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Research on Leadership, LMX, and Organizational Achievements
of Kitchens for 5-Star Hotels in Jeju District
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Abstract

This research attempts to analyze the relationship among leadership, LMX and organizational achievements
for chefs in the Jeju district. The results of the research revealed that the leadership type only affected the
servant leadership of LMX. Furthermore, the job satisfaction for leadership and LMX was influenced by orga-
nizational commitment. Therefore, to strengthen the relationship of LMX, the leadership type’s servant leader-
ship must be the essential link between the relationship of LMX, and LMX serves as the link between leader-
ship and organizational achievement. Ultimately, to augment the employer-employee relationship, the factors
of servant leadership must be applied, for example, by taking good care of the workers, persuasion, attentively
listening to the workers, sympathy, and suggestion of vision, as well as the mutual link and respect among
the employers and employees, all of which were shown to have positive influences on the organizational achi-
evements.

Key words: leadership(transactional, transformational, servant), LMX(Leader-Member Exchange), organiza-
tion achievement(organizational commitment, job satisfaction)
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<Fig. 1> Research model of this study.
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{Table 1> Configuration in a questionnaire
Factor Question  Scale Background of a research
T Conditional compensation 5 MLQ(Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire)
o Management by of Bass(1985), Na S(2012), Kwon W
ional
exception > (2009), An P(2014), Kim 1(2007)
Charisma 5 MLQ(Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire)
of Bass(1990), Kwon W(2009),
Transfor- . o
. Considered individually 5 An P(2014), Cheon H(2008),
Leader- mational
ship Lee S - Lee H - You C(2012),
Intellectual stimulation 5 You G - Park G - Park K(2013)
Persuade 5
Barbuto - Wheeler(2006), Kwon H(2014),
S . Service 5 SOLA(Servant Organizational Leadership
ervan
Vision 5 Assessment) of Laub(1999), Lee Y(2008),
o Kim H(2013), Choi T(2014)
Listening courteously 5
Loyalty 4
L Fellowship 4 Kang J - Kim H(2005), Seok B(2014),
M o You K(2006), Lee Y(2014), Kim S(2012),
X Contribution 4 Oh $(2010), Lee C - Jo Y - Jo Y(2013)
Professional respect 4
Job satisfacti 5 Na S(2012), Kim 1(2007), Kim Y -
it isfaction
Organization 0P SAHsiacto Jo W(2011), Mulki et al(2006)
and
L . Price KO * Mueller(1997), Kwon W(2009),
performance 0O tional tment 5
reanizakiond’ comiimen An P(2014), Na S(2012), Kwon H(2014)
Demographic characteristic 7 Nominal Gender, age., marital St.’:?tl..ls, work experience,
scale academic final, position, employment
S A% JdoltkSin. Y 1985). & Holo, olF d¥Ae] AoHIAY, =
AYATE vgoz AF FYE ARAL AT GUL T A 1052 ALste] % 250
<Table 1>2} Zt}. ol frag AEAE HEEH AHE A

3. Aizdlt SHN =AY

B o] AZEHS 93] 2014 12€ 20
o]lda 20151,;] 1% 19?___]7]]_;<] ok 3001 Eo}oﬂ 74
A AFAG 2T S5 39 2T
E9 are g AEA] 30052 HjEalgdc) A
Hel AT B ®E5) Ao} AFAY &
g 2P 5 S S AEAE
TS ok, TR HRA 44 Sk

o] % 3FH HEAE 26052 86.7%2] 3¢

2 AFA e AsE FAs] el
SPSS Version 18.0Z} Windows AMOS 18.0 pro-
gram= AH&-3F3

Ol LEA EHH U?‘;}g_ Q1 =5 (Frequency Ana-
lysis)= AAISI L, A28 52 fl8 WA o
¥Hd(internal consistency)= 5ot A EHl5te]
93K Cronbach's a) A5~ °| &3tk E3h 2t

773 MdS BT E¢eke 2914 8%1+H-4(Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis: CFA)X} 735744
J(SEM: structural equation modeling)< ©]-8-5}<]

