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Abstract 

 
This study is based on two psychological characteristics of Korean 

people: competitiveness and organizational identification (OI). Based on the 

idea that OI is closely related to organizational outcomes especially in the 

Korean organizational context, and considering the fact that Korean people 

highly value the organizations to which they belong, this study addresses the 

research question of how competition and competitiveness are related to OI. In 

addition, as social identity theory suggests perceived prestige as one of the most 

important factors of OI, another research question is how perceived prestige, 

which is operationalized as agency power, affects OI of central government 

officials.  

Aligned with the research questions, the present study analyzes data 

from a survey on government officials of 34 central government agencies. First, 

the three types of government agencies, i.e., Bu, Cheo, and Cheong, showed no 

statistically significant difference in OI. Second, perceived intraorganizational 

competition (PIC) is negatively associated with OI, while personal 

development competitiveness (PDC) is positively associated with OI. Third, the 

impact of PIC and PDC on OI differs depending on the type of organization to 

which one belongs. Such results show that members of different types of 

organizations have differences in perception regarding competition and OI. I 

carefully suggest perceived prestige among organizations as a possible 

explanation for such differences.  

An important finding of this study is the existence of PDC among 

government officials and how it affects OI. Additionally, I expect to provide 

managerial implications through findings of the differences in members of Bu, 

Cheo, and Cheong organizations. This is meaningful in that not many studies 

have covered behavioral comparisons in such way, despite the importance in 
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public organization studies. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

1.1. Study Background 

 

It is generally known that the organizational culture of East Asian 

countries puts more emphasis on collectivity compared to Western European 

and American countries. In a collective culture, individuals are more tied down 

for the sake of the groups’ interests (Hofstede, 1983). According to the cultural 

dimensions theory (Hofstede, 2001, 2011), Western Europe and North-

American countries scored much higher on the individualism index, compared 

to African and Asian countries. Even among Asian countries, Korea is well-

known for its culture of collectivism. Among the six dimensions of national 

culture presented in the Hofstede model, Korea scored 18 (out of 100) on the 

individualism level, which reflects a strong collectivist culture.   

Such cultural features attribute to an overall high sense of 

organizational identification (hereafter OI). Korean people highly value the 

organization to which they belong. The success or failure of one’s affiliated 

organization has a substantial impact on one’s individual life, not only in terms 

of physical and financial aspects, but also in terms of psychological aspects. 

Thus, I suppose that the degree of one’s OI varies depending on the 

organization to which one belongs. To be concrete, members of socially desired 

organizations might have a higher sense of OI. Such ‘perceived prestige’ of the 

institution is regarded as an important antecedent of OI (Mael & Ashforth, 

1992, March & Simon, 1958). Accordingly, experimental research shows that, 

in general, people tend to distance themselves from their group when they 

compare unfavorably to other groups, whereas they identify more strongly with 

their group when confronted with a favorable intergroup comparison (e.g., 
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Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999). For example, a salaried employee 

would proudly mention that he/she works for Samsung, and the dropout rate of 

Seoul National University is much lower than that of universities outside the 

metropolitan area. Although prestige is not the sole factor for such phenomena, 

it is generally accepted that it is one of the most critical factors that determine 

OI.  

What about government officials? Might there be a difference in the 

level of OI between those who work for the Ministry of Strategy and Finance, 

compared to those who work for Korea Meteorological Administration, 

assuming all other demographic features are equal? Such curiosity is the 

starting point of this study. I bring up an issue starting from the assumption that 

the perceived prestige of an organization might heavily impact members’ 

degree of OI. 

From the definition as a “perceived oneness with an organization and 

the experience of the organization’s successes and failures as one’s own” (Mael 

& Ashforth, 1992), OI is regarded as a crucial variable in management. OI is 

negatively associated with turnover intention (Cheney, 1983; Dick et al., 2004; 

Miller et al., 2000; O’Reilly et al., 1991), while positively associated with 

organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior (Kim, 

2003; Campbell, 2015), organizational trust (Rousseau et al., 1998; Campbell & 

Im, 2015), and collaboration within the organization (Bogler & Somech, 2004; 

Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Therefore, managers are aware of OI as a means of 

increasing organizational performance and task effectiveness.  

As OI is such an important factor that leads to positive organizational 

outcomes, especially in the Korean organizational context, investigating the 

factors that affect OI would be meaningful. March and Simon (1958) argue that 

the extent to which goals are perceived as shared, the number of individual 

needs satisfied in the group, frequency of interaction among the members, 
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perceived prestige of the group, and amount of competition are key antecedents 

of OI. Among those, this study focuses on organizational prestige and 

competition as the key factors of OI.  

Another salient psychological characteristic of Korean people is the 

competitive spirit. There are countless proverbs related to ‘enviousness’ or 

‘jealousy’, such as ‘a hungry stomach is better than an aching stomach.’ 

Whether we call this sort of mentality ‘jealousy’, ‘rivalry’, or whatever, one 

apparent thing is that Korean people have a strong will to be ‘better than 

others’. Although there is a controversy over whether such a competitive spirit 

(hereafter competitiveness) leads to a competitive edge, most would agree that 

it is one of the driving forces of Korea’s rapid economic growth over the past 

50 years.  

This applies well to government officials, especially central 

government bureaucrats, who are evaluated as key contributors in Korea’s 

economic development (Minn, J., 2001). Becoming a government official is a 

highly selective process. Passing the bar exam requires winning over fierce 

competition among numerous young and competitive college graduates. It also 

means becoming socially successful or upgrading one’s social status, implying 

that one has become ‘better than others’, especially in the development period 

of the 60s and 70s, when the private sector was far less developed compared to 

the public sector. Therefore, those highly competitive government officials, 

armed with high degree of competitiveness, are the main actors of enhancing 

government competitiveness (Im, T., & Park, J., 2015).  

In this sense, I presume that government officials with a high degree of 

competitiveness might have a high sense of OI. People who hate losing would 

value the organization to which they belong more than those who are less 

competitive. A government is a system that consists of limited resources, and 

each organization within the whole system competes with one another for 
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resources such as human capital, budget, initiatives, and political power. The 

success of the organization to which they belong is crucial to the members 

considering that most government officials regard their jobs as lifetime jobs. 

Such a mindset is sharply related to identifying oneself within one’s 

organization; the success of one’s organization means his/her personal success, 

or at least a higher chance of reaching success. For this reason, I explore the 

relationship between competitiveness and OI. Linking the two notable 

psychological features of Korean people, competitiveness, and OI is 

meaningful in that it will help better understand the role of competition and 

competitiveness in managing central government organizations. In addition, I 

assume that it is also worthwhile to find out how organizational prestige, an 

important antecedent of OI, especially in the context of the Korean government 

system, is related with competitiveness and OI.  

 

1.2. Purpose of the Research 

 
One of the negative stereotypes of public sector workers is that they 

lack the motivation to work beyond their specified roles owing to high job 

security; the so-called ‘iron rice bowl’ decreases the momentum to become 

more competitive. Therefore, not much research has been done on competition, 

not to mention competitiveness, among public sector workers. However, this 

study is based on suspicions about such stereotypes. Public sector workers, 

especially central government officials, have to face competition on a daily 

basis, and competitiveness, rather than easygoing, is the basic state of mind 

confronting such competition.           

The purpose of this study is to link competition and competitiveness 

with OI and find out the relationship between those concepts and to see if the 

relationship differs according to the status of the organization, i.e., Bu, Cheo, 
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and Cheong. I go through two quantitative analyses to address the research 

question. First, I conduct a one-way ANOVA test to check the perception gaps 

among public officials of the three categorized groups. Second, I run a multiple 

regression analysis to check how competition and the two dimensions of 

competitiveness affect the degree of OI. I also include interaction terms in the 

model to find out whether organizational typology moderates the effect on OI 

and compare how it differs from the main effects.  

Through this study, I expect to draw managerial implications related 

with public officials’ OI in terms of competitiveness and competition. In 

addition, I find out whether the three types of organizations in the central 

government system reflect organizational prestige, which is operationalized as 

‘agency power’ in this study, and how it affects OI.   
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

 

2.1. Organizational identification 

 

2.1.1. Concept 
   

Organizational identification (hereafter OI) refers to the psychological 

process of which the goals of an organization gradually integrate with those of 

its members (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Ashforth and Mael (1989) addressed the 

gravity of social identification among the factors of the organizational 

environment. According to those, OI is the degree to which the members 

perceive a sense of psychological unity with the organization. Higher OI of the 

members would lead to a higher sense of identity. Members with a high degree 

of OI have a higher chance of pouring in more effort for performance; they 

perceive the success of the organization to which they belong as their personal 

success. Therefore, OI is critical in developing a sense of contribution (Katz & 

Kahn, 1978); it is the grounds of defining one’s identity.  

Social identification theory (SIT) is the basis for OI (Tajfel & Turner, 

2004; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). SIT gives an explanation of how individuals 

construct their self-concepts from the identity of the collectives they belong to 

(Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1985). According to SIT, social identity refers 

to becoming a member of a group, thus making a significant impact on one’s 

attitudes and behaviors. As a member perceives more identity with the group, 

their behavior demonstrates a tendency to be more aligned with the norms and 

values of the group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Members of organizations 

perceive that they are intertwined with the group or organization they are 

affiliated to, and as they share the pros and cons, not to mention the success and 

failures as well, members begin to perceive the organization as their common 

destiny (Tolman, 1943; Pratt, 1998). That is, OI is a psychological process of 
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regarding the organization as one’s expanded self-identity. In this way, one 

feels the accomplishments of one’s organization as one’s own, ultimately 

experiencing one’s personal values within the organization.   

 

2.1.2 Organizational identification and organizational 

commitment  

 

An obvious question in OI literature is how OI and organizational 

commitment (hereafter OC) are different from each other. Answering such a 

question is pivotal for better understanding the psychological relationship 

between the individual and the organization and furthering knowledge on 

organizational behavior.  

There has been a long dispute over whether OI is a separate concept of 

OC. Scholars of OC consider the two as identical concepts. Those who stand 

for such claims argue that the constructs of OC and that of OI have a 

considerable amount of overlapping. In Mowday’s (1979) measurement of OC, 

the construct is composed of three concepts: the willingness to accept the 

organization’s goals and values, the attitudinal degree to which one endeavors 

for the organization, and the willingness to maintain one’s status as a member 

of the organization. Buchanan (1974) also argued that OC is made up of three 

concepts, which are identification, loyalty, and job involvement. According to 

O’Reilly & Chatman (1986), OC is a composition of compliance, identification, 

and internalizational commitment. According to the definition of OC, as 

mentioned above, OI can be considered as a subcomponent of OC instead of a 

separate concept.  

On the other hand, scholars of OI argue that OI is distinguishable from 

OC (Bullis & Bach, 1989; Dutton & Dukerich; 1994; Riketta, 2005). Meyer et 
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al. (2002) define OC as the degree to which one feels emotional affections for 

one’s affiliated organization. Whereas OI is the degree to which one perceives 

the organization as a common destiny, OC is a concept closer to emotional 

attitudes. That is, while OI is the association between a member and an 

organization, OC refers to the member’s attitudes towards the organization.   

