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Impact of General Manager Competing Values Leadership on Employee Job Satisfaction
and Turnover Intention in the Restaurant Industry
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify the competing values leadership of restaurant general managers and to
investigate the impact of their competing values leadership on employee job satisfaction and turnover intention. A sample
of full-time restaurant employees (n=360, 36% response) completed an e-mail survey. The results showed that among the
eight sub-dimensions of competing values leadership roles, the monitor (4.04), producer (4.01), and director (3.99) roles
were perceived as the most frequently used leadership styles of managers compared to broker (3.78), innovator (3.83), and
mentor (3.91) roles (p <0.001). Additional T-test results suggested that an employees’ gender had an influence on how he/
she perceived the leadership style of their manager. Male employees were more likely to perceive that the director and
mentor roles (4.19) were performed very well by their managers, while female employees perceived that their managers
concentrated more on monitor (3.98) and producer (3.96) roles rather than on broker (3.73) and innovator (3.79) roles (p<
0.05). It was found that manager competing values leadership had a significant correlation with employee job satisfaction,
and the mentor, coordinator, and innovator manager roles explained the relationship with 42.1% based on multiple
regression analysis (p<0.001). In further findings, the manager competing values leadership roles had an effect on
employee turnover intention. The results of the data were as follows: mentor and facilitator roles promoted a decrease in
employee turnover intention and the director role caused employee turnover intention to increase. Ultimately, this study will
be useful for restaurant managers to guide the application of appropriate competing values leadership roles in order to
strengthen employee job satisfaction and to reduce turnover intention.
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<Table 1> Descriptive characteristics of employees and general

managers (N=360)
Characteristics N (%)

Gend Male 105  (29.2)

ender Female 255 (70.8)

<23 43 (11.9)

A 24-26 124 (34.4)

( %; 27-29 120 (33.3)

Y 30-33 56 (15.6)

>34 17 (47)

High school graduated 59 (16.4)

Education level

Junior college graduated 171  (47.5)
Bachelor’s degree or higher 130  (36.2)

Greeting 164 (45.6)
Working area Waiter, waitress 127 (35.3)
Kitchen 69 (19.2)
<2 58 (16.1)
Work experience 2</<5 165 (45.8)
(yrs) 5</<10 118 (32.8)
10< 19  (5.3)
Work Experience at  Yes 112 (31.1)
other restaurant No 248  (68.9)
General manager’s ~ Male 187 (51.9)
gender Female 173 (48.1)
24-26 5  (1.4)
27-29 74 (20.6)
Manager’s age 30-33 138  (38.3)
(yrs) 34-36 67 (18.6)
37-39 57  (15.8)
40-43 19 (5.3




<Table 2> The score of general managers’ competing values lead-
ership by employees

Competing values leadership Mean"+SD?  Cronbach’s a
L Monitor 4.04+0.64 0.80
1. Producer 4.01+0.57 0.81
I11. Director 3.99+0.67 0.86
IV. Coordinator 3.97+0.64 0.91
V. Facilitator 3.97+0.64 0.84
VI Mentor 3.91+0.76 0.70
VII. Innovator 3.83+0.66 0.84
VIII. Broker 3.78+0.64 0.83

Ddescriptor: 1: certainly no-5: certainly yes
standard deviation

L 2o e AR, wUE (monitor) 8ol 714 %
11(4,0440,64), the-o 2 A=A} (producer)E e (4,01
+0.57), A A|A}F(director) HEH(3.99+0.67)9] +o 2 EH
Wt Ao s 48d] sk 2y 982 F7HAH(broker)
Agto] 71 WA UYERFIL(3.78+0.64), 1 TREOo 2= §
Al A} (innovator) &H(3,83+0,66), A} (mentor) H&
(3.9120.76) 408 Lpepdr},