N

=
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{Table 2> General characteristics of the respondents

Stz 8ks) 2] A 227 Al 45(2016)

=z

ZA AR AFA1 A
A} 2507 S Uit oZ A 183H(73.2%),
o] 679(26.8%), AH L 264 1Tt 56%(22.4%),
26~304] 687(27.2%), 31~354] 54 (21.6%), 36
~404) 38%(15.2%), 414 ©]7 349(13.6%), 2

E o5& & 1599(63.6%), 71E 9178(36.4%)

Sub-variables Frequency(personnel) Percentage(%)
Men 183 73.2
Gender

Women 67 26.8
Under 26 56 22.4
26~30 68 27.2
Age 31~35 54 21.6
36~40 38 15.2
More than 41 34 13.6
Single 159 63.6

Marital status
Married 91 36.4
Under 1 64 25.6
1~3 34 13.6
3~5 35 14.0

Work experience
5~7 23 9.2
7~11 47 47 18.8
More than 11 47 18.8
High school 7(2.8%) 7 2.8
College 196(78.4%) 196 78.4
Education

University 42(16.8%) 42 16.8
Graduate school 5(2.0%) 5 2.0
Probationary employee 49 19.6
Cook 121 48.4
Position Ist cook 43 17.2
Chef 27 10.8
Head chef 10 4.0
Permanent employee 172 68.8

Employment
Temporary employee 78 31.2

Total 250 100
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A YA E

lo

b [elre]

o2 yehgow, 4R35 11d vuk 647H(25.6
%), 1~33 \]%k 349(13.6%), 3~53 B9t 351
(14.0%), 5~73 m]vt 239(9.2%), 7~11'd w7t
4775 (18.8%), 11'd ©]7 479H(18.8%), &= 11
Z 799(2.8%), AENZ/AT 19678(78.4%), thst
WZE/AE 427(16.8%), L o4 5TH(2.0%),

L
2 FE e 497(19.6%), AH 1217 (48.4%), 5
A 43%(17.2%), HEF 27%(10.8%), 2HF

]

173 107(4.0%), -&Fel= F112] 17278(68.8

Bol $H ERY YA S WE
[e]
=

& 2AHE Eolth

fr M

HEO| AZ|E 24N
AT M E A% E(reliability) S 72317

slste] WAL Wy F el AEvs

{Table 3> Reliability for the variable

g Al iﬂ] A ‘éto] —g—@

2%

=

23} PEowd WA e I 11

23K Cronbach's alpha)E AH&-3131

Agvts dute AEY 249 Jid F WA
A #HA(internal consistency)ol] 3t A o2 sh}
o] el tist o] 7He] o F44HE A
TE o] &3t A fol A o] SH T

Zuy A7l digh A2 = HFolA A=
A 2y W Tk Aol tigh dakghe
0.885% et or, WA gl #g A1g]
Aol gk Dubzhe 0.980= el on, AHE
2ol #ek Aol tieh dubghke 0.985%
YERSTE LMX Q] Aol et A= A5
ol A AlE] el thek ok 0.979% YERES
], 227 ATl gigh AlEE HSA
Hgeol] A A=Al gk dukgle 0.9500.%
Ebskh

<Table 3>= ATl gt A =5

Cronbach's a

Contents of question Average

Variable Factor

Cronbach's a
Contents of question Average

Variable Factor

Want to help 4.332 .869
R ishme-

e\ivan.j and punishme 4280 362
nt is timely
Attention to b -

ention to be rewar- 363

ded
Provid di

rovide corresponding - 365

compensation

- Helping inform to th
Transac- Helping inform to the 4236 .861 .885

tional ~payoff
No intention to change 3.644 901
Interested in standard  4.088 875
Make sure that they
3.780 .875
should take care of you
Action in the case of
. 3.608 .878
mistake
Int ted i iolati
nterested in violation 4940 $71

of rules / regulations

Hearing your thoughts

. 4400 984
positively
iously heari i-
S.erlous y hearing opi- . ooy
nions
Well ived different
c.e. received differen 4200 984
opinions
Efforts t by diver-
0 s .0 embrace diver 4280 984
se opinions
Trying t t thy
Tying to understand the () g,
position of the load
Gives a clear goal 4.336 985
A vision for the future 4.252 .984
Risk of failure even take
4244 985
encouragement
A vision that ha-
vision that can be s 4232 934
red
Sets a larger goal. 4316 985
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{Table 3> Continued