Ashforth and Mael (1989) argue that OI and OC are two different 

concepts mainly in terms of their research purposes and results. OC has a strong 

belief in one’s organizational goals and values while OI offers an explanation 

of how organizations control behaviors and attitudes of members within them. 

In addition, OC is distinguished from OI in terms of measurement, as it is only 

OI that intends to measure individuals’ ‘feelings of oneness.’ They also propose 

that the core difference between OI and OC lies in the fact that OI reflects 

individuals’ self-definition, whereas OC does not.  

Pratt (1998) argues that OI provides an explanation of the relationship 

between the individual and organization via self-identity. In this sense, OI 

might give an answer to questions such as ‘How does one perceive oneself in 

terms of relations with the organization?’ On the other hand, OC is rather 

related to questions such as ‘To what degree is one satisfied with the 

organization?’ To put it in another way, OC is related to embracing the 

organization’s goals and values while OI is related to sharing them. As OI is 

‘personifying’ the organization and a ‘cognitive perception’ of becoming one 

(Mael & Ashforth, 1995), it is organization specific, which enables sharing with 

other organizations. This characteristic is absent in OC. Consequently, it is 

quite possible that members with a high level of OC will not regard the 

organization as a common destiny.  

To sum up, OI is a concept based on social identification theory, which 

differentiates it from OC. Although the two are conceptually closely related, 

empirical findings (Mael & Tetrick, 1992) support the separation of the two. 
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The following section explains in detail about empirical findings, along with 

why this study focuses on OI instead of OC.   

 

2.1.3. OI vs AOC 

 

The confusion between OI and OC mostly comes from the conceptual 

closeness of affective organizational commitment (AOC) and OI. AOC has its 

roots in Meyer and Allen’s (1984, 1997) differentiation of commitment into 

three components: continuance, normative, and affective commitment. AOC, 

the most relevant among the three to compare with OI, is defined as “emotional 

attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization” (Allen 

and Meyer, 1990). It is difficult to distinguish the two concepts solely by 

definition and, in some ways, OI looks as if it is a subdimension of OC.  

However, recent studies on organizational behavior tackled 

differentiating OI and AOC empirically. Knippenberg and Sleebos (2006) 

divide the two by defining AOC as “a relationship in which the individual and 

the organization are separate entities psychologically”, and OI as implying that 

individual and organization are one in the sense that the organization is 

included in [the] individual’s self-conception. From the definitions, the authors 

proposed that AOC is more exchange-based than OI. They conducted an 

empirical test by comparing the extent to which they are correlated with 

perception of organizational support, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and 

self-reference. AOC showed a significant correlation with the perception of 

organizational support, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions while OI did 

not. On the other hand, OI appeared to be positively correlated with self-

reference while no significant relationship was found in AOC. Therefore, the 

proposition that AOC is more exchange-based than OI is substantiated by the 
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self-referential characteristics of OI.   

 Rikketa (2005) conducted separate analyses for the most often used OI 

measures for one hand and for the Affective Commitment Scale (ACS; Allen 

and Meyer, 1990) and Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ; 

Mowday et al., 1979) on the other. The study found that OI and AOC yield 

statistically significantly different average outcomes such as job satisfaction 

and job involvement. AOC was more strongly related to job satisfaction while 

OI more strongly to job involvement and extra-role performance on behalf of 

the organization. 

Although there is a substantial amount of overlap between the two 

concepts, OI and AOC, respectively, reflect different aspects of the 

relationships between the individual and the organization (Knippenberg and 

Sleebos, 2006). Therefore, understanding both OI and AOC enables us to 

understand the psychological link between the individual and the organization. 

Then, which one should be used?  

 In choosing between OI and AOC, the most important thing to 

consider is whether the underlying theory is relevant to the research question. 

My research question involves comparing perceptions of civil servants of 

different types of organizations within the Korean central government. The 

basic idea of this study is that civil servants’ perception of their organization 

would differ according to different types of competition and competitiveness, 

along with organizational prestige (of which level is operationalized as Bu, 

Cheo, and Cheong). Organizational prestige is one of the basic antecedents of 

OI (March & Simon, 1958; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Dutton et al., 1994) as a 

result of its self-referential nature (Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). In this 

sense, I assume that OI will have a deeper relationship with organizational 

prestige than AOC.      
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2.1.4. Antecedents of OI  

 

The basic framework this study relies on is Mael and Ashforth’s 

(1992) model of OI. According to their framework, basic antecedents of OI 

are organizational distinctiveness (+), organizational prestige (+), 

interorganizational competition (+), and intraorganizational competition (-). 

If an organization is more distinctive compared to their contemporaries, it 

leads to a higher sense of OI by providing a more salient definition of the 

organization. Perceived prestige of the organization enhances OI in order to 

promote self-esteem; considering that one of the main purposes of 

identifying oneself with the organization is to boost self-esteem, it is more 

likely that members of socially prestigious groups have a stronger degree of 

OI. The impact of competition on OI depends on the direction of 

competition. That is, if competition within the group (intraorganizational 

competition) is intense, it negatively impacts OI. The relationship reverses 

when it comes to competition between groups (interorganizational 

competition); cohesive power among members strengthens during 

competition. There are also individual antecedents such as tenure, recency of 

membership, number of comparable organizations joined, the existence of 

mentors, satisfaction with the organization, and sentimentality.  

The antecedents from Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) model highly 

resemble that of March and Simon’s (1958) model of OI. According to those, 

the key factors that affect OI are as Figure 1. Each factor is simultaneously 

an antecedent and a consequence of OI. An individual identifies more with 

their organization when 1) perceived prestige of the group is greater, 2) the 

greater the extent to which goals are perceived as shared, 3) frequency of 

interaction increases, 4) the greater the individual needs are satisfied, and 5) 
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the less the amount of competition within the group. In addition, the length 

of time served, expectations of vertical mobility, supervisory practices, and 

individuals’ experience with other organizations are also factors that 

influence OI. 

 

Figure 1. Basic factors affecting group identification   

 

Source: March and Simon, 1958:66 

 

 Among the abovementioned antecedents, this study mainly focuses on 

competition and perceived prestige as key factors of Korean government 

officials’ OI. As the perceived degree of goals shared is also an important 

factor, this study takes into account goal ambiguity; members will not be able 

to share unclear goals. Transformational leadership is also an important 

predictor of OI (Epitropaki and Martin, 2005), which is also included in the 

analysis as a control variable. 
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2.2. Competition  

 

2.2.1. Theoretical background: social comparison theory 

 

The theoretical basis of competitiveness lies in social comparison 

theory. Social comparison refers to comparing one’s abilities, values, attitudes, 

and behaviors with others, and making a self-evaluation of oneself (Festinger, 

1954). According to social comparison theory, people tend to compare 

themselves with others due to the fear of uncertainty of their status in terms of 

others; one cannot evaluate oneself without a reference group. In the absence of 

an objective standard, people evaluate themselves by subjectively comparing 

with others. Such social comparison leads to a desire for a “unidirectional drive 

upward”, eventually increasing the competitive attitude and behavior. Such 

impetus for upward driving stems from either the pressure for higher 

performance or the pressure for bridging the performance discrepancies 

between others (Festinger, 1954:125), or it could be the pressure to maintain 

and protect one’s superiority (Festinger, 1954:126). Therefore, the social 

comparison process offers a psychological lens toward interpreting the 

dynamics of status-seeking behaviors (Garcia et al. 2013).  

The direction of comparison was the main concern in social 

comparison theory. For example, many studies (Hoffman, Festinger, & 

Lawrence, 1954; Seta, 1982; Tesser, 1988) found out that upward comparison is 

the driving force of increasing competitive behavior. Upward comparison is 

comparing oneself with others who are better off or superior (Collins, 1996). 

For example, posting pictures of thinner people somewhere in the kitchen when 

going on a diet would be a case of upward comparison. On the other hand, 

downward comparison refers to comparing oneself with others whom one 
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considers to be worse off than oneself. Wills (1981) argued that people make 

downward social comparisons in order to enhance self-esteem. 

Garcia (2013) draws on a number of behavioral and attitudinal indicators 

associated with competitiveness: competitive motivation (Tauer & 

Harackiewicz, 1999), the desire to win (Malhotra, 2010), positional concerns 

(Graf, Konig, Enders, & Hungenber, 2012; Solnick & Hemenway, 1998), 

unwillingness to maximize joint gains (Armstrong & Collopy, 1996), 

duplicitous behavior (Moran & Schweitzer, 2008), lying (Argo, White, & Dahl, 

2006), harmful behavior (Poortvliet, 2013), other enhancement (Shepperd & 

Arkin, 1991), hostile attitudes (White, Schmitt, & Langer, 2006), biased 

recommendations (Garcia, Song, & Tesser, 2010), and more. According to the 

social comparison model of competition, both situational factors and individual 

factors lead to ‘comparison concerns,’ which is “the desire to achieve or 

maintain a superior relative position,” ultimately bringing about competitive 

behavior. 

 

2.2.2. Concept  

 

As a concept that has been studied in multiple disciplines including 

cognitive psychology, educational psychology, organizational psychology, and 

the psychology of physical education, no one universal definition of 

competition is yet accepted. Nevertheless, in general, studies of competition 

suggest ‘a tendency to acquire superiority in interrelationships in zero-sum 

competition environments’ as the common ground of competitiveness. Deutsch 

(1949) defines competition as ruling out others’ goal attainment for the sake of 

one’s goals. Doob (1947) also defines competition as a situation in which goals 

are so scarce that it is impossible, or at least the main actors regard it as such, to 
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share the goals with others. Stockdale, Galejs, and Wolins’ (1983) definition of 

competition is almost identical: “attaining a goal in a social situation in which 

the remaining individuals are excluded from achieving the goal.” 

Kohn (1992) distinguishes the two dimensions of competition into 

largely two parts: structural competition and intentional competitiveness. 

Structural competition refers to the situation that puts a person into 

competition, whereas intentional competitiveness refers to individuals’ attitudes 

and behaviors regarding competitiveness. Such distinction is important in a 

managerial perspective (Garcia, 2006) because both can be influenced by 

different kinds of decisions. While structural competition is closely related to 

appraisals, compensation, and supervisory practices, intentional 

competitiveness is more related to hiring practices (Garcia, 2013).   

People who face structural competition feel they have to “vie for 

tangible or intangible rewards that are too scarce to be enjoyed equally by all” 

(Kohn, 1992:4). That is, the key feature of structural competition is that goal 

attainment is mutually exclusive among the actors. In order for one person to 

attain a goal, its counterpart must lose or yield fewer rewards. The degree to 

which one is exposed to structural competition determines the amount of 

mutually exclusive goal attainment, but one sure thing is that it is always 

present to some degree. Whether we perceive it or not, people face structural 

competition on almost a daily basis. For example, a professor announcing that 

they can allocate a grade ‘A’ only to the top 30 percent of the class would 

create a high degree of structural competition. A lesser degree of structural 

competition would occur when students are subject to an absolute evaluation, 

but the values of grades would vary according to each and every individual’s 

performance.   

