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Abstract 
This study aims to examine the impact of Korean paternalistic leadership under a hierarchical structure on 

employee voice and also to compare the differences in leaders' behaviors-authoritarian, benevolent, and moral, 
and the effects on employee voice between governmental organizations and Quasi-government organizations. 
The sample of governmental organizations includes 195 employees under job control from at least middle-
range or higher managers at local governments and local police agencies in Daegu and Busan metropolitan. 
The other sample also includes 189 employees reporting directly to managers with job control in public 
enterprises and government-funded Korean institutes in the same cities. This study employs t-test and 
regression analysis to test presumed hypotheses. As the results of the analysis, there is a significant difference 
in authoritarian leadership between governmental organizations and Quasi-government organizations, but 
both benevolent and moral leadership are not. Benevolent and moral leadership are positively related to 
employee voice, but authoritarian leadership is not. Based on the analytical results, this research suggests the 
theoretical implications and the limitations on the applicability of paternalistic leadership into the Korean 
cultural context for an expanded understanding of leadership theory and practical implications for managers 
in terms of improvement of employee voice. 

 
Keywords: Paternalistic Leadership, Authoritarian Leader, Benevolent Leader, Moral Leader, Employee 
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1. Introduction 

Can employees in any organization claim or suggest their opinions or views about decision-making that 
might affect a part of or the whole of the organization under leadership? Employees frequently face situations 
in which they decide to speak up or stay silent about important work-related issues. Considering that the 
ultimate purpose of all of the organizations is to improve performance regardless of economic or non-economic, 
almost all papers relating to organizational management, based on motivation theory, refer to putting 
empowerment to their employees at all levels of the organization with participation in decision-making. 
Employee voice that is considered official participation of employees in decision-making can affect job 
attitudes, group innovation, or organizational development [1][2].  

Employee voice is dealt with as a new concept in the field of organizational behavior theory, with 
practitioners and scholars testing the value and importance of the effect of employee voice on organizational 
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outcomes. Employee voice has a close relationship with power concentration or deconcentration on the 
organizational process and procedure like determining input and allocation of resources into main strategies. 
From empirical tests on the point, it turns out that the organizational atmosphere for promoting employee voice 
can be dependent on leadership. Previous literature suggests that leadership is the main one of the antecedents 
of employee voice [3][4][5]. 

Academic societies have discussed numerous leadership with different approaches focusing on the effect of 
it on organizational performance. There are, however, just a few leadership styles that have been tested as 
antecedents of employee voice. These include ethical [3], relationship-oriented [4], and paternalistic [6] 
leadership. According to these studies, there are not enough empirical researches that can support the analytical 
results that these leaderships are related to employee voice. These leadership styles, besides, just focus on the 
human-oriented relationship between leaders and followers to explain the association with employee voice 
criticizing the lack of analytical implications for task-oriented relationship. Regardless of the weakness of 
these studies, they have advantages to be able to identify what kind of leader behaviors can make employee 
voice more powerful with the organization when employees do speak up. In particular, paternalistic leadership, 
unlike different leaderships, can be considered a typical-classical leadership style that has fitness with 
characteristics of a hierarchical organization. The analytical unit of this study is on public organizations with 
a strong hierarchy to identify the association between leadership style and employee voice.  

The Korean government, Moon administration, has been taking some actions to build democratic process 
and procedure in public organizations and Quasi-government organizations like public enterprises and 
government-funded Korean institutes, etc. The representative example for employee voice is employees' 
participation in decision-making at boards with limited decision-making power. The participation has been 
steadily requiring firstly from the business world despite the unstable belief of the positive effect on 
organizational performance. Since the Roh administration, a series of administrative reform and innovation 
has been the main governing philosophy affected by new public management. Employee voice in the Korean 
public sector could be found in the successful movement of reform by the Roh administration. Employee Voice, 
however, was further advanced than being available with public organizations. At that time, it was not easy to 
find any organizations taking employee voice positively and systematically even in the Korean business. In 
nine years, employee voice is coming along as a type of worker observation system with decision-making 
power in public organizations that still have a strong and tall hierarchy. The Korean government, from Roh to 
Moon administration, has been creating an innovative atmosphere to change the organizational culture towards 
rational, productive, and creative directions in the face of a lot of resistance. With the fulfillment from so-
called organizational culture innovation, more or less, there are still culture remnants and value taking illicit 
advantages from centralized power, and favoritism or clan from hierarchical organizations, and encouraging 
leaders' moral behavior to build and enhance equality and justice in decision-making.   