QAIAA| FAFEE] AZshe W RS BT 2H
o 5 7b0] Aol o] o) MHREY HALAS
AAIRE Al (Table 3)3f A}, FLg/Jo] S E|A] frob
Greenhouse—Geisser ZFOo&E A3t Ay}, F=32.028
(p<0.00D PR} 91124 Bkl ele] et e
o] Felat Aolk G AR Uehtel, AT Ao
eSS AR Ay, B, AR, AARE, 24
Ab, XA o] 2Axte] AHTE folH o7 FasHA
SyEe Ao Ueton, SA% R 2elxje] ofgt
ur} foHoE 45 FRHE A0 ekt B %
ARSI Belate] ZAREA ] ogto] oo A
9 QA E= Ao ® YT

AATeA AR o7 HejRte] =Tt & HUH,
AAESA, AN, ZA A Rk AR R
Adeld mREPyt iR 2y el ol 74 2Ed
ol &b 22 o] M-S F8Al gt & 2YH,
AR, AAA, 297 Sl ofge 240 INE
a1 AR AR G fl8l TAR A A S
of 24& gk=11 QJtf(Cameron & Quinn 1999), WA AF
Ao el AT B e 29IA, HAIR, 5
A2 0] A A AA7HA] oA QA Y

Innovator

Mentor Broker

Facilitator Producer

Monitor Director

Coordinator

<Figure 1> Profile of general manager’s competing values leader-
ship

W FPEAA 2ol S5k 2Ed fFEERA 98 F
/A dh= gyiolth(® & 7 2005), YR o= M-S
A Fst= o= Ae2] Te|dz]of o&Este] Halsh= 4
ol Al&sHA thAskA] B obyet 22 WOl A5
Al 32, 2AFYLEY 3t ol 2&3] sh= Aol A
thE & 7 2005), Z1of Rl -3 2ol 2454
SOl ek Ak 2 vjefe} olsiE Fdte] AIE =olaL
AT AE AF402 sflas] Frf, o] B 2o A
A e HEA el gt Aol A= FALSHA
YERAL Ql=dl, & HEAIRF YuA f33 v 4= 9l
= ARA ool vlsl fFAXF ol f3 WS 2
o] Bk WA PJEylo] 2] FHH JFL ]AT: A
o]t} (Medely & Larochelle 1995; Masi & Cooke 2000;
Choi & Kim 2004; Kim & Ahn 2007; Church &
Waclawski 2009). ol2jgt ¥ollA] & uff, 2 A+t Ao
A QAIAAZE AP A 2ALRE 7|Hto R 3t £9S
skl Qlow Tk HekEThs HdS SASR Sk A
4 TR Ao oJESHL Stk S Hojwrh 1Y
L QAR Eoks 9Fehd st vzt A EofolH
ofof] FAHAA| 7] flshA FAFEY] FYut IS olF
ofi7] fl8ll A=4] ¥t v E viE o= 3k A] X2
AR olal HAAQl BEE o]Fo] Wof gt (Thyer
2003).

(Figure 1)< A5-d3t= vepd #ejxte] HA7HA] 2
gAl g5k 9 =S AE f$E= YA gt o

<Table 3> The result of competing values leadership by repeated measures ANOVA

Tests of Within- Subjects

Source Sum of square df MS F-value C
ontrasts
The lower bound estimate 31.848 7 4.550 32.028***
Greenhouse-Geisser 31.848 4.881 6.525 32.028*** LILILIV.V>VI>VIL-VII

*¥p<0.001
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<Table 4> Perceived general managers’ competing values leader-
ship by employees’ gender

Competing Mean'+SD?

. t-values

values leadership Male (n,=105) Female (n,=255)
Innovator 3.40+0.61 3.76+0.67 3.132**
Broker 3.89+0.60 3.73+0.65 2.216**
Producer 4.12+0.54 3.96+0.58 2.391**
Director 4.19+0.61 3.91+0.68 3.629***
Coordinator 4.17+0.52 3.88+0.66 4,463
Monitor 4.19+0.55 3.98+0.65 2.866**
Facilitator 4.14+0.59 3.90+0.65 3.327**
Mentor 4.19+0.69 3.79+0.76 4.632%**

Ddescriptor: 1: certainly no-5: certainly yes
Jstandard deviation
#p<0.01, **p<0.001