In analyzing how structural competition is inherent in an organization, 

a more fundamental issue is to investigate how employees feel or perceive the 
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degree of structural competition they face. Brown (1998) argues that subjective 

(or perceived) structural competition impacts salespersons’ goal setting and 

performance, and this impact has an interaction with individuals’ trait 

competitiveness. The main reason for such results is because employees’ 

perceptions of the organizational environment, i.e., psychological climate, is 

what mediates behavioral and attitudinal responses to it (James, L. R., James, 

L. A., and Ash 1990). Therefore, the perceived level of structural competition is 

an important factor that impacts competitiveness in terms of psychological 

climate. 

Psychological climate measures what is psychologically meaningful to 

the individual rather than objective organizational features. Thus, psychological 

climate varies among people even within the same environment. Several factors 

that make such differences in perception are ‘individual differences among 

employees,’ ‘different situations within the same organization,’ and 

‘interactions between individual differences and situational factors’ (Brown, 

1998). Among psychological climate, perceived intraorganizational 

competition (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) is an important aspect because it affects 

‘comparison concerns,’ which impacts competitive behavior and attitude.  

Along with the organizational factors that influence competition, 

individuals’ differences in attitudes towards competition is also an important 

aspect, mostly referred to as ‘trait competitiveness’ (Spencer and Helmreich 

1983). Trait competitiveness is conceptualized as an aspect of personality that 

involves “the enjoyment of interpersonal competition and the desire to win and 

be better than others” (Spence and Helmreich, 1983:41). This definition is 

consistent with Kohn’s (1992) concept of intentional competitiveness, or 

interpersonal competitiveness. Intentional competitiveness is internal and 

“concerns the desire on the part of the individual to be number one” (Khon, 

1992:4).  
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To sum, according to Khon’s (1992) categorization of competition, 

there are two types of competition: 1) structural competition, which is the 

extent of competition inherent in the organization and 2) intentional 

competition, which is practically identical to trait competitiveness (Spence and 

Helmreich, 1983). It is important to investigate both levels of competition, i.e., 

the organizational level and the individual level, because different people are 

likely to perceive the same environment differently, which leads to variation in 

their behavioral responses. In order to obtain a deeper understanding of 

competition and competitiveness, it is necessary to penetrate through various 

dimensions of the construct. The following section elaborates on sub-

dimensions of competitiveness.   

 

2.2.3. Sub-dimensions of competitiveness  

 

Although no one definition is universally accepted, a common element 

of most definitions of competitiveness involves the attitude and behavior of 

“beating out other persons.” We frequently refer to competition between 

individuals or groups as interpersonal competition. However, there are studies 

with multi-dimensional approaches to the definition of competitiveness.  

Griffin-Pierson (1988) proposes a multi-dimensional definition of 

competition: “an achievement motive or component of achievement motivation 

that involves interpersonal and/or goal striving for excellence.” Interpersonal 

competitiveness is similar to the previous definitions given, the desire to do 

better than others. On the other hand, goal competitiveness is the desire to 

excel, the desire to obtain a goal, and the desire to be the best one can be. 

Success is measured by growth instead of the final score or ribbon. Emphasis is 

placed on the individual’s or the team’s goals and the strides toward 
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accomplishing them. The key to healthy goal competitiveness is that the goal is 

skill development, not being the champion.  

Franken and Brown (1995) conducted a factor analysis of 27 items to 

identify the motives of competition and produced five distinct factors. The five 

factors are “satisfaction that comes from improving one’s performance” (IP), 

“desire to win” (WIN), “motivation to put forth effort in competitive 

situations,” “satisfaction that comes from performing well” (PW), and 

“preference for difficult tasks” (DIFF). Houston, McIntire, Kinnie and Terry 

(2002) also inspect competitiveness in a multi-dimensional approach as the 

desire for interpersonal success and self-aggrandizement. Hibbard and 

Buhrmester (2010) sought the two major motives of competition as winning in 

order to attain superiority over others and excel in one’s personal objectives.   

There are also studies that categorize competitiveness into more than 

two sub-dimensions. Ryckman (1996, 2009) developed a scale for measuring 

three types of competitive behavior and attitude: hypercompetitiveness, 

personal development competitiveness, and competition avoidance. 

Hypercompetitiveness, a term that is rooted in Horney’s (1937) interpersonal 

theory of neurosis, was defined as “an indiscriminate need by individuals to 

compete and win (and to avoid losing) at any costs as a means of maintaining 

or enhancing feelings of self-worth, with an attendant orientation of 

manipulation, aggressiveness, exploitation, and denigration of others” 

(Ryckman, 1996). Personal development competitiveness originates from 

Sampson’s (1988) concept of ensemble individual, which views individuals as 

engaged in common goals and, therefore, a never-ending process of living with 

others. This has a common ground with personal development competitiveness: 

an attitude in which the primary focus is not on the outcome (i.e., on winning) 

but rather more on enjoyment and mastery of the task. Lastly, competition 

avoidance was defined by Horney (1937) as excessive fear of losing and 
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winning in competition. Newby and Klein (2014) defined four dimensions of 

competitiveness: general competitiveness, dominance, competitive affectivity, 

and personal enhancement.   

To summarize, the conventional unidimensional approach to 

competitiveness, which focuses only on interpersonal competition, has its 

limitations in providing sufficient details of the multifaceted concept. 

Therefore, this study views competitiveness as a two-dimensional construct. 

Those two come from Ryckman’s (1996) categorization of interpersonal 

competitiveness (IC) and personal development competitiveness (PDC). The 

sub-dimensions of competition, as defined in this study, are as the following 

Figure 2.   

 

Figure 2. Sub-dimensions of competition   

 

 

 

2.2.4. Competition and organizational identification  

 

Social identity theory suggests three antecedents of OI as the perceived 

distinctiveness of the organization’s values and practices related to comparable 

groups (Oakes and Turner, 1986), the perceived prestige of the institution 

(March and Simon, 1958), and the perceived competition between focal 
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institution and its contemporaries (Mael and Ashforth, 1992). Most studies 

provide evidence that higher levels of interorganizational competition lead to 

better organizational outcomes such as self-efficacy and service performance 

Brown and Ross, 1982). In addition, intense competition with other groups has 

an effect of strengthening values and norms of members within the organization 

(Allen, Wilder, and Atkinson, 1983).  

What about the relationship between competition/competitiveness and 

OI in the public sector? Yang (2016) explored how sub-dimensions of 

competitiveness impacts job motivation of public enterprise employees. It 

turned out that interpersonal competitiveness (IC) had a negative impact on 

intrinsic achievement motivation while personal development competitiveness 

(PDC) had a positive mediating effect on the intrinsic motivation of 

achievement through competence valuation. However, not many studies have 

investigated the direct impact of competition and competitiveness on OI of 

central government officials.   

Building on Yang’s (2016) studies, and based on the sub-dimensions of 

competition, I conjecture that PDC is more related to OI because people with 

higher intrinsic motivation might tend to identify themselves more with their 

organization. On the other hand, public officials with higher levels of IC might 

have lower OI because those who like competing with others might have a 

tendency of prioritizing themselves over the organization. Thus, I propose the 

following hypotheses for empirical testing:  

 

Hypothesis 2a: Public officials’ interpersonal competitiveness is negatively 

associated with organizational identification. 

Hypothesis 3a: Public officials’ personal development competitiveness is 

positively associated with organizational identification.  
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Among the sub-dimensions of competition, the perceived level of 

intraorganizational competition might be negatively associated with OI. Ko and 

Park (2009) surveyed undergraduate students to find out that the main 

determinant of choosing a public sector job among the 15 categories was “job 

security”. In this respect, despite the considerable amount of literature on PSM, 

it can be inferred that the main reason for becoming a public servant comes 

from external motivation. Paradoxically, according to such results, public 

officials are likely to take the risk of facing fierce competition on the national 

examination for the sake of easygoing throughout the rest of their career. If one 

feels that the level of competition is high, this means that one is less likely to 

feel job security, which is not what he/she expected before becoming a public 

official. Such perceptions would lead to a lower level of OI, as Williams and 

Hazer (1986) showed that job satisfaction heavily impact OI. Thus, I propose 

the following hypothesis for empirical testing.  

 

Hypothesis 4a: Public officials’ perceived intraorganizational competition is 

negatively associated with organizational identification.  

  

2.3. The Executive Branch of the Korean Central Government 

 

The Constitution of the Republic of Korea specifies the organizational 

structure of the central government. According to Government Organization 

Act (2nd clause of 2nd article), Bu, Cheo, and Cheong are designated as central 

government organizations. The central government is the executive branch and, 

as a presidential system, is headed by the president. The prime minister assists 

the president and supervises the administrative branches, and each branch, 

mostly Bu organizations, is headed by a minister. As of the current year 2018, 
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the central government is composed of 18 executive ministries (Bu), 5 

ministries (Cheo), and 17 administrations (Cheong). However, this study uses 

data from a survey conducted in 2016, which had a central government 

structure of 17 executive ministries, 5 ministries, and 16 administrations. Thus, 

the analysis and typology of this study are based on a structure of the past and 

changes have been made, including creation, abolition, integration, and 

renaming①, during the transfer of presidency. Nevertheless, I assume that core 

functions and the level of prestige, or agency power among the organizations, 

has hardly changed based on path dependency theory (Im, T., 2014). This 

section gives a brief introduction of the three key organizations along with their 

interrelationships. In addition to the introduction, I provide the rationale, i.e., 

agency power (Meier, 1980; Oh, J., 2006, 2011), for sorting these organizations 

into three categories.   

 

2.3.1. Executive Ministry (Bu, 部) 

 

Bu organizations are the basic units of the central government (Min, J., 

2006). Other forms of organizations such as agencies, ministries (Cheo), 

administrations (Cheong), and commissions are mainly focused on 

supplementing the functions of Bu. Each Bu has its distinct purpose of 

establishment under the supervision of the president and prime minister. The 

Government Organization Act (GOA) specifies that ministers of each Bu have 

                                            
① Five newly created organizations are the Presidential Security Service (ministry), the 

Ministry of the Interior and Safety, the Ministry of SMEs and Startups, the National Fire 

Agency, and the Korea Coast Guard. Four were abolished or renamed; Presidential Security 

Service (office), Ministry of Public Safety and Security, Ministry of the Interior, Small & 

Medium Business Administration. Several others went through large and small functional 

changes and change in organizational status: Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs, 

Financial Services Commission, Ministry of Science and ICT, Ministry of Trade Industry 

and Energy, Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Land Infrastructure and Transport, and 

the National Police Agency. 
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the authority to command and supervise the head of its affiliated 

administrations (Cheong), and the scope of supervision is specified by each 

ministries’ mandates. The core functions and objectives, as well as the 

hierarchies among ministries, are also specified in the GOA. 