This study aims to examine the impact of Korean paternalistic leadership under a hierarchical structure on 
employee voice by employing Chan's (2014) concept of paternalistic leadership [6]. Before getting the 
analytical results, we intend to discuss the adaptability of Chan's (2014) concept and behaviors of paternalistic 
leadership based on the Chinese cultural context in comparison with the Korean cultural context because they 
are likely to underestimate or ignore the difference between the Korean culture and the Chinese culture 
especially in the organizational context. This study also conducts statistical analysis to compare the differences 
between governmental organizations and Quasi-government organizations in leader behaviors consisting of 
paternalistic leadership. 

 
2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development 
2.1 Paternalistic Leadership: Is Korean Paternalistic Leadership different from Chinese one? 

Paternalistic leadership was developed specifically as an indigenous Chinese leadership theory [7]. While 
paternalistic leadership occurs in a diversity of cultural contexts especially in Asian countries, the current 
conceptualization is rooted in the Chinese cultural context [8]. Paternalistic behaviors were defined as a three-
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dimension model: authoritarianism, benevolence, and morality. Authoritarian leadership refers to leadership 
behavior that exerts absolute authority and power and demands unquestionable obedience, compliance, and 
respect. Benevolent leadership means leadership behavior that demonstrates individualized concern for 
personal or familial well-being beyond work relations. A benevolent leader devotes energy to take care, show 
concern and encourage employees when they encounter problems. Moral leadership refers to leadership 
behavior that highlights superior personal virtue, self-discipline, and unselfishness. Moral leaders are expected 
to behave on high moral standards, which enable subordinates to believe in his/her moral integrity and 
benevolence and to follow their authoritarian guidance [8][9]. 

It is not hard to find empirical researches on paternalistic leadership in the Korean context since the 2000s, 
but not very easy to find them to conceptualize paternalistic leadership based on the Korean cultural context. 
Sin (1993) defined that paternalistic leadership is to build trust between leaders and followers, enhancing 
cooperation, and relieving conflicts by forcing compliance under the strong power and followers' righteousness 
under expressions of affection and fury [10]. Despite the lack of definition of paternalistic leadership based on 
the Korean cultural context, we can identify that Sin's (1993) conceptualization is similar to paternalistic 
leadership rooted in the Chinese cultural context. Chen et al. (2014) point out that there are similarities in 
conceptualizing paternalistic leadership through an empirical test assessing comparability and applicability of 
paternalistic leadership in 4 countries: mainland China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. From Chen et al. 
(2014), it is said, regardless of some differences from each cultural context, that the conceptualization of 
paternalistic leadership based on the Chinese cultural context has applicability and generalization across 
cultural contexts [8]. 

According to the Chinese paternalistic leadership by Chen and colleagues [11], it entails the three 
dimensions: authoritarianism, benevolence, and moral character. They demonstrate that Confucianism born in 
Chine significantly affects paternalistic leadership. Principles of Confucianism as oriental spirits emphasize 
moral humans through a humbling and character-building experience. Benevolence and morality are leader 
behaviors from paternalistic leadership. For authoritarianism, it is questionable that it comes out from the 
dysfunction of a hierarchical organization because authoritarianism has a close relationship with a hierarchy 
that puts a leader on the top of power, which means that authoritarianism is built by the organizational structure 
with hierarchy. In conceptualizing paternalistic leadership, however, authoritarianism does not include 
meanings or elements relating to organizational structure or hierarchy, just focusing on characterizing the 
behaviors from patriarchal tradition.  

From a comparison of the definition of paternalistic leadership based on the Korean cultural context by Sin 
(1993) and the Chinese paternalistic leadership, and a detailed discussion about three leader behaviors, we are 
sure that this study can employ conceptualization and three leader behaviors of paternalistic leadership rooted 
in the Chinese cultural context. 