Stz 8ks) 2] A 227 Al 45(2016)

Cronbach's a

Cronbach's a

Contents of question Average —————— Contents of question Average ———————
Factor Variable Variable Factor
Symbol of success 4.084 979 Work for leader 4.308 979
bil 4 iud Evote more effort 4.444 978
Trust ability and judg-
ment 4.288 979 Doing best for the boss 4.452 978
Passionate about achi-
. 4464 979 illi a
eving goals xlhng to work extra eff- 4350 977
Look confident 4336 979
Pprsue new opportuni- 4 3eq 979 You n'ught want 0 g0, a0 g9q
ties out as friends
Hel_p to develop on 4328 980 Really liking your lea- 4188 977
their own der
At . I;Il(c)lrse important than fri- 4156 977
ork-related  wi C 4148 977
Transfor L very well
ransfor- S
mational Carmg individually to 4252 979 980 M Defend my leader 4.492 977 979
teaching X
Helping with what you 4244 979 Ttrying to protect the 4496 977
want leader
Considerate and thou- Advocating for one pro-
ghtful consideration 4328 979 cessing requirements 4492 971
Thinking of perspecti- Trust your leader about
4.34 . .
ve and New ways 340979 any decision 4432 977
Thinking in n.ew ways 4.292 979 Irr_lpressedv with profe- 4.484 977
Recommendation for a ssional skills
. - 4344 979 .
variety of opinions Respect for the skills and 4532 977
Presenting ideas or opi- knowledge ' '
nions 4.3% 979 I ive job knowled
grﬁr}lpresswe job knowled- o, 995
Advice to develop po- . .
tential 4388 979 Impressed with the abi- 4392 977
lity to work
Trying to get rid of st- 4020 985 Satisfied with the fair
ress ) ' treatment and maintenan-  4.000 .948
Support and take risks 4.040 984 ce
; T Fair promotion system  3.944 947
Satisfied with the job des- 4124 946
Effqrts to fill for (need) 4.052 984 cription and workload ’ ’
desire
Themselves practice 4272 984 Rewarding of the tasks 4340 944
= performed
. - . - . S
Servant Provide a convincing rea 4208 985 985 ] I think that the job is 4324 947 950
son Y suitable
Encouraging a better = There is a strong sense
understanding and per- 4.152 984 of belonging tothe com- 4.420 944
suasion pany
Explain the rationale for At work, company pride
42 984 ’
the work 3698 and self-confidence 4432 944
Persuasiveness to em- Feel like a company's
ployees 4220 984 problem is my problem. 4372 944
Persuaded to a big dr- 4216 984 "Part of the family." 4348 944
cam ' ' Sense of ownership 4.356 943
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£ Aol A= Fhel A, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI,
RMR, RMSEAE o] &3te] B3e] A Hrt&
3tk GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLIE 0.8914] 0.9 o]/
o]a1, RMR2} RMSEAE 0.0594] 0.08 o]3hH =
< 23 o7 HrleElth(Bagozzi & Yi 1998).

2 AT E A7EY EYE BE HFE
o] &AA QQEAS 4313k Bo] AMOS ver.
. B Apngd =9 nE =3
NdEl tiste] A7 TE= &14 29l &

A (confirmatory factor analysis)< 2 A| &} Th

il

Bodge] 7 AN Eel g RIS
<Fig. 2>l AAE ule} o] AAsle] 2 4
3}, 1?=575.534, 1*/df=2.677, GFI=0.817, AGFI=
0.766, NFI=0.923 IFI=0.950, CFI=0.950, RMSEA
=0.082=2 NFI, CFI, IFI= A3t =Fo2 Ut
o}, o] A IS AAs] 9lste] A
FotA| ke Aoz AR uehr] B A+
ANx = ol FAFe] HE A, VT B
e} o] e ole 370 5
A oz AAsl] BE-e Fgska, 14 a9l
B8 A et 1 AT,y 2=255.766(df=
153), 2°/df=1.672, GFI=0.908, AGFI=0.874, NFI=
0.960, IFI=0.983, CFI=0.983, RMSEA=0.052% 1}