The definition of Bu organizations are organizations that are defined as 

‘Bu (部)’ by the GOA. That is, the definition of Bu is specified in GOA, as 

“organizations that are simply named as ‘Bu’.” However, this is the narrow 

definition (Cho, S. & Im, T., 2016:54). In a broader sense, Bu refers to 

organizations that have a state council as their head, which has a considerable 

overlap with certain Cheo organizations②. More specifically, it is stipulated by 

the constitution that “heads of executive ministries (Bu) shall be appointed by 

the president from among members of the state council on the recommendation 

of the prime minister” (Article 94) and “the prime minister or the head of each 

executive ministry (Bu) may, under the powers delegated by Act or Presidential 

Decree, or ex officio, issue ordinances of the prime minister or the executive 

ministry concerning matters that are within their jurisdiction” (Article 95).  

By nature of its definition and organizational structure, Bu 

organizations usually have superiority over Cheong and certain Cheo 

organizations mainly because the head is a member of the state council and the 

authority to submit bills to the national assembly. Such superiority leads to an 

imbalance of power among central government organizations, which ultimately 

affects the members.          

 

  

                                            
② The head of a Cheo organization is generally a vice minister level, which is not a 

member of state council. However, some Cheo organizations, e.g. the Ministry of Patriots 

and Veterans Affairs, have a minister level head. In other cases, the level of the head of the 

organization frequently changes, leading to change in organizational status. 
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2.3.2. Ministry (Cheo, 處) 

 

As a central government organization under the command of the prime 

minister, Cheo organizations are generally staff organizations, covering the 

overall tasks of the executive branch. The proportion of policymaking is 

relatively larger than that of line organizations (Lee S. & Oh S., 2014). 

Although not clarified in the constitution, Cheo organizations are focused on 

supporting coordinating policies of Bu and Cheong, operating as a back office 

of the executive branch rather than supporting citizens directly. One of the core 

functions of Cheo organizations is providing technical/procedural support; the 

organizational environment is stable and the degree of formality and centrality 

is relatively high, whereas the level of complexity is low (Lee S. & Oh S., 

2014). However, Cheo organizations are seldom operated in the true meaning 

of a staff organization (e.g. the Ministry of Government Legislation, 法制處) 

but rather resemble many characteristics of line organizations (e.g. the Ministry 

of Patriots and Veterans Affairs, 國家報勲處; the Ministry of Food and Drug 

Safety, 食品醫藥品安全處). The size of Cheo organizations vary to a large 

extent and structural characteristics are yet not clear, thus appearing to have 

mixed features of Bu and Cheong organizations.  

        

2.3.3. Administration (Cheong, 廳) 

 

 The purpose of establishing a Cheong organization as an affiliate of a 

Bu organization is to share the workload, i.e., tasks that are mostly policy 

implementation-oriented and functionally independent (Kim, 2000). Therefore, 

as an implementing organization based on routine tasks and specialties, the 

outcomes of a Cheong organization are more tangible compared to other 
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government organizations. Owing to its purpose of establishment, the 

evaluation of performance measures is relatively straightforward and most of 

the tasks involve providing administrative services directly to citizens.  

 As the scope of administration increased in modern society, it became 

realistically almost impossible for Cheong organizations to function only as 

implementing organizations. Nowadays, Cheong organizations take part in 

forming policy, as well as the traditional role of implementing policy. Lee and 

Oh (2014) explained such a phenomenon through Woodhouse and Lindbloom’s 

(1993) argument that policy implementers are more apt at forming effective 

policies. Although the context is quite different from the bureau-congress 

relationship of the US, they applied the theory to explain how functional 

boundaries within the central government agencies get blurred as government 

roles increase. Then comes the dilemma of Cheong organizations. Most are 

facing situations of increased roles including forming policies, whereas its 

roles, characteristics, and status within the central government are yet 

unclarified by the Government Organization Act (GOA). This is one of the 

main reasons why this study categorizes government organizations into the 

three categories by agency power, instead of its functions.               

  

2.3.4. Theoretical background: agency power  

 

Theoretically, the three types of organizations have their distinctive 

functions and role. For example, Cheong organizations gravitate toward 

implementing policies while Bu and Cheo organizations are the policymakers. 

However, dividing the boundaries by their core functions embeds the risk of 

oversimplifying the interrelationships among organizations. Rather, agency 

power would be a better criterion of categorizing organizations, considering the 
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context and organizational structure of the Korean central government. 

According to Robert Dahl (1957:203), power is a “relational concept, 

meaningful only in comparative references.” Oh (2006, 2011, 2018) measured 

the bureaucratic power of central government organizations, building on 

Meier’s (1980) earlier work of agency power. On top of Meier’s resource and 

autonomy, Oh (2006) added three more constructs of agency power in order to 

take into account the distinctiveness of Korean bureaucracy: network, surplus 

power, and potential ability.  

The agency power of 43 central government agencies in the current 

President Moon’s administration is as Table 1. I calculate the concentration 

ratio of the agencies borrowing from the concept of the Herfindahl-Hirschman 

Index (HHI), which is a widely used method for calculating the degree of 

industry concentration ratio. According to my analysis, the top ten agencies 

among the total 41 account for almost 50% of the total power among central 

government agencies. Not surprisingly, the Ministry of Strategy and Finance 

and the Prosecutor’s Office, the two most powerful agencies in Korea, 

comprise nearly 13% of the total power. It is also evident that most of the 

highly ranked agencies consist of Bu organizations, whereas the majority of 

Cheong and Cheo organizations are located near the bottom of the table. 

Although there are exceptional cases③, I come to a tentative conclusion that 

agency power of Bu organizations is generally higher than that of Cheo and 

Cheong organizations. 

 

Table 1. Agency power of Korean central government agencies  

Rank Organization  Type 
Agency 
power 

 HHI  

1 Ministry of Strategy and Finance Bu 72.10     6.38  

                                            
③ Among the so-called ‘Big 4’, the Prosecutors’ Office (ranked 2nd), the National Police 

Agency (ranked 9th), and the National Tax Service (ranked 19th) are all Cheong organizations. 

The remaining one is the National Intelligence Service (ranked 7th).    
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2 Supreme Prosecutors' Office Cheong 70.82     6.27  

3 Ministry of National Defense Bu 68.77     6.09  

4 
Ministry of Land, Transport and Maritime 
Affairs  

Bu 54.19     4.80  

5 Ministry of Trade, Industry and Energy Bu 50.94     4.51  

6 Ministry of Education Bu 49.24     4.36  

7 National Intelligence Service Won 47.65     4.22  

8 Ministry of the Interior and Safety Bu 45.02     3.99  

9 National Police Agency Cheong 42.03     3.72  

10 Ministry of Health and Welfare Bu 39.55     3.50  

11 Ministry of Foreign Affairs Bu 38.88     3.44  

12 Ministry of Science, ICT & Future Planning Bu 37.08     3.28  

13 Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism Bu 36.00     3.19  

14 Board of Audit and Inspection Won 32.95     2.92  

15 Ministry of Justice Bu 31.41     2.78  

16 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs 

Bu 31.40     2.78  

17 Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries Bu 30.89     2.73  

18 Ministry of Employment and Labor Bu 30.36     2.69  

19 National Tax Service Cheong 27.53     2.44  

20 Ministry of Environment Bu 26.02     2.30  

21 Financial Services Commission Commission 25.22     2.23  

22 Ministry of Public Safety and Security Cheo 21.84     1.93  

23 Ministry of Food and Drug Safety Cheo 16.44     1.46  

24 Korea Fair Trade Commission Commission 15.43     1.37  

25 Ministry of Gender Equality and Family Bu 14.88     1.32  

26 Korea Communications Commission Commission 14.66     1.30  

27 Korea Customs Service Cheong 14.22     1.26  

28 Ministry of Unification Bu 13.93     1.23  

29 Anti-corruption & Civil Rights Commission Commission 12.89     1.14  

30 Ministry of Personnel Management Cheo 12.86     1.14  

31 Public Procurement Service Cheong 11.52     1.02  

32 Defense Acquisition Program Administration Cheong 11.50     1.02  

33 Korean Intellectual Property Office Cheong 10.81     0.96  

34 Ministry of SMEs and Startups Cheong 10.45     0.93  

35 Korea Forest Service Cheong 9.74     0.86  

36 Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs Cheo 7.69     0.68  

37 Cultural Heritage Administration Cheong 7.51     0.66  

38 Statistics Korea Cheong 7.15     0.63  

39 Korea Meteorological Administration Cheong 6.71     0.59  

40 National Human Rights Commission Commission 5.98     0.53  

41 Rural Development Administration  Cheong 5.72     0.51  

42 Military Manpower Administration Cheong 5.60     0.50  
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43 Ministry of Government Legislation Cheo  4.14     0.37  

Source: modified from Oh (2018) 

 

One of the purposes of this study is to find out if there are differences 

among employees of different types of organizations in terms of OI. Therefore, 

the present study proposes the following hypothesis for empirical testing:  

 

Hypothesis 1: Public officials’ level of organizational identification varies 

depending on the type of organization to which they belong.  

 

 In addition to finding out how organizational power affects OI, I 

investigate how working for different types of organizations impacts the effect 

of competition and competitiveness on OI. Thus, in accordance with such a 

research purpose, the present study proposes the following hypotheses for 

empirical testing:  

 

Hypothesis 2b: The type of organization one belongs to moderates the 

impact of interpersonal competitiveness OI.    

Hypothesis 3b: The type of organization one belongs to moderates the 

impact of personal development competitiveness on OI.  

Hypothesis 4b: The type of organization one belongs to moderates the 

impact of competitive psychological climate on OI.  
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2.3.5. Hypotheses and framework   

 

The following table restates the hypotheses to align with the purposes 

of this study. The hypotheses are based on the theoretical backgrounds 

mentioned above, as well as conventional wisdom. 

 

Table 2. Hypotheses and propositions  

Hypothesis Proposition 

H1 
Public officials’ level of organizational identification varies 

depending on the type of organization to which they belong. 

H2a 
Public officials’ interpersonal competitiveness is negatively 

associated with OI.  

H2b 
The type of organization moderates the impact of public 

officials’ interpersonal competitiveness on OI. 

H3a 
Public officials’ personal development competitiveness is 

positively associated with OI.  

H3b 
The type of organization moderates the impact of public 

officials’ personal development competitiveness on OI. 

H4a 
Public officials’ perceived intraorganizational competition is 

negatively associated with OI.  

H4b 
The type of organization moderates the impact of public 

officials’ perceived intraorganizational competition on OI. 

 

These hypotheses imply largely two analyses: a one-way ANOVA test 

and a multiple regression analysis. The hypotheses detailed above will be 

supported or rejected based on a number of criteria. Hypothesis H1 will be 

assessed using the analysis of variance (ANOVA) method. In order to support 
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H1, there should be a statistically significant difference between the three 

groups at the conventionally accepted significance level of p<.05.  

Hypotheses H2a – H4b correspond with the analytical model displayed 

in Figure 3. In order to test the hypotheses, a step-wise regression method is 

used to check how the model fit changes by adding control, independent, and 

moderator variables.     

 

Figure 3. Framework of analysis  
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Chapter 3. Data, measurements, and methodology 

 

3.1. Data  

 

I test the hypothesis proposed by this research based on a survey 

administered to civil servants of ministries (Bu and Cheo) and administrations 

(Cheong) within the Korean central government. The purpose of the survey was 

to acquire information on how agencies of the Korean central government carry 

out their tasks and to suggest improvement points by investigating civil 

servants’ perceptions of government management, policies, and social issues. 