 

2.2 Employee Voice 
For the first time, employee voice referred to any attempt to change, rather than to escape from, an 

objectionable state of affairs [12]. Since the extension of conceptualization to the linkage with performance, 
employee voice has been defined in two ways [13]. It has been defined as the expression of an individual’s 
views to decision-makers [14], and as an expression of job dissatisfaction [15]. Employee voice has been 
conceptualized by researchers in a variety of fields so far.  

According to the literature, employee voice is generally regarded as challenging-promotive behavior. Based 
on this point, it is appropriate to conceptualize employee voice as to how employees raise concerns, express 
their interests, solve problems, and contribute to and participate in workplace decision-making [16]. 

An organization is an integrated operating system that consists of a multi-level of managers and employees 
working in the productive process. The integrated operating system has a great network to connect with many 
sub-acting segments like a type of sub-system with their networks to communicate with actors responsible for 
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organizational outcomes. The network affects organizational functioning through information block, distorted 
information, and poor information flow caused by disregard or deprivation of actors' voices across multi-level 
networks. Smoothing the information flow across the network has a positive influence on improving 
performance [17]. The information flow depends on their concerns, interests, and participation in 
organizational operation or management of actors such as managers and employees, so leaders with the whole 
responsibility for outcomes should encourage employee voice in all levels of process and procedure to reduce 
uncertainty and to increase control of outcomes. 

 
2.3 The Effect of Paternalistic Leadership on Employee Voice 
Paternalistic leadership is associated with employees' behaviors and performance [8]. Considering that 

employee voice is a part of motivation based on the theory of organizational behavior, we can assume that 
paternalistic leadership is positively associated with employee voice. Paternalistic leadership has been tested 
in some Asian countries including Chine and South Korea, but it is a little difficult to find plenty of empirical 
evidence on the effect of paternalistic leadership on employees’ work performance and employee behaviors 
like organizational citizenship behavior, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment.  

According to the literature focusing on the Chinese cultural context [5][6][8], paternalistic leadership is 
associated with employee voice. Paternalistic leadership consists of three leader behaviors: authoritarian, 
benevolent, and moral. Authoritarian behavior negatively affects employee voice, and on the other hand, 
benevolent and moral behaviors have positive impacts on employee voice.  

To apply for our analytical framework, it is cautious to presume the causal relationship between paternalistic 
leadership and employee voice tested in the Chinese cultural context because of the lack of empirical 
researches and discussion based on the Korean cultural context. In domestic literature, outcome variables of 
paternalistic leadership include job satisfaction and commitment, and very rare organizational performance. 
Employee voice can be regarded as a variable of organizational behavior like job satisfaction and commitment 
that have been dealt with as the most representative outcome variables in organizational theory describing how 
to improve organizational performance. From this contention, although without proven evidence based on the 
Korean cultural context, we can assume that there is a potential association between paternalistic leadership 
and employee voice to get our research model with three leader behaviors empirically tested. Specifically, 
based on Chan's (2013) empirical research, we set up the research model to investigate the causal relationship 
between authoritarianism, benevolence, and morality as paternalistic leader behaviors and employee voice. 
We finally hypothesize the following:  

 

Hypothesis 1: Authoritarian leadership is negatively related to employee voice. 

Hypothesis 2: Benevolent leadership is positively related to employee voice. 

Hypothesis 3: Moral leadership is positively related to employee voice. 

Hypothesis 4: There are differences in the three leader behaviors of paternalistic leadership between a  

governmental organization and a Quasi-government organization.  

Hypothesis 5: There is difference in employee voice between a governmental organization and a Quasi- 

government organization.  

 

 

 

 



How Paternalistic Leadership affects Employee Voice Behavior in Korean Hierarchical Organizations?             52               
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Research model for testing causality between paternalistic leadership and employee voice 
 
3. Method  

2.1 Sample 
Data were collected from both governmental organizations including local governments and police 

organizations and Quasi-government organizations including public enterprises and government-funded 
Korean institutes. The sample of governmental organizations includes 195 employees under job control from 
at least middle-range or higher managers at local governments and police agencies in Daegu and Busan 
metropolitan who are in the process of participation in organizational decision-making. The other sample also 
includes 189 employees reporting directly to managers with job control in public enterprises and government-
funded Korean institutes in the same cities. A total of 384 employees participated in this study. Almost all of 
the participants worked in the headquarters (99%) at the job position of general staff. The majority of 
participants were male (78.6%); their average age was 39.21 years; their average period of office was 15.91 
years. 

