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Abstract

Purpose — In hotel industry, quality of leader-member exchange(LMX) relationship is very critical, because it impacts on
the employee’s work attitude and behaviors. Thus, this research examines the effect of LMX on employee loyalty in the
context of hotel business and identifies mediating roles of work stressors, work role performance in the relationship
between LMX and employee loyalty. This research suggests the guidelines for how hotel leaders should manage their
employees and build employee loyalty that improve management and business performance.

Research design, data, and methodology - This study tests the structural relationship between LMX, work stressors,
work role performance, and employee loyalty. Work role performance divide into three sub-dimensions such as individual
task proficiency, individual task adaptivity, and individual task proactivity. In order to examine the purposes of this
research, research model and hypotheses were developed. All constructs were measured with multiple items developed
and tested in the previous studies. The data were collected from 113 franchise hotel employees and were analyzed
using SPSS 22.0 and SmartPLS 3 program.

Result — The findings of this research are as follows. First, leader-member exchange(LMX) have significant positive
impacts on work stressors, work role performance, and employee loyalty. Second, work stressors have significant
negative impacts on work role performance and employee loyalty. Third, work role performance has significant positive
impact on employee loyalty.

Conclusions — The outcomes of this research indicate that hotel leaders should focus on the dyadic relationship with
their employees how to improve employee productivity through LMX relationship. In turn, the quality of this relationship
influences employees’s work attitudes and behaviors. As a result of increasing job demands in hotel business which
relies heavily on human resources, the hotel leader must find ways to prevent or reduce stressors and associated
strains. If hotel employees perceive the high quality of LMX relationship, they improve their work role performance which
influences loyalty. Therefore, the hotel leaders should develop monetary or non-monetary reward system for the
employees and, make an efforts to have unique social exchange relationships with employees.
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1. N2

LMX O|Z(Leader-member exchange theory)2 2| &2t M
H 7te| Wil(dyadic)o| & A0l SFE F11 UCt (Breevaart,
Bakker, Demerouti, & van den Heuvel, 2015; Graen &
Cashman, 1975; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). ¥gt & (Role
making)t Atz m$t O] 20| #2|E = LMX 0|20 [EH,
TASIS 3| Cofo| SETH WBBHS LHAIFIEM, 0 I
Bz T TM S| NRET U WSO WS O] A
Ct(Breevaart et al., 2015). Ct=9| MIMAIAOAE LMXC
EM0| XL OIFE, RN, IIUALNS, 2Q L 9
Febdar 22 74 o 3™H AFZDtet #E0| Qrtn
S CHDulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012;
lies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Volmer, Niessen,
Spurk, Linz, & Abele, 2011). &, 2|} HY 7+ Ats|H
wetPA Sl +=FEL2 H2 F=FEUM =2 F=EMA| A9 &
ol st 2| HE 77l 4 @ M0 CHECh= AE 9
ojstot.

SR = 2EeEoM =2 FHRFEMA 275= 7|
CHZHX 74 =OMX| B T4 JE0] ARF~HIPH0M =ol|=
2EY A FIK5A QUL Ol2gt MRAEAE 7Y
747410 gt at OfLf2t = Fo| AGYntolE 2 I
£ 0| XICKGilboa, Shirom, Fried, & Cooper, 2008). }Z2}A]
THRYAS MFAEYAE I = Uz WeHo] 23t
H, 20 2l Het @ 7+ uSHHA oM 2| Hel Hg
0] B2 HEZEE XHX|5tL QCKCulbertson, Huffman, &
Alden-Anderson, 2009). & LMXQ| Zof 2t AZ3 A
TR0l K| 5= AE Bl& +=FZ & ™SI TALHS &
FogduE aitxegz F0{0f oict.