<Table 5> Correlation between managers’ competing values lead-
ership and employees’ job satisfaction, turnover inten-
tion

Manager’s competing

. Turnover intention
values leadership

Job satisfaction

Innovator 0.559 *** -0.052
Broker 0.469 *** -0.038
Producer 0.297 *** 0.007
Director 0.271%** 0.141**
Coordinator 0.575%** -0.144**
Monitor 0.514%** -0.095
Facilitator 0.596*** -0.144***
Mentor 0.610*** -0.160***

**p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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<Table 6> Simple regression analysis of competing values leader- 712 2y 3k 4318 AR WHES 49 1% AWs= A
ship and job satisfaction o2 BAEQT(Table 7). = TalA7} 101;(]- =A%},
B SE Beta t-value YAalxpe] ks Koy FAY AR whFo| oS 34
Constant  1.544 0.159 9.692 Z oJeFS wzTh B 2 ot} #alxte] dAske o)) I
Innovator 0.523 0.041 0.559 12.770 olo] ZrzE ), 2oz} Aol Ao A gt <17t
R?=0.313, Adjusted R?=0.311, F=163.081*** A Wiy} "ashis A4S E o 2 o Auke pejzpo)
Constant 1.836 0.173 10.636 o) " AR} o17HA w7t 81 %A LALe] wkEl 2
Broker 0.453 0.045 0.469 10.058 A zZ Holy] Ao sk n|zch= g Holko] Al
R?-0.220, Adjusted R*-0.218, F-101.170" oA=L (Reimer & Chelladurai 1995; Yang & Shao 1996;
Constant 2.262 2.221 10.237 Kim 2003)9} GARE A2 ot B3] 2ol Sl
Producer 0.321 0.055 0.297 5.880 o] oJgke. r}2 ofdtel ula| TR} A58 S @y o
R’=0.088, Adjusted R*=0.086, F=34.576*** she HATleLg] o] 2EAl dskEo] AR A HulEy}
Constant  1.452 0.162 8.975 A of SEy Sesel S
Frofet WRAgo] Sltk= Aol 55 dfiof gtk AR
Director 0.525 0.040 0.571 13.143 oaho. Matsl Ago] A48 doa 2 o oli o]
R?-0.325, Adjusted R?=0.324, F=172.748** NS ;Z_S}j, oI} (Quinn. 1988) E:] E;;;ﬂﬂoﬂ
Constant  1.338 0.168 7.950 ;’];; ;;Mg :Olmﬂ/: 7:1;3 o ;ﬂoﬂ g‘o—; o; i
Coordinator ~ 0.557 0.042 0.575 13.301 SIS " jﬂa}:o
R?-0.331, Adjusted R?=0.329, F=176.909** Xi‘_’} D fellA e Al AHle R epAE s
Constant  1.506 0.182 8.265 HoRl o5 FAOIA HEA7)= ik Sflof stk w
Monitor  0.505 0.045 0.514 11.343 W 2L 2 Al M S Ao R skl &
R’=0.264, Adjusted R?=0.262, F=128.673" AT dEelA A=A Al Al v 2ojFol
Constant  1.280 0.164 7.812 APZIE ol APEAelAL A4 HiES sl e WiF
Facilitator 0571 0.041 0.596 14.026 A Hel 58S d=okil tH(Quinn, 1988), T1E o]
R?0.355, Adjusted R>=0.353, F=196.721** 7] e mE dEAke] A B A4S vt
Constant  1.620 0.135 11.996 Fog gtk HolA F5de 7HAAL Qo A & A
Mentor 0.493 0.034 0.610 14.548 A}, AAA| FAFHO AT v wolazA) ek
R?=0.372, Adjusted R*=-0.370, F=211.646"** 2= WoRA 2u Qs 3l glo] AF7kA| HlaL
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 A 2 il Qe SAIE BigeR gt 2r gl By
g, 2747, AARE 9T a3 oS BE 5 RS
AARE A} 22} HeH(B=0.288), =44} J&H(B=0.181), A= v ez 3 2% W FAR2HN Y ZE T 3
4l 4 (B=0.162)0] FAFA] A X‘” ThEF ot ¥ Fol A& 71&olor & Aew AlrE
S 7= A e®2 UERIL(p €0.001), AL o] A