 

2.2 Measures 
Paternalistic leadership was measured using an adapted version from Cheng and colleagues’ (2004) scale. 

This study first selected items that capture the essence and main concepts of authoritarian, benevolence, and 
moral leadership components. From the scale, we conducted the selection of items to apply for the Korean 
cultural context. This study asked employees to rate the leadership style of their immediate leaders with a 5-
item scale on authoritarian leadership, a 5-item scale on benevolent leadership, and a 5-item scale on moral 
leadership (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). The items for authoritarianism leadership were “My 
leader appears to be intimidating in front of subordinates”, “My leader is very strict with subordinates”, “My 
leader brings me pressure when we work together”, “My leader scolds me when I fail expected goal”, and “My 
leader disciplines me for violation of principles.” The items for benevolent leadership were “My leader often 
shows concern about me”, “My leader understands my preference enough to accommodate my requests”, “My 
leader encourages me when I encounter difficulties in work”, “My leader would try to understand the real 
cause of my unsatisfied performance”, and “My leader trains and coaches me when I lack required abilities at 
work.” At last, the items for moral leadership were “My leader is responsible for the job”, “My leader takes 
responsibility on the job and never shirks the duty”, “My leader sets an example to me in all aspects”, “My 
leader is well self-disciplined before demanding upon others”, and “My leader leads, rather than follows, 
subordinates to deal with difficult tasks.” All items of each variable showed a factor loading above 0.6 and 
loaded in three factors after Varimax rotation, demonstrating the validity of the constructs. Cronbach's alpha 
of the items for authoritarian leadership was 0.891, the items of benevolence leadership 0.883, and the items 
of moral leadership 0.864. The construct validity and reliability of the independent variables were confirmed. 

Employee voice was measured using a six-item scale by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) (1=strongly disagree; 
5=strongly agree) [18]. The items of the scale include “I speak up and encourage others in this group to get 
involved in issues that affect the group” and “I communicate opinions about work issues with others in the 

Authoritarian Leadership 

Benevolent Leadership 

Moral Leadership 

Employee Voice 
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group even if the opinions are different and others in the group disagree with me.” The coefficient of 
Cronbach's alpha was 0.86. 

 
Table 1. Factor analysis and reliability analysis to paternalistic leadwership 

 
Item 

Factor Cronbach 
alpha 1 2 3 

Authoritarian Leadership     
My leader appears to be intimidating... .799    

 
.891 

My leader is very strict with subordinates. .842   
My leader brings me pressure when we work together. .810   
My leader scolds me when I fail expected goal. .811   
My leader disciplines me for violation of principles. .797   

Benevolent Leadership     
My leader often shows concern about me.  .811   

 
.883 

 My leader understands my preference…  .823  
My leader encourages me when I encounter difficulties…  .821  
My leader would try to understand the real cause of…  .795  
My leader trains and coaches me when I lack…  .782  

Moral Leadership     
My leader is responsible for the job   .780  

 
.864 

My leader takes responsibility on the job…   .746 
My leader sets an example to me in all aspects.   .811 
My leader is well self-disciplined before…   .832 

 My leader leads, rather than follows, subordinates…   .858 
Eigenvalues 7.122 2.011 1.099  

Explained Variance (%) 41.245 8.990 8.671  
 

This article used some control variables to rule out the effects of irrelevant variables that could erode the 
degrees of freedom as follows: gender, age, and period of service.  

 
4. Results  

We assumed that there are differences in paternalistic leadership and employee voice between governmental 
organizations and Quasi-government organizations. In particular, governmental organizations and Quasi-
government organizations are the most representative organizations with a big hierarchy under the authority 
and power of the central government. However, even if they have a similar structure or system under a 
hierarchy, paternalistic leadership and employee voice may be different depending on the ways to run 
organizations, organizational culture, or institutions such as rules and laws, and so on, which could bring us 
into coming into more analytical and explanatory step for our research.  