2lEet 98 2 WUEez neldhs Ao ¥ Y=
I

= LMX EZ0o| 2 Xto|§ EOQlICt 0] LMXE 2| Het 74
o Wk 7t 4BME, WX 2 52 BN B #
Bt OfL|2t BRI It dM IFEoA M= 7F o|ESHD QU
= M3liH~2 7t EICKLI, Sanders, & Frenkel, 2012). EE
B LMXE 2| ot PR 2t mEE| $HIpyo| 33Nl
ZotE0 TYY M MEX|mO| SAHOl AghZ St

(Agarwal, Datta, Blake-Beard, & Bhargava, 2012).

oHH, SE 242 SANEE|E|LYNME S0
o oI o EE7F &OF 0|52l AbZ| AHHIZh Argdojof &
Y 92 oith 3957t 52 T2 AEHez o™
7|0 ZESHEM 2 Hap SFHe AMEAE /RIS
Mt = & S0 MSots AMH[22] EE SeA7|2
DS TFAIZ|7] RBHM= 0|52 HPAEYAS FaAl
713, ARG 2UHCE WS &+ Us 2| Het
TEE 7t dgeol mehEAvt FQsittn e & ULt
(Wallace, Edwards, Arnold, Frazier, & Finch, 2009).

et Ht o 20|, SANEI|EIMY M HHoz 5 ||
2ol g 29 UES flst 28X AXKAMEZ|E ?I5H
M 2| Eet g3 weEtA(LMX)2| 20| SYH| HFAE
gl g2t ZRYehdut] S Jgg ot MY
Yoz =75t O] B ZH A o] et H+t= Ol
S% &0l

et 2 ITOjME 3 W SUL0| AR|SHE 2] -7y
o mEmAet NRAEA, NRojshD, doln SN
Zto| YHWAS UFHoE B0 S W|go| Z8Hl
AYLDIE Qs IR T CfS A BH ANES
AR} ST}

2. 0|2 Hj

21, 2|H-7-d ¥ wehtA

2|E-7-8e ekt (Leader-member exchange: LMX)=
2[E(ZADQt TS R(FSHER)0| H(dyadic)Z O F= = &
ol gt Aol HROIM &= &0 Qs dMEl= ZatE el
sty A E  o|0|stCHBerdicchia, 2015; Breevaart et al.,
2015; Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013). 2|E-74& mztaHA 0|
E(LMX theory)2 = 2 A (Vertical-dyad linkage: VDL)
O|2& 2 7to 2 YUHME|0| RtCHChaurasia & Shukla, 2013;
Gerstner & Day, 1997). VDL(Vertical-dyad linkage) O|2&
Ao PHYSS ATjHoz Bl I3t 3 S T o
M 50| SOILPILE B HET} &2 S0 THH0H
o] ME= W Mthin-group)22 7S, 1 9 LA H
£2 9 FEoutgroup) 02 £FI0! 2| Ci7t 242t 2 o
SHE WAISICHE 2] G4 O|20|CHChaurasia & Shukla,
2013; Culbertson et al., 2009). Lj&lEin-group)2 2| 2
£H Egst 2l g A EX|2 2| & Ehout-group)
2 SALQE 25to| MYMQl Bt KMoHE +=Fo| X| YTtS

A ECh F, 2E-TdR deEA(LMX) O|E2 2| (Y
Aheb FERAESHER) Afolel WRo =TS H=F0 2l 4
B E WHE S FSIR| A wat ojLzt Py
YUEE 2| H2RE SYS P WX YECHE US BX
StCHCulbertson et al., 2009).