<Table 7> Multiple regression analysis of competing values leadership and job satisfaction

B SE Beta t-value
1 step Constant 1.620 0.135 11.996***
Mentor 0.493 0.034 0.610 14.548***
R?=0.372, Adjusted R*=0.370, F=211.646***
2 step Constant 1.181 0.160 7.387 %
Mentor 0.328 0.048 0.460 6.897***
Coordinator 0.273 0.057 0.282 4.786**
R?-0.409, Adjusted R*=0.406 , F=123.748***
3 step Constant 1.086 0.163 6.675***
Mentor 0.288 0.050 0.355 5.790 %
Coordinator 0.181 0.066 0.187 2.731**
Innovator 0.162 0.061 0.173 2.656**

R?=0.421, Adjusted R*=0.416, F=86.251***

*p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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2) TejALe] FAZEA] eIt SAR o] A oAt

wejAre] AAZEA e 3w et 14T FARA
o o]l oJatete] A SlofA= FAIAE, FAAF, 24T,
HUE, SR}, 2040 Jada F(-)o] FHAlE 23
ow 53] Rk 247, FAAE, 2ARY] ATt &
oAl B(-)9] AHHAE Yehdct. ¥ AgAk=EAL,
AAAF ke A (+)9] JHAE Helom AR AT
FrofRt A AIE YER It (Table 5). BA7H] 24
Z} A gte] w2 FARAS] o] A QjAte] Tt T BlEA] A
Al B}, RARHB=0,804), ZXIAH(B=-0,136), Mentor(B
=—0.257) ogo] o]F] oJwo} {oJgt IS 7HAAL 9l
= Ao R Yehgon Ae2 717} 28,1, 39.0, 26,8%=
A= QT (Table 8). T2y 2} 2Ej4] o] o]Z] oA}
off mX= A4 FFEE Brksh] flgt AR 4
HofM= 7oA Aus FA| Eohlet, whebA A &
Aup ches]] A s Sl 2, AR dERk
7h 247, A2, 292 A Igjgichar e
5 O|Z| oA} WolR]= Ao R Kol o] F 53| FX1%}
oF RO o] 25| URHHH oA oA FFE=
o 3784 Gk vE Zos HRlrh, e yeRte A
A efgto] AxITk Aztst oK eIAbt ot A
= wln}, oA el gt ARuEue] BA et &
 Asoq ze] dare ATuE foluig Ho| A
BUAS Ueholn AREEo| Fobxul ol elapt o
opltt= AYA+(Kim & Ahn 5 2007; Kim 5 2009;
85 2009) Bol vl 1) ARUES kol 24lo]
o OALE Tk ZHS % glom olof phelxke] xal
% oJgio] A8 S~ FAUe) 0|9 wE L]
Aoje 4 U AR PEHEL, E3 ZAA TS xal
A g3kt 2ol AzAe] 2HE BRI Y e
s olZeajol dfek = 2lela) ofete] FHH make
A ElEIA he] 2O} SR04 Tt AR B4
7HA 2194 2]e]4l (supportive leadership), W& 4 2]t
Al(transformational leadership)9] F+4 2421 784 Hj
o (individual consideration)®] FAM A FutEo|L}; G4
2 270 A= Gl Bk AP A (MeColl-Kennedy
& Anderson 2002; Yoon = 2006; 3F 2008)E Alu&E uwj
QAR AThE Mol Ak, R 2 Sk o HoNE 1
P 2AE bR 8T ol 2| ST AV
£ o)) 98 FAUL) ZES IO Aot A
o Weg WES s 244 3o 54 (Quinn
19888 el U} PelAke] TRA T SYE FARLO)
223l el 9% BAE el sho] olFomE
Zit) olu AE 488 Sh Ao AREL v A
A3 S o AU AR AT 94T TS
et FAA A QS Zhxsh= AAAF Jo] ZFshA| QI
AR oA oA Eolx= Ao ® YEsT, FA7HA]

o oX 18
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<Table 8> Simple regression analysis of competing values leader-
ship and turnover intention