At the point the survey was conducted, which is October 24th to November 25th, 

2016, South Korea had a total of 17 line ministries (Bu), five staff ministries 

(Cheo), and 16 administrations (Cheong) operating under ex-president Park’s 

administration. Among the 38 agencies, 35 agencies were covered in the survey. 

Those excluded were the Ministry of National Defense, the Supreme 

Prosecutors’ Office, the National Agency for Administrative City Construction, 

and the Saemangeum Development and Investment Agency.  

The survey questionnaires were designed by the Government 

Competitiveness Center of Seoul National University Graduate School of 

Public Administration and administered by ResearchLab, which designed the 

sampling in two-stages. The first stage was to equally allocate 40 samples for 

each agency. Prior to allocation, divisions within each agency as well as the 35 

agencies were listed and assigned a random number. Each division was selected 

randomly based on a regular interval. For instance, k𝑡ℎ division of 𝑛𝑡ℎ 

agency, (𝐾 + 1)𝑡ℎ division of (𝐾 + 1)𝑡ℎagency, (𝐾 + 2)𝑡ℎdivision of 

(𝐾 + 2)𝑡ℎ agency, and so on. The second stage was to allocate the samples 
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proportional to their ranks within each agency to secure representativeness of 

the respondents. In order to increase participation, we encouraged directors to 

make a participating atmosphere. Technical researchers with wide experience 

were selected and orientations on the purpose of the research were held 

thoroughly. The sampling error was ±2.52% set for 95% confidence intervals.     

Table 3 shows summary statistics for the demographic variables of this 

study. Among the 1,400 samples, 40 samples from Office for Government 

Policy Coordination, which is not the focus of this study, were excluded, and 

131 samples with missing values of important demographic variables were 

dropped from the analysis. A total of 575 samples from Bu organizations, 184 

samples from Cheo organizations, and 470 samples from Cheong organizations 

were used in the analysis. Roughly 80% responded to having a bachelor’s 

degree and 19% a graduate degree. The average age of the respondents was 

39.5 years and average tenure was 11.46 years.   

 

Table 3. Summary statistics of demographic sample characteristics  

Demographics  Frequency Proportion (%) 

 

Gender 

Male 792 64.44 

Female 437 35.56 

Sum 1229 100 

Age 

20 93 7.57 

30 521 42.39 

40 501 40.76 

50 114 9.28 

Average: 39.57   

Sum 1229 100 

Education 

High school 18 1.49 

Undergraduate 964 79.54 

Graduate 197 16.25 

Ph.D 33 2.72 

Sum 1229 100 

Religion 

Christian 294 24.50 

Catholic 140 11.67 

Buddhism 104 8.67 

etc. 34 2.83 

Non-religion 628 52.33 
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Sum 1229 100 

Marital status 

Non-married 385 31.33 

Married 841 68.43 

Separated 3 0.24 

Sum 1229 100 

Monthly wage 

< 200 million 92 2.36 

200 – 300 378 30.76 

300 – 400 533 43.36 

400 – 500 176 14.32 

> 500 50 4.07 

Sum 1229 100 

Tenure 

Less than 5 years 336 27.34 

5- 10 216 17.58 

11-15 326 26.53 

16-20 107 8.71 

21-25 188 15.30 

More than 25 years 56 4.56 

Average: 11.46   

Sum 1229 100 

Rank 

1 2 0.16 

2 1 0.08 

3 1 0.08 

4 61 4.96 

5 422 34.34 

6 293 23.84 

7 326 26.53 

8 70 5.70 

9 53 4.31 

Sum 1229 100 

Organization type 

Bu 575 46.79 

Cheo 184 14.97 

Cheong 470 38.24 

Sum  1229 100 

 



 

 

３４ 

3.2. Measurements  

 

This section explains the measures used for the dependent, 

independent, control, and demographic variables used in this study. I provide a 

theoretical basis for the questionnaires and results of internal consistency tests. 

 

3.2.1. Dependent variable: Organizational identification 

  

The instruments for measuring OI are based on Mael and Ashforth’s 

(1992) six items. Although the original questionnaires were focused on 

educational organizations, they can be applied and modified for use with other 

organizations. The six items operationalized as OI developed by Mael and 

Ashforth (1992) is as the following:  

 

1. When someone criticizes (name of school), it feels like a personal insult.  

2. I am very interested in what others think about (name of school).  

3. When I talk about this school, I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’.  

4. This school’s successes are my successes.  

5. When someone praises this school, it feels like a personal compliment.  

6. If a story in the media criticized the school, I would feel embarrassed.  

 

Four items were used in this study to measure OI. The items involved 

most of the meanings inherent in Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) six items. As the 

survey was conducted in Korean, several researchers who are fluent in English 

cross-checked for awkward expressions during the translating process, to 

ensure unbiasedness of the measurement. The questions were “I feel bad when 

someone criticizes my organization,” “I often regard my colleagues as my 
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family,” “My personal values and those of my organization are alike,” and “I 

feel proud when I speak to others of my organization.” Internal consistency of 

the scale was accepted based on a 0.7 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.  

  

3.2.2. Independent variables  

 

Based on past literature, this study views competitiveness as a 

multidimensional construct. Borrowing from Ryckman’s (1996, 2009, 2011) 

studies, the two dimensions of competitiveness are interpersonal 

competitiveness and personal development competitiveness. The questionnaires 

used to measure competitiveness come from Griffin-Pierson (1990), Ryckman 

et al. (1996), and Jennifer L. Newby and Rupert G. Klein (2014).  

The questions for interpersonal competitiveness were “If I am not 

superior to others, others will go ahead of me,” “I feel as if I am always 

competing with others even though others might not feel as the same,” and “In 

my workplace, winning is important when there is a competitor.” Internal 

consistency of the scale showed a 0.61 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, barely 

passing the threshold. 

The questions for personal development competitiveness were 

“Competition helps developing my abilities,” “Competition motivates me to do 

my best,” and “Winning a competition gives me an advantage for promotions 

and rewards.” Internal consistency of the scale showed a 0.65 Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient   

Perceived intraorganizational competition is based on Mael and 

Ashforth’s (1992) measurement scale. The eight items are as the following:  

 

1. People at (name of school) felt left out unless they competed with each other.  
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2. The competition at (name of school) was intense.  

3. Classmates at (name of school) did not compete with each other. (R) 

4. The system at (name of school) made people try to be better than everyone 

else.  

5. Students at (name of school) found it painful when others were getting 

ahead.  

6. Students at (name of school) would try to find out how their peers were 

being evaluated.  

7. The instructors at (name of school) did not foster competition between the 

students (R). 

8. Students at (name of school) tried to outdo each other at impressing their 

instructors.  

 

Based on the above items, the questions for measuring perceived 

intraorganizational competition for this study were “Competition is fierce 

among members,” and “Competition is fierce among departments.” Internal 

consistency of the scale showed a 0.67 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. 

 

3.2.3. Control variables  

 

 Goal ambiguity was based on Chun and Rainey’s (2005) 

measurements of different dimensions of goal ambiguity. The questions used 

for this study were “The goals of my organization is easy to understand and 

explain,” “The goals of my organization provide a clear guide for my tasks,” 

“Priorities among the goals of my organization are clear,” and “I know exactly 

how I can contribute to obtaining the goals of my organization.” All four items 
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were reverse coded in the analysis. Internal consistency of the scale was 

accepted based on a 0.9 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. 

 The measurement of transformational leadership was based on the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Bass and Avolio 

(2000). The items were “The leaders of my organization frequently talks about 

the future vision of the organization,” “My boss encourages his/her 

subordinates to assimilate into the organizational atmosphere and its 

environment,” “The leaders of my organization frequently talk about their 

personal values and beliefs,” and “Free speech is allowed when talking with my 

boss.” Internal consistency of the scale was accepted based on a 0.7 Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient. 

 

3.2.3. Demographic variables  

 

Demographic variables collected from survey respondents include sex, 

age, level of education, length of tenure, salary level, average daily work hours, 

and level of rank. The Korean civil service consists of nine grades, with 9th the 

lowest and 1st the highest. 

 

3.3. Methodology 

 

3.3.1. Moderation analysis  

 

The main purpose of this study is to find out whether working in 

different levels of government, i.e. whether a civil servant belongs to a line 

ministry, a staff ministry, or an administration, would affect the impact of the 

key independent variables on OI. Therefore, moderation analysis is the most 
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appropriate methodology to test this hypothesis. This section explains the 

theoretical and statistical characteristics of moderation analysis.  

When the question motivating a study asks when or under what 

circumstances X exerts an effect on Y, a moderation analysis is an appropriate 

analytical strategy (Hayes, 2018:265). Baron and Kenny (1986) defined a 

moderator as “a qualitative or quantitative variable that affects the direction 

and/or strength of the relation between an independent or predictor variable and 

a dependent or criterion variable.” The most common approach to testing 

moderating effects is to include the product of the predictor and moderator in 

the model. In this way, the model simultaneously yields an estimate of the 

predictor’s effect that is conditioned on the moderator (Hayes, 2017:291).   

 

Figure 4. Moderator model  

 

Source: Baron and Kenny (1986, p.1174)  

  

 Figure 4 is a general form of a moderator model with three causal 

paths. Path a is the impact of the predictor, e.g. impact of competition on 

organizational identification. Path b is the impact of the moderator, which is the 

type of organization for this study. Path c is the interaction (or product) of these 

two. The heart of testing the moderator hypothesis is in path c. Even if path a 

and path b (predictor and moderator) might have significant effects, those are 

not directly relevant in testing the moderator hypothesis (Baron and Kenny, 
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1986).  

 There are mainly four types of moderating models depending on the 

level of measurement of the independent variable and the moderator variable 

(Baron and Kenny, 1986:1174-1176). The first case is when both independent 

and moderator variables are categorical variables. The second and third cases 

are when the moderator (independent) variable is categorical and the 

independent (moderator) variable is a continuous variable. The last case is 

when both are continuous variables.  

This study falls under the second case. The moderator variable (W), 

which indicates the type of organization (Bu, Cheo, and Cheong), is a 

multicategorical variable while the independent variables (X) are continuous 

variables. Figure 5 shows a statistical diagram of such a moderation model with 

g categories. The mathematical equation for this form looks like the following:   

 

Y = 𝑖𝑌 + 𝑏1𝐷1 + 𝑏2𝐷1 + 𝑏3𝑋 + 𝑏4𝐷1𝑋 + 𝑏5𝐷2𝑋 + 𝑒𝑌 

 

This equation can be written in an alternative form as the following:  

 

Y = 𝑖𝑌 + 𝑏1𝐷1 + 𝑏2𝐷2 + (𝑏3 + 𝑏4𝐷1 + 𝑏5𝐷2)𝑋 + 𝑒𝑌 

 

This equation shows that the effect of X on Y is a function of the 

multicategorical variable W: 𝜃𝑋→𝑌 = 𝑏3 + 𝑏4𝐷1 + 𝑏5𝐷2. 𝜃𝑋→𝑌 is the 

conditional effect of X on Y. Since there are three groups in the model, it is 

possible that there are three different outcomes of 𝜃𝑋→𝑌. These outcomes 

represent how differences in X relate to differences in Y in each of the three 

groups. If either 𝑏4 or 𝑏5 is different from zero, then this implies that the 

relationship between X and Y differs among the three groups depending on 
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the moderating effect (W). 