Boies and Howell(2006)2 =2 +==9| 2| H-7+48&
HALMX)OM = d=7te| MRt EES EOE 714 2
Ol 2| H2RH Aet X|X[E &1, B0t B 7HK| U= F
FE A X2, 2 2l H-FE uSALMX)| AUs
THUES 1 A UM SAHQ A R FHO| wat
FE +=d5IA i iQich &, LMXe| HO| HoH #
2 2| b AFREQl 2 AT [X|SHX|E &2 LMXQ|
12 R[5t 78 ¥2 B HERE HiEel 2aS TA &
HMA XX|E e AR EHSHA =Lt
2|E-Td R WA LMX)= 2| et el 4% uEl
HAE S TR FIAYUSS LHAF = AR
=2 LMXe| A2 A RS2 X170 tiet Efe of dS
S0l 3EHQ S 01N 2P EE Al Z2 #8t of
2t 7+ ol 0| Zlole & W1 FHEE =0l gES 3
CHChen, Lam, & Zhong, 2012; Li et al., 2012). Chaurasia
and Shukla(2013)= MZ Ct 2 2|H-7d@ mSHHA(LMX)
of oM &= X| Z9| Xto|7t LHRUER Sto7 2T+
Ol ciet EEar MAZS| XtO|E 7t M2t 0|52 ZF-dutof
M XHO|E EQICR SIRACH. F, LMXQ| HO| 228 14
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rr mX ox 1

2

=

o

A0

_—



Eun-Jung Kim, Jae-Won Cha, Tae-Won Kang / Korean Journal of Franchise Management 9-4 (2018) 33-43 35

AS0| O &2 HIYWMES LA et
$HH, 2|04 DHTHLMOE T4 go| HRAsy

AQF Ote  IR{MO| QIC} (Culbertson et al., 2009; Thomas
& Lankau, 2009). 2|5 RZ430| Q10 A4 ofA & &
ot datg Holstl JHKIE MAlS ELEM THYUSE O
27 k=0, 22 +=F2 LMXe 2| Hel 4 -0 Cigt X|
ot At oMAECR T YOl K| ot ROl 2%
Y0 getdsdE 0 7 R ARAEYAE AN
Zl sob ofL|z} el AAZ XIAEQ| Hstof CHst 7|C
XE SHHE QAGHA Bt AERAE E 27| ot
Culbertson et al., 2009; Harris & Kacmar, 2006). HtH, S
2 &9 2| O-7d ¥ mEHA(LMX)= 78 HS0| 2[HE
HE RZA Zost MELF X[XE M "HlA X 250
ZQF,'_AEEﬂﬁ: Z7tAIZICHHarris & Kacmar, 2006).

—

_{

22 HEAEHA
EEAED A(Work stressors)= AFZ ot QQI0| 2|22~
ARt = BRESIY O|F sfelel dFa ATE Moo=

g deld E£= d2H =Ug e Fle 48, U8 82
BHY A™doz Ho|=ICHCavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling,
& Boudreau, 2000; Lambert, Hogan, & Griffin, 2007;
Parker & DeCotiis, 1983). &, XEAEFHAE T & 142
O] RE += dst= g0 =¢h zHEY, &k, WSt
28t 22 23 4E 52 d¥st= AO|CKHBolino &
Turnley, 2005). Cavanaugh et al.(2000)2 I":'AEEﬂA?f
ZX PHRlo] YHIL HuiE wojsts RNl Zug x
dote 2B A Q22N Y Hodur Ay ZS0M
|oIstC . SFRICE
Ugtoz HDAs AL HRE|T 9 Hajo|
OjXEE], MRas UM NEN AEYAS B
SIE 42N 2D KR oy o g2 M
1A, Folg A, NREQ Kot So2 oIt NI
288 X1°HAI5’I 97| Xl HEE SHA Elct(Garg
& Dhar, 2014; Gilboa et al., 2008; Thomas & Lankau,
2009). Thomas and Lankau(2009)= Z|2 o} at#H = sk Zt
Sht o msN QOI0f| 7|t AE AT KR ZOLE,
XoMa 27 S1p Z+e EEMO| HINE XYSCID H
11, Karatepe and Uludag(2008)= =ielo| 2|2 skt at
HEl AE g2 @0l0] ARt FekE o| Xtk OP%'Ef
EfA Q1K MH|20f et o EE7F =2 2 87[)el 4
S0l 2P 2PN FHst= 2ERA0| 2|7t 73%";
dato| Zast aflojzt g 4= ULt
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2.3. A2 ogkgnt

