« B

X || X

D14 315 %6 817 dig B1g a0
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712 %-&A(GFI : goodness of fit index) & F

v AR EAE BeFE ew Silvia(1988) 9] o

_L

ool A GFI7} Holx (.90 4elelol mrle] 2 9
°olel F2 mdoltn ¥ 4 vk AAlstn Qlukola®, 1990). olele MFo s B
oMM ¥ 979 2HRE | GFIAIE 0.99% v)$- 28 waolatm & 4 gloh,

E3 2P FA(AGFI : adjusted goodness of fit index) = GFIZ 448 Ao
T U A4 252 & F e, 94Ul E 0,995 Yehln 9o e 22 vy
e HoFa o,

FEFEFEA(NFI : normed fit index) = Bentler & Bonett(1980) o] A A%k A48
A Fetel mdale] Hng £ AYx Gl PHoR 09t IW ¥ W T 2
Fothe md2 A}, o] 7z 9 AS, 2 Ae =g o] NFIR|4i= ()

99=M o] m3 mjL o %3%1% AAskar Qdoh, 94 BFAe](RMR : root
mean square residual) = #4259 3 (matrix) 7} V2550 o)s) A WAE
7He] Y1AE9] zfolm ‘-J-E}L}ﬂfﬂ TR FaREe thek 0.050]312) RMR &
Rm 3 g wde 5§ u(leR, 1990). ©] 71Few By 2 Ay ny
o RMRAJ4 0.052 ©] 7]1Fol Hehe & v vdg sjAe & ok 212717 4
i GFI, AGFI, NFI, RMR § A3 B34 EL B o AT BEo] A4 RPsle 1

ANRAE AN AR 5 Y A% o] RFRY) MM ALSH AETY H4
A ge FrEd dste dugos 49e 4 9
Al the ol thil BYAAN e w

Fkﬂ
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i

o] BlurAlS ol wabed 3 (cross validation) £

o 7| M= AFAre] HES o sidE et
A A % A FASH o v vpE JAE A
A 27 & AagAg w7 sle) M AdE davd PET acly® =Y
of 7], o2 % Aol Wjd NF i8NS sk A adEy A olE
Akl a AebA R GE M-6yel A=) o

ol MubA VRAFE AHNE, ATAS BEALS RE LHA SN Aol EAG

sorgteh(ol& 5, 1993).

- o
2913 wole F& HEAE VehT vk Cugel FEATE chh HolAu oA
AN 2o wde] BHvES dANes FEA7E Qi ol AEANT 5

at
SERIE L LA R
Cwugtel 2gud 5358 vlwste wa (E DD ot 2 HadH x

i
wae] B4rEel 212 T4A0lE AT W AR OR T Aolv} gl AOE

AAAL o]d Antz uo) ZWuFoe] A ERe aTRE vlad F e R

(Z M-y Hetd 2§K|5 Hm

< GFI AGF1 NFI RMR
AF A 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.052
BZ% A 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.058
cCH¥ 0.96 0.95 0.94 0.082
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o
2 4 %
AF A B4 Ce g

Axi 0.82 0.60 0.64
Axz 1 0.78 0.76 0,68
Axa: 0.78 0.72 0.69
Axa 0.75 0.83 0.63
Axs1 0.74 0.50 0.68
Axs | 0.77 0.91 0.74
Ax7z 0.71 0.62 0.78

Axsz 0.70 0.76 0.81

Axg 2 0.77 0.82 0.80

Axioz 0.77 0.82 0.79

Axi e 0.77 0.72 0.80

Axiz 2 0.75 0.77 0.80

Axze 0.72 0.75 0.70

Axias 0.71 0.78 0.59

Axiss 0.74 0.77 0.70

Axis 3 0.65 0.78 0.53

Axi73 0.67 0.75 0.59

Axis 3 0.66 (.81 0.48

Axigs 0.81 0.74 0.70

Axzn 3 0.71 0.79 0.68

& Bls) B g

AE WAEA V=R Yol Mo WY BAE FRS B 4 Yo 48

lr
B0
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Az ud GE 1-8), (& T-9), (& [-1007 2t} L& HE UM dFTF
.]

]

ot olgol M o 234 witow nAusoe] BAS ez

o},

(E [-8) Y 2US ZXR|o MY AZEE, 0[F el T, ZEI0NXe| At 1

(A FA)
{n=1289)
%34 A YEVEE o] A o & Z A ol H
Ao = F A 0.654 = —(.201 ** 0.474 =
1 5 F &) 0.673 == —0.173 = 0,456 =
(2 & = A) 0.496 = -0.150 * 0.367 =
(=38 / &) 0.551 == —0.208 *= 0.425 =

o7 ***:0001 **:001 *:0.05

(E [-9) A20E 28X|9f MUty Q) ZUET, O[El2|L, X0 AT
(B=#)

(n=179)

=3 A AurE QFNET o] 4 9 & Z 7 o) 3
AT &= A A 0.724 ** —0.336 = 0.426 =
(d u F &) 0.793 *= —0.334 * 0.313 =
(& 2] A 0.631 = —-0.322*= 0.488 ==
(A" / ™) 0.593 =** —=0.276 * 0.362 =

fFel7lE *** 00000 *t 1001 *:0.05

(E 1-10y QTS SR MY | F0HE, 0|, ZEofErel AmuA

(Cx3¥)
(n=289)
2 7 3 Ak AFTER o] J o & Z 7 of &
N o = 4 7 0.453 *** —0.233* 0.367 **
(¥ =3 = &) 0.516 ** —0.240 * 0.355 =
(& 2 5 24) 0.259 * —{0.077 0.266 *
(d=4d3 / #8) 0.340 ** —-0,242 * 0.263*

Fo71E *** 0000 **: 001 *:0.05
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Aol feliket o dol 2 g EFRaE o

2

IR0, olefg ARs et QFud Aay

45A Apdns rAYoR A o w4l B 4
] A

TN Austuats dits SGw e o

WA, BAE a0l lste] Qe oA,

AEgol £EHom o)F 2t Al FHEYEL
2 WHYBYS AYD glE Ao Uehic, T

AHE FAT A

AA
gl gk 813 aQ¥N AN E B A7 o] 3

O
T ]
W =S AN T3 ek 2wy 232)92(Goodness of Fit Index, Adju-

A, AEE ST dutelg Sla) o ge] tig el R s B
SARY td o] o) dAR] e £ o) eld 2R Az AutA
THAT, SAT 58 T 2w, 2 3RS dus ks Y 5 Qe
2348 Bo9F 1 Q)

A, WAEA YEHA ATAME £ d79 349 Auty FunEel oy
EYHEohe] WAL 27, 2 2A9olA 2 JBWAF udozH B 2w )
BAdel 2z Aoz BojAn, ojzely 9@ zaojabute) BARA A}, 7)Eo| &
Mok AR A g nYo s n1o) TAEIFA0] SlFolR 1 Yk AoE Ha)
Ao
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Se a elpel A wAER ARl gold 279 EEwe dasdens o
ol ksl Al@so] ov, urh WAAT AF, AE AF S UHeR ¢ 4
Sob AR Wast gk wa M AEA uEsage) JFus Ashhse) i 4
o] AZE A 2o wn 24 s rtiel g AL 3
gzl o)a GEs worleh a7 B SHUsel U Ferel el
s 2R\ ske] AR S uck S Qe Aart i

2 % XMW

o) (1990), T % FREA, A% 1 AUk

o] 45(1993), M5+ LISREL,, dha4lelehsl
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