 

Figure 5. A moderation model with a multicategorical moderator  

 

Source: Hayes (2017:380)  
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Chapter 4. Analysis 

 

4.1. Summary statistics and normality assessment  

 

Table 4 and Figure 4 show summary statistics and normality 

diagnostics for the dependent and independent variables. The first numeric 

column of the table presents mean values of all the variables. The table shows 

that organizational identification, transformational leadership, interpersonal 

competitiveness, personal development competitiveness, and competitive 

psychological climate have mean values above three, which is the midpoint of 

the scales. Only goal ambiguity turned out to be below the midpoint level.  

 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics  

 Mean SD Min Max Skewness Kurtosis 

Dependent variable  

Organizational 

Identification (OI)  

3.45 .50 1 5 -.75 6.45 

Independent variables 

Interpersonal 

Competitiveness (IC) 

3.13 .55 1 4.67 -.73 3.87 

Personal Development 

Competitiveness (PDC) 

3.33 .57 1 5 -.89 4.86 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition (PIC)  

3.17 .67 1 5 -.45 3.91 

Control variables       

Goal ambiguity  2.59 .63 1 5 .51 3.29 

Transformational 

leadership  

3.36 .55 1 5 -.58 4.70 

 

In examining the histograms for the key variables in the study, which 

can be viewed in Figure 6, organizational identity, which is the dependent 

variable, appears to be approximately normally distributed. Independent 

variables such as transformational leadership, interpersonal competitiveness, 
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and personal development competitiveness as well as perceived 

intraorganizational competition, display, although not a perfect bell curve, a 

fairly normally distributed curve.  

 

Figure 6. Histograms for dependent/independent/control variables  

 
  
 

 

4.2. Zero-order correlations  

 

 Table 5 shows zero-order Pearson correlation coefficients for the 

variables. The independent variables were all positively associated with one 

another. The relationship between interpersonal competitiveness (IC) and 

personal development competitiveness (PDC), IC and perceived 

intraorganizational competition (PIC), and PDC and PIC all showed statistically 

significant positive correlations. Organizational identification (OI) and the three 

key independent variables were also positively correlated.  
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 Among the control variables, goal ambiguity was negatively associated 

with OI while transformational leadership showed a positive correlation. Age, 

tenure, and rank were all positively correlated with OI while men showed a 

higher degree of OI than women.  

 The results also indicate that no variable has a correlation coefficient 

larger than 0.7, meaning that there is little chance of multicollinearity. In 

addition, the mean variation inflation factors (VIF) of the variables are 1.98, 

and the highest variables showing 4.43 and 4.17 (age and tenure) are also in the 

safe zone: under 10.    

  

Table 5. Zero-order correlations between variables   

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Organizational Identification      

2 Interpersonal Competitiveness .21***     

3 
Personal Development 

Competitiveness 
.24*** .46***    

4 
Perceived Intraorganizational 

Competition 
.10*** .35*** .12***   

5 Goal ambiguity -.42*** -.30*** -.25*** -.16***  

6 Transformational Leadership  .52*** .27*** .25*** .25*** -.54*** 

7 Age .06* .07** 0.00 .14*** -0.02 

8 Tenure .07** .06** 0.02 .15*** 0.00 

9 Gender -.06** 0.00 0.02 0.04 .05* 

10 Rank  -.05* 0.00 -0.03 -.07** 0.00 

  6 7 8 9  

7 Age 0.00     

8 Tenure 0.02 .87***    

9 Gender* -0.01 -.17*** .09***   

10 Rank**  0.00 -.48*** -.43*** .16***  

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

*Gender coded as male=1, female=2 

**Rank ranges from a 1 (highest) to 9 (lowest)  
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4.3. Analysis 1 

 

This study focuses on the difference of central government civil 

servants depending on the type of organization to which they belong. The 

starting point of the study is the presumption that civil servants of Bu, Cheo, 

and Cheong have different degrees of organizational identification (OI). To put 

it concretely, the basic assumption is that members of organizations with high 

levels of prestige, operationalized as agency power in this study, would have a 

higher degree of OI than those who are a member of a lower prestige 

organization. According to existing literature, Cheong organizations are, in 

general, lower in terms of organizational power compared to Bu and Cheo 

organizations. In order to find out whether this is true, I conducted a one-way 

ANOVA test, assuming that the three categorized groups have a significant 

difference on the level of OI. Table 6 shows that there is no statistically 

significant difference between the three groups in terms of OI. In short, the 

evidence is insufficient to support hypothesis H1.    

 
Table 6. Analysis of difference in OI  

 Total Bu Cheo Cheong Prob > F 

Organizational 

Identification (OI) 
3.45 3.45 3.43 3.46 0.74 

 

 Additionally, I checked whether the same results appeared with other 

key independent variables. The analysis brought mixed results. Goal ambiguity 

and perceived intratorganizational competition were statistically significant at 

the p<.10 (.06) and p<.05 (.03) levels. The degree of goal ambiguity was 

highest in Bu organizations with an order of Bu > Cheong > Cheo. Such result 

is partly consistent with Lee’s (2014) study; the way he interpreted higher 
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organizational outcomes of Cheong organizations was its lower degree of goal 

ambiguity compared to that of Bu and Cheo organizations. On the other hand, 

Bu organizations’ members perceived their work environment to be more 

competitive.   

  

Table 7. Analysis of difference in key independent/control variables  

 Total Bu Cheo Cheong Prob > F 

Interpersonal 

Competitiveness (IC) 

 

3.13 3.13 3.14 3.13 0.93 

Personal Development 

Competitiveness (PDC) 

 

3.33 3.33 3.33 3.34 0.98 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition (PIC) 

 

3.17 3.22 3.10 3.13 0.03 

Goal ambiguity 2.59 2.64 2.53 2.57 0.06 

Transformational 

leadership 
3.36 3.35 3.39 3.36 0.69 

 

 

4.4. Analysis 2 

 

 I ran a multiple regression analysis in order to test my hypotheses. A 

multiple linear regression is used to explain the relationship between one 

continuous dependent variable and two or more independent variables. I 

included demographic characteristics such as age, gender, rank, and tenure, and 

goal ambiguity and transformational leadership as control variables in the 

model. The multiple regression model to figure out the effects of PDC, IC, and 

PIC on OI is as the following equation:  
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𝑌𝑖 = α + 𝛽1𝑋𝑖1 + 𝛽2𝐷𝑖1𝑋𝑖1 + 𝛽3𝐷𝑖2𝑋𝑖1 + 𝛽4𝑋𝑖2 + 𝛽5𝐷𝑖1𝑋𝑖2 + 𝛽6𝐷𝑖2𝑋𝑖2 +

𝛽7𝑋𝑖3 + 𝛽8𝐷𝑖1𝑋𝑖3 + 𝛽9𝐷𝑖2𝑋𝑖3 + 𝛽10𝑋𝑖4 + 𝛽11𝑋𝑖5 + 𝛽12𝑋𝑖6 + 𝛽13𝑋𝑖7 + 𝛽14𝑋𝑖8 +

𝛽15𝑋𝑖9 + 𝜖𝑖 

 

Table 8. Key variables of the regression model 

Dependent variable Organizational Identification Y 

Independent variables 

Interpersonal Competitiveness 𝑋𝑖1 

Personal Development Competitiveness  𝑋𝑖2 

Perceived Intraorganizational Competition 𝑋𝑖3 

Control variables  

Goal ambiguity  𝑋𝑖4 

Transformational leadership 𝑋𝑖5 

Age  𝑋𝑖6 

Tenure 𝑋𝑖7 

Gender 𝑋𝑖8 

Rank 𝑋𝑖9 

Moderator Variable 

(Organization 

dummy) 

Bu (部) organization 𝐷𝑖1 

Cheo (處) organization  𝐷𝑖2 

*Reference group: Cheong (聽) organization 

 

Table 9 below shows the results of an ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression with organizational identification as the dependent variable. Only the 

control variables, which are goal ambiguity, transformational leadership, age, 

tenure, gender, and rank, are included in the model.  

 

Table 9. Model 1: control variables included  

 
Coefficient SE 

t 

statistic 
P > |t| 

95% CI 

 Low High 
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Goal ambiguity 0.383*** 0.037 10.490 0.000 0.311 0.454 

Transformational 

leadership 
0.152*** 0.028 5.390 0.000 0.097 0.207 

Age  -.001 .003 -0.35 0.724 -.008 .006 

Tenure .004 .003 1.33 0.184 -.002 .010 

Gender* -.042* .025 -1.70 0.089 -.090 -.006 

Rank (<6)** -.026 .027 -0.960 0.336 -.078 .027 

Constant  1.681*** 0.149 11.310 0.000 1.389 1.973 

R-squared 0.3045      

Average VIF 2.27      

N 1229      

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

*Gender coded as male=1, female=2 

**Rank ranges from a 1 (highest) to 9 (lowest) 

  

Table 10 shows the results of an OLS regression with adding the three 

independent variables, IC, PDC, and PIC, to Model 1. The R-squared value 

slightly increased from 0.3045 to 0.3165. All of the independent variables 

except interpersonal competitiveness (IC) had regression coefficients 

statistically significant at either p < 0.01 or p < 0.05.     

 

Table 10. Model 2: Independent variables included 

 
Coefficient 

Robust-

SE 
t statistic P > |t| 

95% CI 

 Low High 

Interpersonal 

competitiveness (IC) 

 

.029 .033 0.88 0.382 -.035 .093 

Personal Development 

Competitiveness (PDC) 

 

.081*** .029 2.74 0.006 .022 .138 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition (PIC) 

 

-.050** .024 -2.09 0.037 -.097 -.003 

Demographic controls       

Goal ambiguity -.135*** .028 -4.69 0.000 -.192 -.079 

Transformational 

leadership 
.378*** .037 10.19 0.000 .305 .452 

Age  -.000 .003 -0.21 0.832 -.007 .005 

Tenure .004 .003 1.41 0.160 -.001 .010 

Gender* -.041* .024 -1.69 0.091 -.089 .006 

Rank (<6)** -.019 .026 -0.74 0.460 -.073 .032 

Constant  2.338 .230 10.16 0.000 1.887 2.79 

R-squared 0.3165      

N 1229      

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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*Gender coded as male=1, female=2 

**Rank ranges from a 1 (highest) to 9 (lowest) 

 

  

Moderators were added for each dependent variable in Model 3. The 

R-squared value increased from 0.3165 (Model 2.) to 0.3251. The explanatory 

power of the moderators included was 0.086, which was not a small effect 

considering the total R-squared value. The sign and significance of the 

coefficients of the independent variables did not change compared to Model 3. 

The model also indicated one moderator that was statistically significant. The 

relative effect of PDC on OI in Cheo organizations (compared to Cheong 

organizations④) turned out to be statistically significant at p < 0.05.  