First, this study conducted t-test to identify whether there are differences between governmental 
organizations and Quasi-government organizations. As we can see from Table 1, there is a significant 
difference in authoritarian leadership between governmental organizations and Quasi-government 
organizations, but not significant in benevolent and moral leadership. Mean (3.43) of governmental 
organizations is much higher than mean (3.01) of Quasi-government organizations (p<0.01). For benevolent 
and moral leadership, there are fewer differences between both organizations within the level of 0.05 to 0.07.  

Second, we can see that there is a significant difference in employee voice. Mean (3.49) of Quasi-
governmental organizations is much higher than mean (3.08) of government organizations (p<0.01). 

From Table 2, we can conclude that Hypothesis 4 and 5 are supported. For Hypothesis 4, there is a lack of 
completion for testing the hypothesis with partial support. 
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Table 2. Comparison in mean between two groups  

Variables 
Governmental Organizations 

Mean (SD) 

Quasi-government organizations 

Mean (SD) 
t-value 

Authoritarian Leadership 3.43 (.958) 3.01 (.684) 4.085* 

Benevolent Leadership 3.29 (.886) 3.34 (.680) 1.099 

Moral Leadership 3.12 (.811) 3.19 (.765) 1.572 

Employee voice 3.08 (.867) 3.49 (.656) 4.175* 
* p<0.01 

 
In Table 3, it is seen that benevolent leadership (r=.241, p < 0.01) and moral leadership (r=.383, p < 0.01) 

are most closely related to employee voice, but authoritarian leadership not.  
 

Table 3. Relationships between paternalistic leadership and employee voice 
 Paternalistic Leadership Employee 

Voice  Authoritarian Leadership Benevolent Leadership Moral Leadership 
1 1.0    
2 .226** 1.0   
3 -.119* .363** 1.0  
4 -.108 .241** .383** 1.0 

1: Authoritarian Leadership, 2: Benevolent Leadership, 3: Moral Leadership, 4: Employee Voice 
*p< 0.05, **p< 0.01 (two-tailed test) 
 

Regression analysis was conducted to examine the impact of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leader 
behaviors on employee voice. As we can see from Table 4, benevolent leadership has a positive relationship 
with employee voice (β=.189, p<0.01), and moral leadership is positively related to employee voice (β=.506, 
p<0.01). The impact of Authoritarian leadership on employee voice is not significant. In the impact strength 
on employee voice, moral leadership is much higher than benevolent leadership. From Table 3, we can 
conclude that Hypothesis 2 and 3 are supported, but Hypothesis 1 not. 

 
Table 4. Regression analysis 

Dependent Variable: Employee Voice B SE Beta t p 

Control 
Variables 

Gendermale .016 .067 .009 .240 4.358 

Age .065 .057 .090 1.130 1.406 

Period of Service .050 .032 .124 1.653 .104 

Independent 

Variable 

Authoritarian Leadership -.121 .066 -.124 -1.835 .056 

Benevolent Leadership .173 .047 .189 3.635 .000 

Moral Leadership .111 .015 .506 7.525 .000 

Constant 1.127 

R2 (Adjusted R2) .574 (.566) 

F 72.402* 

*p<0.01 

 



55                                   International Journal of Advanced Culture Technology Vol.8 No.2 48-57 (2020) 
 

Of the three leader behaviors of paternalistic leadership, benevolent leadership and moral leadership have a 
positive relationship with employee voice, which is similar to the research in China [6] and Four Asian 
societies [8]. However, the analytical result that authoritarian leadership has no relationship with employee 
voice represents that there is a difference in paternalistic leadership underlying between Korean culture and 
Chinese culture. 