Eht, AGFIS] #t2 A5 S5okA] RsksiA

Hr rlo

(¢
=

First measurement model

Measurement Model as amended
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Leadership
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£ 2 \ al Leadership
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-
(O] oo |
S @ Commitment 3
h 82

@ | Commitment 4
= ,
O |

@ = Commitment 5

1 ~——

(a2 L

= Transactional
(a2 Leadership
p

Transformatio 4
nal Leadership
\

Servant

-

8

VHOOOOOOEOE

2

ect
Satisfaction 1
8

g

D

Job
Satisfaction

[ s K \'\_,,,,,. —

6

Satisfaction 2 €

ol

Commitment 1

00

]

Commitment 3

p

Organizational
Commitment

@

G & Commitment §

CMIN=575.534, DF=215, CMIN/DF=2.677, GFI=817, AG- CMIN=255.766, DF=153, CMIN/DF=1.672, GFI=908, AG-
FI=.766, NFI=.923, IF1=.950, TLI=941, CFI=950, RMS- FI=.874, NFI=960, IFI=983, TLI=979, CFI=983, RM-
EA=.082 SEA=.052

<Fig. 2> Confirmatory factor analysis.
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{Table 4> Confirmatory factor analysis

t - t -
S (e;ndzr Path S (e;ndzr Path
Path 0 coeffi- SE. CR. Path 0 coeffi- SE. CR
pat ient path cient
ci
coefficient coefficient
Transactional LMX
Conditional Fellowship 914 1
on 110n.a 962 {
compensation Loyalty 885 917 041 22226
Respect 913 935 038 243117
Management o0 45 059 7507
exception Contribution .837 .800 041 19.469
Transformational Job satisfaction
Charisma 931 1 Fair promotion system  .910 1
Considered Satisfied with the
onsidere - -
N 938 971 .034 28472 job description .840 .899 049 18367
individually
and workload.
Satisfied with the
Intellectual . . .
. . .943 981 .034 29.030 fair treatment and .884 .895 .044  20.286
stimulation .
maintenance.
Servant Organizational commitment
Feels like a com-
Persuade 941 1 pany's problem is 933 1
my problem.
Service 919 988 028 35.653" Sense of ownership 909 991 040 25069
Listening / - . -
919 967 .035 27.584  "Part of the family." 912 978 .039 25.36
courteously
There is a strong
Vision 931 995 034 28.89"" sense of belonging 870 910 041 22106

to the company.

1t GFI, CFI, NFI, IFI, RMSEAZL o] % 7FA3
7150 AR BEstn e AR e,
Aol elgdAol= Z EAV} gl AR o
7T mEbA 2 ATe] e SRS
Ao Aoz AT = Qlrk ol thEh
<Table 4>l A|A|5FATE

fo rlo ofl I ki

oo oftt

4. I AE
& Al o] &E AT dE e AAT=
28 (overall model)S AZ3 A3, AL AG-

FIZEE 0.9 o]AQl 08712 AAF o2 A%kt A

A 7R E TSA1F
GFI= rdstar 2h4d
A GFI7F 0.9 o]3e]l & =3
el Blaste] AICS] #ho] HAdl A HFR
d2A At dvt & A7 GFI g2
0.902=24] Rdlo] Aggh Ao g yEpyith
£3] o]ggt ATE T Crosby - Evans - Co-
wels(1990)2} Reynolds - Betty(1999) = T35
of o] &H AT TS0l W] witel], theHee]