 

Table 11. Model 3: Moderators included  
 

Coefficient 
Robust-

SE 
t statistic P > |t| 

95% CI 

 Low High 

Cheong       

   Bu -0.319 0.454 -0.700 0.483 -1.210 0.573 

   Cheo 

 
-0.463 0.580 -0.800 0.425 -1.601 0.675 

Interpersonal 

Competitiveness (IC) 
-0.020 0.052 -0.38 0.704 -0.122 0.082 

Cheong*IC       

   Bu 0.047 0.065 0.72 0.469 -0.080 0.173 

   Cheo 

 
0.158 0.112 1.41 0.158 -0.061 0.376 

Personal Development 

Competitiveness (PDC) 
.121*** .045 2.68 0.007 0.032 0.210 

Cheong*PDC       

   Bu -0.029 0.061 -0.47 0.637 -0.149 0.091 

   Cheo 

 
-0.205** 0.098 -2.08 0.037 -0.398 -0.012 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition (PIC) 

-0.090** 0.042 -2.15 0.031 -0.172 -0.008 

Cheong*PIC       

   Bu 0.078 0.053 1.48 0.140 -0.026 0.183 

   Cheo 

 
0.015 0.068 0.22 0.828 -0.119 0.148 

Demographic controls       

Goal ambiguity -0.142*** 0.029 -4.94 0.000 0.085 0.198 

Transformational 0.377*** 0.038 10.02 0.000 0.303 0.451 

                                            
④ The reference group is Cheong organization. 
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leadership 

Age  -0.000 0.003 -0.23 0.818 -0.007 0.006 

Tenure 0.004 0.003 1.49 0.136 -0.001 0.010 

Gender* -0.040 0.024 -1.64 0.100 -0.088 0.008 

Rank (<6)** -0.021 0.028 -0.76 0.450 -0.075 0.033 

Constant  1.654*** 0.204 8.10 0.000 1.253 2.056 

R-squared 0.3251      

N 1229      

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

*Gender coded as male=1, female=2 

**Rank ranges from a 1 (highest) to 9 (lowest) 

 

  

Model 4, which was the final model, was a modified version of Model 

3. Compared to Model 3, which included interaction terms for each 

independent variable, Model 4 included the interaction terms only for personal 

development competitiveness (PDC) and perceived intraorganizational 

competition (PIC). The R-squared value slightly decreased to 0.3228. However, 

Model 4 is was meaningful than Model 3 in that it indicated another moderating 

effect. In addition to the moderating effect of PDC in Model 3, Model 4 added 

the moderating effect of PIC. That is, the relative effect of PIC on OI in Bu 

organizations (compared to Cheong organizations) turned out to be statistically 

significant at p < 0.1.  

PDC turned out to have an overall positive impact on OI 𝛽4 =

0.104, P > |t| = 0.023) while PIC was negatively associated with employees’ 

degree of OI (𝛽7 = −0.1, P > |t| = 0.011). The results support hypotheses 

“H3a: Personal development competitiveness is positively associated with OI” 

and “H4a: Perceived intraorganizational competition is negatively associated 

with OI”. IC had no statistically significant effect on OI (𝛽1 = 0.027, P > |t| =

0.408), giving insufficient evidence to neither reject nor support “H2a: 

Interpersonal competitiveness is negatively associated with OI.”  

Among the control variables, goal ambiguity 𝛽10 = 0.143, P > |t| =

0.000) and transformational leadership 𝛽11 = 0.376, P > |t| = 0.000) were 
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positively associated with OI, which is consistent with existing literatures. In 

addition, men turned out to have a higher degree of OI compared to women 

(𝛽14 = −0.041, P > |t| = 0.094).      

 

Table 12. Model 4: Final model 

     95% CI 

 Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 
t statistic P > |t| Low High 

Interpersonal 

Competitiveness (IC) 

 

0.027 0.033 0.830 0.408 -0.037 0.092 

Personal Development 

Competitiveness (PDC) 
0.104*** 0.046 2.280 0.023 0.014 0.193 

Cheong       

   Bu -0.236 0.241 -0.980 0.327 -0.710 0.237 

   Cheo 

 
0.288 0.310 0.930 0.352 -0.320 0.897 

Cheong*PDC       

   Bu -0.012 0.062 -0.190 0.847 -0.134 0.110 

   Cheo 

 
-0.148* 0.087 -1.700 0.089 -0.318 0.022 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition (PIC) 

-0.100** 0.039 -2.560 0.011 -.177 -.023 

Cheong*PIC       

   Bu 0.089* 0.049 1.830 0.067 -0.006 0.184 

   Cheo 

 
0.051 0.068 0.740 0.457 -0.083 0.185 

Demographic controls        

Goal ambiguity  0.143*** 0.029 5.000 0.000 0.087 0.200 

Transformational 

leadership 
0.376*** 0.037 10.070 0.000 0.303 0.450 

Age -0.001 0.003 -0.300 0.761 -0.008 0.006 

Tenure 0.004 0.003 1.490 0.135 -0.001 0.010 

Gender* -0.041* 0.024 -1.670 0.094 -0.089 0.007 

Rank (<6)** -0.023 0.028 -0.820 0.413 -0.077 0.032 

_cons 1.605 0.198 8.120 0.000 1.217 1.993 

R-squared 0.3228      

N 1,229      

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

*Gender coded as male=1, female=2 

**Rank ranges from a 1 (highest) to 9 (lowest)   
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4.5. Interpretation of the moderating effects 
 

According to the final model, the regression equation is as the 

following.  

 

𝑂�̂� = 1.605 + 0.104*PDC – 0.236*Bu +0.288*Cheo + 0.027* IC – 0.1*PIC -

0.012*PDC*Bu – 0.148*PDC*Cheo + 0.089*PIC*Bu + 0.051*PIC*Cheo + 

Controls  

 

Members of Bu, Cheo, and Cheong organizations have different 

intercepts and coefficients of personal development competitiveness (PDC) and 

perceived intraorganizational competition (PIC). This means that the effect of 

PDC and PIC on organizational identification (OI) depends on the organization 

to which they belong. The regression equation for each organization can be 

presented as the following:⑤  

 

Table 13. Coefficients of PDC and PIC  

Cheong  𝑂�̂�=1.605 + 0.104*PDC - 0.1*PIC  

Bu 𝑂�̂�=1.369 + 0.092*PDC - 0.011*PIC  

Cheo 𝑂�̂�=1.893 – 0.044*PDC - 0.049*PIC  

 

 The coefficients for PDC are different among the three groups. The 

relationship between PDC and OI turned out to be negative among members of 

Cheo organizations while those of Cheong and Bu organizations showed a 

positive relationship. Members of Bu organizations appeared to have similar 

                                            
⑤ Equation transcripts for the control variables are omitted as those are not the main 

concern of this analysis. The remaining part of the equation are identical for all three 

groups.  
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patterns with those of Cheong organizations. This implies that OI of Cheo 

organizations is less sensitive to PDC in terms of OI. The slope in Figure 6 

shows the difference more clearly. As Cheong organization is the reference 

group, the coefficient for Cheo (𝛽6 = −0.148, P > |t| = 0.089) means the 

average difference of PDC’s impact on OI between the two groups. As plotted 

in the graph, the difference between Bu organizations and Cheong organizations 

had no statistically significant difference (𝛽5 = −0.012, P > |t| = 0.847).  

The results support hypothesis “H3b: The type of organization in which one 

belongs to moderates the impact of personal development competitiveness on 

OI”.    

Figure 6. The relationship between PDC and OI 

 

 

 In contrast with PDC, the coefficients for PIC are negative for all three 

groups. This implies that inter-organizational competition negatively impacts 
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literatures as well as common sense. However, the magnitude of the effect of 

PIC on OI was largest among members of Cheong organizations while the 

impact was marginal among those of Bu organization, implying that OI of Bu 

organizations is much less sensitive to PIC. As in the case of interpreting the 

results of PDC, the coefficient for Bu (𝛽8 = 0.089, P > |t| = 0.067) means 

that there is a statistically significant difference in PIC’s average impact on OI 

between the two groups. As plotted in Figure 7, the difference between Cheo 

organizations and Cheong organizations, in terms of PIC, has no statistically 

significant difference (𝛽9 = 0.051, P > |t| = 0.457).  

 

Figure 7. The relationship between PIC and OI 
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interpersonal competitiveness (IC) on OI, no evidence was found to test the 

hypothesis “H2b: The type of organization one belongs to moderates the impact 

of interpersonal competitiveness on OI.”  

Among the three different types of organizations, members of Cheo 

organizations showed a different pattern of relationship between PDC and OI. 

While the relationship was originally expected to be positive (as members of Bu 

and Cheong organizations have shown), I ponder on why the relationship 

reversed in Cheo organizations. Why would people who have a higher desire 

for self-development become less likely to identify themselves with their 

organization? One possible answer to this question might be related with 

organizational history of Cheong organizations, which is covered in more detail 

in the next section.  

With regard to PIC, members of Bu organizations showed strong 

differences in magnitude of the effect, compared to Cheong and Cheo 

organizations. As conventional wisdom, members of all three types of 

organizations demonstrated negative association between PIC and OI, but the 

magnitude of that was minute (almost close to zero) among members of Bu 

organizations. Why would people of Bu organizations be much less sensitive to 

intra-organizational competition compared to those of other types of 

organizations? One possible answer might be related with agency power, which 

is one of the most important antecedents of OI.  

In short, although there is much room for various interpretations, one 

thing for sure is that there is a distinct difference among the members or 

different types of organizations, and it is quite reasonable to conjecture that the 

differences stem from distinctive features of Bu, Cheo, and Choeng. The next 

section elaborates more on those features: organizational history and agency 

power.   
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Chapter 5. Discussion 
 

5.1. Discussion 

 

The results of this study indicate that the type of organization 

moderates the effect of personal development competitiveness (PDC) on 

organizational identification (OI). More specifically, the effect of PDC on OI in 

Cheo organizations turned out to be negative while that of Bu and Cheong 

organizations showed a positive relationship. If a higher degree of PDC, which 

means having a higher propensity of enjoying the task itself rather than 

focusing on results-oriented competition, is associated with a lower degree of 

OI, this might be a signal of an inherent problem. To phrase it differently, 

members of Cheo organizations who show a strong attachment to their 

organization are less likely to enjoy their tasks. This implies that there might be 

a situation of managerial dilemma when increasing task enjoyment and 

identification, both of which are crucial in management, show an incompatible 

relationship.   

 Why does such a phenomenon happen in Cheo organizations? I come 

up with largely two explanations related to the organizational characteristics of 

Cheo organizations. First, the organizational history of Cheo organizations is 

comparatively shorter than that of Bu or Cheong organizations, owing to the 

instability notably during structural reforms. Organizational history is a 

valuable resource for organizational identity (Zundel et al., 2016) in terms of 

enhancing individuals’ attachment to the organization. An organization, like a 

nation or a family, can be regarded as a “mnemonic community” (Anteby & 

Molnar, 2012) that shares a collective memory. Such collective memory leads 

to a stronger organizational identity because an identity is not enduring but 
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rather a relatively malleable and unsteady concept (Gioia, 2000). Thus, 

members of the organization gain a sense of identity through organizational 

history. However, members of Cheo organizations might have had insufficient 

time to gain enough collective memory, leading to an unstable pattern of OI.  