 
5. Discussion 

The main purpose of this research is to identify the applicability of paternalistic leadership rooted in the 
Chinese cultural context to the Korean cultural context by conducting the empirical test on the impact of it on 
employee voice. The researches on paternalistic leadership closely have been progressed in mainland China. 
In a few countries especially including South Korea, there has been a very small number of studies to test the 
relationship between paternalistic leadership and organizational variables as outcomes variables of the 
leadership like job satisfaction, commitment, or performance. These tendencies of researches are not largely 
different from the existing literature examining the influence of leadership on organizations because they deal 
with the same variables as organizational variables explored by conventional leadership experiments. This 
researches would not contribute to improving the applicability and generalizability of paternalistic leadership 
in the Korean cultural context. In the early of this study, we pointed at the obvious curiosity on the applicability 
of paternalistic leadership in the Korean cultural context, referring to Chen et al.'s (2014) work testing 
applicability and generalizability of paternalistic leadership across cultural contexts. South Korea has been 
enjoying similar Confucianism to China or taking out away from it which means that South Korea has been 
trying to make a cultural change from traditional-focusing on collective value like a normative, ordered, and 
sacrificed to modern-focusing on individual value such as rational, self-centered, and egotistic. Under the 
cultural change Korean society has been understanding and practicing western styles of leadership like 
transformational and servant leadership. Paternalistic leadership could be observed in a style of leadership in 
the Korean cultural context. It is very cautious to take Chen et al. (2014) insistence that the applicability of 
paternalistic leadership in Korea could be built up based on Confucianism from China. We would point out 
that the cross-cultural approach can be appropriate or not in applying, interpreting, and predicting a specific 
culture to a similar culture without comparative and historical analysis. 

Back in the statistical analysis, there is a significant difference in the level of authoritarian leadership 
between governmental organizations (mean=3.43) and Quasi-government organizations (mean=3.01), which 
says that governmental organizations have more intensive characteristics of hierarchy than Quasi-government 
organizations. Leaders in governmental organizations are more likely to follow or prefer more concentrated 
authority and power, more specialized rules and laws, and more scheduled plans, whereas leaders in Quasi-
government organizations have more autonomy away from the legal limitations. From this view, we can get 
that authoritarian leader behavior may be different in hierarchical organizations depending on organizational 
culture and organizational restrictions on management. 

We need to have a look at the results of the analysis on the impact of three leader behaviors of paternalistic 
leadership on employee voice. Authoritarian leadership is not related to employee voice in the Korean cultural 
context but negatively related to employee voice in the Chinese cultural context. Authoritarian leadership is 
similar to non-democratic leadership with strong power, compliance or control, and one-sided communication 
that has been perceived as an old fashioned leader behavior in the Korean leadership literature. With the 
development of leadership in organizational practice, authoritarian leadership like non-democratic leadership 
has been fading away from the influential world of leadership on organizational outcome variables like 
performance and cultural reform. Both benevolent and moral leadership are positively associated with 
employee voice. Benevolent leadership focuses on good human-oriented relations with employees and moral 
leadership focuses on leader personalities like responsibility, norm, and ethics, which have been highlighted 
as traits or qualities for making good leaders or becoming qualified leaders. These are still well welcomed 
from the Korean leadership literature that is stuck into applications and practical use of modern leadership 
theory including transformational leadership, servant leadership, and ethical leadership.  
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To encourage and enhance employee voice in public organizations, we insist that managers should put their 
interest in the change of leader behaviors through self-assessing on styles of leadership. Considering the 
environment of leadership exerted under a hierarchical structure, employees could have much less opportunity 
for participation in organizational decision-making. With the enlargement of employees’ participation in the 
organizational process for improving organizational effectiveness, plus enhancing self-esteem through 
motivation, employee voice should be supported by leadership. Practical strategies for leadership should focus 
on building human relations with a trusted network between leaders and employees and exerting leadership 
through transparent and fair decision-making and organizational management. 

In conclusion, paternalistic leadership from the Chinese cultural context might be considered a style of 
leadership with unique characteristics of Chinese Culture, but not new. We could, regardless of the view, insist 
that styles of leadership might be molded or born with similar or akin figures. There is an obvious cultural 
boundary that can explain why the styles of leadership are different, with cultural similarity existing though. 
Moreover, the culture determinism approach to leadership that culture determines leader behaviors is slightly 
cautious in arguing or discussing the impact of culture on leadership particularly in terms of organizational 
practice since the related theories have not been confirmed or established yet. 
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