-z
r>4
X
12
)
oX,
fd
»
il
1o
fo,
1>
[
)
ox
o2t
o
ol
o
2
E;t
=
oo
&
02‘&"’
ot
1o
1
o
=)
N
rr
of
o
(@]

e o] &3le] AZEAE ST wEA B
Ao FEEIE 7 AT GE o] 724
HAEA ] o] &8 5ol Bol 7] wEl,
A= A gk sl A TAEA F=
U & 4= gl 23 2 ATe] A7) 25070 =
PRSP AEI FEAV 9 71Fo R A
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@ % Ank

gee] 72 glo] AAAY HEE FHOR,
2 AP AAG AFED ZelAe] B AT
o) 22 AhH e, WA e, AHE
U, APEstsle] B, RS, 2489

Zre] FxuF A 28 EX(SEM: Structure Eq-
uation Model)S 2A1&+ A3}, y°=266.506(df=159),
GFI=0.902, CMIN/DF=1.676, GFI=902, AGFI=
871, NFI=958, IFI=983, TLI=979, CFI=.983, RM-
SEA=052% e}, R0 APe 78§ 7Hsgh
Froz IRIEAUT

LMXol| thgt 2lej4ie] Gakoll A= 7 164
A B4 LMXol| GeFS njx]x] o} 7]
2+ TH.086, t=1.452). 7Fd 204 W& 2y
A& LMXell Ja mIXA] kol 714=E AT
(051, =0.393). 71 39X % AHE jgye
LMXel| G3Fe nx)E= Aoz JERITH 848, =

Conditicnal
Compensation

6.289, p<0.01). o1& A= AH 2y
WA oS AlQlsta, AME 2t daket
ko] HAlo] S AR YIS mXITke BeR
g K Cogliser + Schriesheim 2000; McColl-Ke-
nnedy - Anderson 2002; Kang, Y, ‘& 2001; Lee. S
2013).

S LMXE 2Rkl g%k
=13.078, p<0.01), T3+ =2 2]
A= Aoz VERITH 598, =7.028, p<0.01). ©]
213 Z3= Chen S - Lee U - Lee S - Lee S (2006),
Kim J(2010), Janssen : Van Yperen(2004), Epi-
tropaki + Martin(2005) 52 A+23}5 A A|staL
Atk whebs] M 43 7R 5= AR E AT oY
g A3E B 59 Xod dHAES Foks
o] AFRkE gl A ES) o] WA] FaEd
o HAVNAS el =al vrtol & Aotk

7 6ol A H ke 22 Bl JekE v
A= Aoz YERTH 215, 2.653, p<0.01). ©]
23t A3 Jang H(2002), Joo H(2007), Kim
W(2005), Donavan et al(2004)2] A FZA3}=S 2]
sta itk &, 39 XY APEY A RS
B 2AEUS FEs Uotel & Zlojth

w2bd 2oy f3o] LMXdle AHE 29
Auto] S mx= Ao yeht, AAE F-

=

Bsh £ WA olv] AailE BAL A5, 2

Management
Exception

Charizma

Considered
individually
Intellectual
Stimulation

Bervice

Persuade

listening /
courteously

wision

79
(13.078)

CMIN=266.506, DF=159, CMIN/DF=1.676, GFI=902, AGFI=.871, NFI=.958, IFI=.983,
TLI=979, CFI=.983, RMSEA=.052

<Fig. 3> Verification of the research model.
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{Table 5> Structural equations for hypothesis testing results

. Non- Hypothesis
Coeftficient of
hypothesis ¢ lqen_ © standardized S.E CR. Pk testing
standardization .
coefficients results
H1 Transactional = LMX .086 .071 .049 1452 147 Reject
H2 Transformational — LMX .051 .042 .106 393 6% Reject
H3 Servant — LMX .848 709 113 6.289  .000*** Accept
H4 LMX — Job satisfaction 790 921 .07 13.078  .000%** Accept
LMX —
H5 L. . .598 .663 .094 7.028  .000%** Accept
Organizational commitment
Job satisfacti
H6 07 STISACHOn 215 5.205 077 2653 008**  Accept
— Organizational commitment
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