B SE Beta t-value
Constant  1.4.375 3.419 1.253
Innovator -0.333 0.928 -0.246 -0.359
R?=0.061, Adjusted R*=-0.409, F=0.129
Constant 5.278 2.631 2.006
Broker -0.556 0.676 -0.503 -0.822
R*-0.253, Adjusted R*= -0.121, F=0.676
Constant 7.375 2.750 2.681
Producer 1.000 0.645 0.739 1.549
R?=0.545, Adjusted R*=0.318, F=0.240
Constant 9.500 2.129 4.463*
Director 0.804 0.500 0.905 3.000*
R*=0.281, Adjusted R*=0.272, F=9.000*
Constant 5.982 1.495 4.002*
Coordinator  -0.714 0.371 -0.806 -1.925
R*=0.649, Adjusted R=0.474, F=3.704
Constant 6.161 1.587 3.882
Monitor -0.714 0.371 -0.806 -1.925
R*=0.649, Adjusted R’=0.474, F=3.704
Constant 3.491 0.198 17.643***
Facilitator ~ -0.136 0.049 -0.144 2,574
R*=0.390, Adjusted R*=0.385, F=7.875**
Constant 4.125 1.523 20.928 ***
Mentor -0.257 0.041 -0.286 -3.072

R?=0.268, Adjusted R*=-0.237, F=9.436**
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

2eAl ofgre] 718 Agow B o of Ak B4t A
AR ol SaEg wjof Teh] ks oleh gl
U ZA] JTL BRFORA AR hEL oo

V. 29 9l A%
B ool ol49dA) Teiate] A7k PuAl o
et AR <l me} Hmuks 9l o]Zejate] T
ohRmAt AAE g on] AATE aokshw et
. 91494 PElApt AR o wol ek 2lue
© WUE|(4,04), AAFERHA.01), AAIAH(3.99) S o
Stolu], Wb AjH oz 453 sl 2 e FA%
(3.78), BA17H(3,83), 2ZH3,91)2] AR fARTH
EAE vgo R @ ele] o] AFehs Ao A
o}, kol At WhEE BAA A, ejuid] o
3 o ol fofgt Aol7t gl A0R Uehgeh EA}
o] olubAgel mE Pela A7 e o3t 2zt 4

0;_‘.&

b fe 2

2 not m e



LA

ol glojAl= Aol mhE Hjol7h el A Uekgtt. &
WA ARG A9 TR AAIHA,19), £AH4,19)
o] ofgto] go] a3 Qirkar A2kt Yglom WA of
A} FAFIEL HUE(3,98) 9 AAERA (3.96) A 4
W=7} Eoha QXS i, AAOE Bl F4
A1(3.73), HAIAHE.76) o8 5 A AR WAle] w
L ey ggo] AT 4 Ao QAT it
AR el FA AR B B 23, 4
PR BE SEA ST BAR AR T AL
olo] fofat A (+)9] AuAE Bow], 78 A}
NME 2R, 2AA W HAA o] FAY PES
12.1% AP RO AT, B3 2r 3 of
Folpote] JuA BHNAE 24, E24, 24
A3t ol AL 7he] §o1A F(-)2] ATAS Heon],
AAA G F98 A (2] ARBAS dehpelct, &
3k B|FEA AT, Belake] F214 Y 1A} o] A7)
TR AZFSHA o] MOIALE et A G vA
NP, KA G3te] FEAAW o] APt Fob 2
o= 2APEY,