 The five Cheo organizations used in this study were the Ministry of 

Government Legislation (MOLEG), the Ministry of Patriots and Veterans 

Affairs (MPVA), the Ministry of Public Safety and Security (MPSS), the 

Ministry of Personnel Management (MPM), and the Ministry of Food and Drug 

Safety (MFDS). Except for MOLEG, the rest of the five were labeled as Cheo 

organizations only after the 2000s. MPM was founded in 2014; MPSS in 2013 

(elevated in status from the previous ‘Korea Food and Drug Administration’, 

which is a Cheong organization); MPSS was established in 2014 as a response 

to the national grief and anger from the ‘Sewol Ferry Disaster’, only to be 

integrated into the Ministry of Interior and Safety (a Bu organization) in less 

than three years; MPVA was established in 2000, but promoted to a minister 

class organization from a vice-minister class in 2004. Only MPVA starts with 

the establishment of the government in 1948, but its organizational status was 

also bumpy, switching several times from a minister class to a vice-minister 

class organization. As such, the relatively short organizational history of Cheo 

organizations might have impacted how members feel about their 

organizations, ultimately affecting OI in a different way compared to its other 

contemporaries.  

 The main reason for instability in Cheo organizations comes from 

structural reforms. Every newly elected administration goes through 

reorganizing for political and administrative purposes and the degree of change 

varies according to the type of organization. As the core function of Cheong 

organizations is implementing policy, the tasks are relatively clear-cut. 

Therefore, Cheong organizations go through relatively small changes because 
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the unit businesses are clearly divided, making it difficult to integrate different 

organizations into one (Moon M., 2006). On the other hand, the status of Bu 

and Cheo organizations frequently change, and especially powerless Cheo 

organizations are more vulnerable to change than Bu organizations. The 

dynamics of a government system, where each organization within the system 

competes for limited resources, resembles a law of the jungle; organizational 

reform is a matter of survival in periods of change. As members of vulnerable 

and unstable organizations, employees of Cheo organizations might have built 

up complaints throughout those periods. In such cases, collective memory 

might have had a negative impact on OI or there is a chance that collective 

memory might have been absent in the first place.  

 If the status of one’s organization is volatile, then the individual might 

prefer self-development over leaning on the expectation of the organization’s 

success. That is, individuals value the standing of oneself as first priority when 

the standing of the organization is shaky, thus leading to higher PDC while the 

degree of OI decreases. Considering the fact that most public officials feel 

anxiety and become demoralized in periods of reform (Cho S., & Im T., 

2016:564), such a phenomenon shown in Cheo organizations makes sense.    

 Another important finding is that the type of organization also 

moderates the effect of perceived intraorganizational competition (PIC) on OI. 

The effect of PIC on OI turned out to be statistically significantly smaller in Bu 

organizations compared to that of Cheong and Cheo organizations. In other 

words, PIC is not an important factor of OI in Bu organizations.  

 It is controversial whether competition leads to better organizational 

outcomes. There are arguments that competition enhances organizational 

performance (Sauers & Bass, 1990) through constantly comparing oneself to 

others (Festinger, 1954) and doing one’s best to win (Crowley, 2004). On the 

other hand, an overemphasis on competition and performance has the risk of 
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deteriorating organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment (Park C., 2006; Park S. & Oh H., 2006). The basic 

premises of such argument lie in the idea that performance from competition 

requires considerable amounts of cost (Kohn, 1992). Fletcher et al. (2008) 

argued that the relationship between competition and performance is not that 

simple but rather varies according to the individual’s trait competitiveness. That 

is, people with a high degree of competitiveness might perform better in 

competitive climates while those who are not might be emotionally pressured, 

leading to a decline in performance.    

So then, should we take such phenomenon among members of Bu 

organizations as good or bad? I take it as partly good, but also partly bad. It is a 

positive signal for members of Bu organizations, as the results can also be 

interpreted that OI is steady regardless of the level of competition within the 

organization. However, it can also be understood as negative symptoms for 

other types of organizations, especially Cheong organizations.  

One interpretation of such phenomenon might be a result of perceived 

prestige of the organization. As an organization directly responsible to the 

prime minister instead of the president, Cheo organizations have a desire to be 

promoted to a ministry level, i.e., to an independent Bu organization. Similarly, 

Cheong organizations, as having a status of an affiliate of a Bu, have an 

organizational longing for elevating their status to a Cheo or a Bu organization. 

Although the purpose of establishing a Cheong organization was to authorize 

autonomy to implement policies, it is defenseless against interference from 

neighboring Bu and Cheo organizations owing to the structure of government. 

However, members who started their career from Bu organizations can be 

transferred to Cheo or Cheong levels while the opposite case rarely happens 

(Cho. S., Im. T., 2016:226). Such rigidity within the government system might 

be one of the causes for Bu organizations’ steady level of OI compared to their 
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contemporaries.     

 

Chapter 6. Conclusion 

 

This study is based on two psychological characteristics of Korean 

people: competitiveness and organizational identification. Based on the idea 

that OI is closely related to organizational outcomes, especially in the Korean 

organizational context, considering the fact that Korean people highly value the 

organization to which they belong, this study address the research question of 

how competition and competitiveness are related to OI. In addressing the 

research question, I came up with three main implications from this study.   

First, this study suggests no statistically significant difference in the 

degree of OI among members of the three types of organizations. There are two 

explanations for this result. One is that the past literature presenting perceived 

prestige as an important factor of OI does not apply to the Korean central 

government, and another is that the three types of organizations, Bu, Cheo, and 

Cheong, used for analysis, cannot be typed merely based on perceived prestige. 

I carefully suggest that the latter is a better explanation for my results. That is, 

the typology did not exactly reflect differences in perceived prestige, what is 

operationalized as agency power. I expect a more delicate operationalization of 

perceived prestige in further studies.  

Second, this study explores the relationship between 

competition/competitiveness and OI. The results suggest that personal 

development competitiveness (PDC) has a positive impact on OI. In addition, 

perceived intraorganizational competition (PIC) negatively impacts OI, which 

corresponds with existing literatures.  

Third, the impact of PDC and PIC on OI differs depending on the type 



 

 

６０ 

of organization to which one belongs. The moderating effect of organization 

typology suggests there is a difference in organizations by the way those are 

typed (or named), and such difference leads to different perceptions in terms of 

OI among members within the organizations.  

As the media constantly plays a leading role in bashing government 

officials and the civil service, many citizens have a negative stereotype of the 

government. Much of the criticism lies in the fact that the government lacks 

principles of competition, promoting a climate of complacency among 

government officials. By investigating competition and competitiveness of 

central government officials, I provide an empirical basis to refute such 

stereotypes of government officials. One important finding regarding 

competitiveness is that government officials have a sense of personal 

development competitiveness, other than interpersonal competitiveness. 

Showing the existence of such productive competitiveness and how it is related 

to OI has a managerial implication. Additionally, I suggest it is important to 

contemplate the fact that different types of organizations within the central 

government have their distinctions regarding OI, especially when carrying out 

reorganization.  
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<Appendix> 

 
 

 

  

Final Model including work location  

     95% CI 

 Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 
t statistic P > |t| Low High 

Interpersonal 

Competitiveness (IC) 

 

0.027 0.033 0.830 0.408 -0.037 0.092 

Personal Development 

Competitiveness (PDC) 
0.104*** 0.046 2.280 0.023 0.014 0.193 

Cheong       

   Bu -0.236 0.241 -0.980 0.327 -0.710 0.237 

   Cheo 

 
0.288 0.310 0.930 0.352 -0.320 0.897 

Cheong*PDC       

   Bu -0.012 0.062 -0.190 0.847 -0.134 0.110 

   Cheo 

 
-0.148* 0.087 -1.700 0.089 -0.318 0.022 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition (PIC) 

-0.100** 0.039 -2.560 0.011 -.177 -.023 

Cheong*PIC       

   Bu 0.089* 0.049 1.830 0.067 -0.006 0.184 

   Cheo 

 
0.051 0.068 0.740 0.457 -0.083 0.185 

Demographic controls        

Goal ambiguity  0.143*** 0.029 5.000 0.000 0.087 0.200 

Transformational 

leadership 
0.376*** 0.037 10.070 0.000 0.303 0.450 

Age -0.001 0.003 -0.300 0.761 -0.008 0.006 

Tenure 0.004 0.003 1.490 0.135 -0.001 0.010 

Gender* -0.041* 0.024 -1.670 0.094 -0.089 0.007 

Rank (<6)** -0.023 0.028 -0.820 0.413 -0.077 0.032 

Sejong***  -0.161 0.099 -1.63 0.103 -0.355 0.032 

_cons 1.605 0.198 8.120 0.000 1.217 1.993 

R-squared 0.3256      

N 1,229      

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

*Gender coded as male=1, female=2 

**Rank ranges from a 1 (highest) to 9 (lowest)  

*** Office location variable Sejong is coded as Sejong=1, Seoul=0 
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요약 (국문초록) 

 

본 연구는 경쟁심이 강하고 소속감을 중시하는 한국인의 두 

가지 사회심리학적 특성이 공무원들의 행태에 어떠한 영향을 미칠 

것인가에 대한 궁금증으로부터 출발하여 중앙행정기관 34개의 부처 

공무원들을 대상으로 경쟁 및 경쟁심이 조직동일시에 어떠한 영향을 

미치는 지 분석하였다. 또한 이들의 관계가 소속된 조직이 부, 처, 청 

인지에 따라서 어떻게 달라지는지 분석하였다. 분석 결과 첫째, 

사회정체성이론에서 제시하는 조직동일시의 3대 선행변인 중 하나인 

조직의 위상이라는 기준으로 유형화된 부, 처, 청 조직 간의 

조직동일시의 차이는 통계적으로 유의미한 차이가 없었다. 둘째, 

인지된경쟁강도가 조직동일시에 부(-)의 영향을, 

자기발전적경쟁심은 양(+)의 영향을 미치는 것으로 확인되었다. 

셋째, 인지된경쟁강도와 자기발전적경쟁심이 조직동일시에 미치는 

영향이 조직유형별로 다르게 나타났음을 확인하였다. 이는 부, 처, 

청이라는 조직 각각의 특성에 따라서 구성원들의 조직동일시가 다른 

형태로 나타난다는 것을 의미하는 것이고, 이를 조직의 위상으로 

인한 차이의 결과로 해석하였다. 본 연구는 그동안 공무원들에게서 

‘생산적 경쟁심’ 이라고 할 수 있는 자기발전적경쟁심의 존재를 

확인했다는 점에서 의의를 찾을 수 있다. 또한, 공공조직연구에서 

중요하게 다뤄져야 함에도 불구하고 그동안 연구가 미흡했던 부, 처, 

청 조직 간의 행태론적 비교를 실증연구를 통해 주요한 차이를 

발견하였다는 점에서 의의가 있다. 
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