B AT v, AA7H) 29 o) e7b) The 4Ae] ¢
B4 ofgto] HAIG] AR gl wE olFt Ho] At
WAS THIT G Ao B o, A b 2RE u
Fi WEPE G WEA] AGBANL M FSHAL
5240 Qbgell A4S At ofgte] RZIttusiA 2
i10] obAlt R ohek Azt & B4 A%
o uA BRI fd, WEAGA T ARG
Aol M3 FHL olF 4 =S Tl A4l ol
WS ] FAAEY HRUAES Folx| 1l oA
Zol 5 4 912 Zolt), Wbl FAR HEUES ol
7] Sl AR BeSol Aele] thak AAIe T
EREES LR LR R LR PR R
78St FARIS] Wek A dEs fAska A
HoR Ro] Folg 4 UES fEs) ok & Aol
% QA Tl BANE ECE 1402 QA
ool W g SHe HES AFHoR AUshE 4 glojof
Sheh, oft FARRE T kAt A|Alel ot v R
2 skt ohet 150 Wa ok wokstar ot
270k SHe hEDACE Q4sor ks Ye Aas)
1 glom ofF WRRAL BEAL & YES clokt o
o oJgo] Saelofof FhE olnlgitt. oleh e R 3
wrE e oAIGIA] SUAIES 24 L Aulao] EA aRyo.
2 ofolxA| H3 1A HES olZo] ol 2lAgiAe]
AU ol ololE FHH G u1A Folt,

£ o] AL chewt gt WA Helkt il o
T pE B4 9 FARES) Q4 A AL,
Akt o] Holwe] s BErAle] ofEsta gl
weba] o] Qo] e £A) 5 HlERAE 7 9

40 =
g

b

el
L)
A
10
o
0z
i
ﬂ
o
inj
2
=)
Ot
>
o
1o
]
40
=
¢
plt
=)
ikl
10
>
=)
=]
Pal
rr
0f
0ot
~J
3

L UNEEQl AE EARTL B 4 Uk E3 5% 7]
ol 2B = AUYA ] FASH: FAAL BE
o AuFro =M 54 719 RV AT FFL )

o 4 givk. ol BT ol 8 A

QAo BRAA A5 A7k FEste] B
2 RE 9| AAE ABkshs Aol
5 gle Aoz Aadt, & ATE Ftol 9
BeiRe] A Al Sl i Fa4e W
A= theEs e F9e Wit 54 eud
2 918 Tiote) AAZL Bl et B ddus
HFEO R ofmgh Bleidle] QAR RATHUS WA
3 4TS FYSAL S GiTtel et AFH At A
&5 A3} AR Vel Sl e Az
A 5 B A gkl i 4 77t
ofof g Ao priElt,

olN

A= g Ao

41 o @ X

1%

1A

gk

e - T 1T =2

i

S5, 9141, o) Q. 2009. W] ejejAlo] TR o] HelE
A3} ol H o o] vl Al ek A 5ol 2AANE 5
o= B 5] ATt 5 =R pp
1-11

A7 2006, 241449 Tl 2lei 0] Tk AT AT E .
AFeh7d @ A919(1):223-240

274, 7149, 2005. AP R @ e 4, 27 3, 27

a3 ©] A, A AT 19095990

RN MR RENEY EEREEFIERREE

I ol T <1 A4 U AT A3 321343

008. 274 312} 2l 6] 41 0] 2A B3} 4R rro] o
AL 3. 94 W3] A3t 3. pp 59-93

Analdo ML 1981. Hotel General manager: a profile. Cornell HRA
Quarterly. 22(3):53-56

Bass BM, Avolio BJ. 1990. The implications of transactional and

transformational leadership for individual, team and

oN

(

ot
N

5

[\

organizational develop. In Staw BM, Cummings LL (Eds.),
research in organizational change and development 4:231-
272. JAI Press, Greenwich. CT

Bluedorn AC. 1982. A unified model of turnover from organizations.
Human Relations. 35(2):135-153

Cameron KS, Quinn RE. 1999. Diagnosing and changing
organizational culture. New Yokr: Addison Wesley Inc.:33-
40

Church AH, Waclawski JW. 1998. The relationship between
individual personality orientation and executive leadership
behavior. ] Occup Organ Psychol 71:99-125



710 BEREEELZEE Vol 24, No. 6 (2009)

Cho KW, Yoon JY. 2006. TQM Performance and job satisfaction of
dietitians in institutional Foodservices. Korean ] Community
Nutrition. 11(6):750-760

Choi WS, Kim SH. 2004. The effect of managers' leadership style on
employee's job satisfaction and service quality in hotel
industry. Korean tourism industry research association 2004
symposium proceeding book:391-404

Daniel K, Darby D. 1997. A dual perspective of customer
motivation: a modification, extension and application of the
SOCO scale. International Journal of Service Industry
Manage 8(2):31-47.

Jung HY, Yang IS, Kim HA. 2005. Effects of service leadership on
job satisfaction in family restaurant. ] Korean Soc Food Sci
Nutr 34(5):667-673

Kim SH, Kwon SM, Yang HK. 2009. The effect of leadership and
followership types of hotel employee on organizational
commitment, job satisfaction and turnover intention.
Korean ] Hospitality Administration 18(3):81-97

Kim SR, Ahn TK. 2007. Effect of revolutionary leadership on
organizational availability of employees from western food
industry. Tourism Manage Res 11(1):1-21

Kim YI. 2003. Analysis of three competing elements of leadership
practiced by Takewondo-jang owners and trainers’ job
satisfaction. Korea Sport Res 14(6):977-988

Ko JW, Kim YI. 2001. Assessment of the phychometric soundness of
COVALSS.The Korean Journal of Physical Educ 40(3):341-
350

Lee KM, Jeon KC. 2006. The relationship between leadership,
procedural justice, and service-oriented OCB in the food
service industry. ] Foodservice Manage 9(3):197-218

Lee SK. 2008 The impact of Job stress on the turnover intention:
focusing moderating role of transformational leadership.
Korean ] Tourism and Hospitality Res 22(1):19-29

Masi R], Cooke RA. 2000. Effects of transformational leadership on
subordinate  motivation, empowering norms, and
organizational productivity. Int ] Oran Anal 8(1):16-47

McColl-Kennedy JR, Anderson RD. 2002. Impact of leadership style
and emotions on subordinate performance. The Leadership

Quarterly 13:545-559

Medely E Larochelle DR. 1995. Transformational leaderships and
job satisfaction. Nurs Manage 26(9): 64jj, 6411, 64nn

Park SH. 2007. Evaluation of organizational effectiveness and service
quality by leadership style of dietitians in industrial
foodservice. Doctoral Dissertation. Sookmyung Women's
Univ. Seoul. pp 137-141

Quinn RE, 1988. Beyond Rational Management. Jossey-Bass
Publishers. San Francisco. pp 174-180

Quinn RE, Faerman S, Thompson McGrath M. 2003. Becoming a
master manager: A competency framework, 3rd (ed). New
York: Wiley:16-19

Reimer HA, Chelladurai P 1995. Leadership and satisfaction in
athletics. J Sport & Excercise Psychology 17:276-293

Robert W, Geoff E. 2002. Shared leadership in the implementation
or reorientations. Leadership & Organ Devel ] 23(7):400-
407

Shin JT, Park YS. 2006. The effects of competing values leadership of
coach in middle school sports team on leader satisfaction.
Korean ] Physical Educ 45(1):141-150

Smith PC, Kendall LM, Hulin CL 1969. The measurement of
satisfaction in work and retirement: A strategy for the study
of attitudes. Rand McNally & Co. IL. p 6

Thyer GL. 2003. Dare to different: transformational leadership may
hold the key to reding the nursing shortage. ] Nurs Manage
11:73-79

Warsfold P 1989. Leadership and managerial effectiveness in the
hospitality industry. Int ] Hospitality Manage 8(2):145-155

Yang O, Shao YE. 1996. Shared leadership in self-managed team: a
competing values approach. Total Quality Manage 7(5):521-
534

Yoon JY, Joo NM. 2005. Perceived leadership style of Korean
dietitians: focusing on the transformational and transactional
leadership styles. ] Community Nutrition 7(4):207-214

Yoon JY, Yoo Y], Hong WS. 2006. An investigation of the employee
job satisfaction according to leadership style in family
restaurant. Korean ] Food Cookery Sci. 22(3):259-269

20098 108 30 A=EE4, 1E 6 SY=ETS, 112 6Y
HE