A2 A5k il work role performance)= S R0| & 2ot
pEEl NBaso| ZNY Melo| Fgez el
(Murphy & Jackson, 1999). Welbourne, Johnson, and Erez
(1998)= ligen and Hollenbeck(1991)2| <%t 0] Z(Role
theory)at FH| ‘JO|E(Identity theory)S HIZSZ XEAH
Mupol 7 EE JWSIRICE Graen and Scandura(1987)=

|
k

o

g ol 20 et Y
ZdlisiCtn §FQICE
Hlt-i Ol22 2=
IRl xRogo| 2
5|E|'_T|_ _7'<_x+o+oq|:f

S, Griffin, Neal, and Parker(2007)= = %10| £%t4Als}
MBS O EXMOI AMSH| XXS QX Z=QQo| M2 X
gdgtdit 2 B2 HAIBHRA Ef olg{gt AR El= S
zel oigi rlNgMel dEe 7 gate BHOIN
A8 s=LE(Individual task proficiency), 22 HM8E
(Individual task adaptivity), =5 ZIF Z(Individual task
proactivity)2| Al ZtX| St(AIELZ T #E|CHChaurasia
& Shukla, 2013; Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007). s=xkt=
7Helol sS4zt 2 £ U= AFO0| chet QT et 7|tHE 55
AZ = Q&= MEE o|0|stCHChaurasia & Shukla, 2014).
XSz J4Ql0| XSet BHEE MRE 7| £0|Lt gl u
2o & 831 EEE £S5l M2 LotCi(Hauschildt &
Konradt, 2012). OfX|&toz, FIF &= 74210 XEot 2+
B ME2R2 A2Z(ZE)0IL Y 7 dgo| HlE o Hstn
ARE + #ep| o A7l FEx WSS Hote HEE
O|0|stCHLeong & Rasli, 2014). £ ALAM= 12 EI a4
7t CH¥SHR| D A ESRSFEO0| "*"* XD A= =2
AN BARE Jfolo] NP SmE, HSE U HHE
2E ZQsictn g = 9'7|01| HEAYEAE M 7HX] Xt
Hoz 7L 2510 H|AISHRAC.

1ok

Burke(1991)1} Thoits(1992)= &
I

|->I

TYE 2FR0A =2 7HKIE

2 o8 7HX| 542 HFdgs
*

at
%“SEFEI =g H0f = gE(0f0F

1> 4o K

S B9 =(Employee loyalty)= SHRA0| = X0f LS
IR @RI Wamel AN F HelE U X Hof
Hog{= o= E o|0|3tCK(Yee, Yeung, & Cheng, 2010). O]
23 SHEE SYH0| K| 2t HR2Y wE X Hoj of
ot EQAOZEE 7|QI5}H(Pandey & Khare, 2012), S
o dE1tO| Zo=E OFE = UA BiCt (Chen, Chen,

Tsui, & Chiang, 2016). Matzler and Renzl(2006)= Z2{/9
=2 =MEE X X2 0| ESHX| Yo o Y F Mo

J-_||. e HotMo| 7 Yoz JHEICID SHRUCE M2 =
ololo] ZHEE QXIAZ|7] SISME XS] chet X 2
3h A, ZB0|M0| S7|R0] U R, HIMO 2], &
HHE S =H7[=|el £, ZLEI SR HAYE 52
2450| £

HHZ|O{OF SHCF(Kumar & Shekhar, 2012).

3. AaA

31, g2y

Qo8 YA AU
UTDHS HYSteCt

Zd0|EfE Z‘jxﬂ o|-0-|| <F|gure 1>9|
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3.2, A7

321, LMX, HEAER A, HRogdn, J2(n S &

g 7ol 2

BIO-TAY TSALMX)E XRAEHAQt HFHOI
20| QCKThomas & Lankau, 2009). Harris and Kacmar
(2006)= 2| L7t THEJOA HEH0| M oot IS B
OfsiF=1 70X MA| o2 TS 0] B4 &l=
=2 £FQ| LMXE dHstn e 42 7ol dgst
OIAtAE X| R 2 T & Fob St g 2
2EE U2AFA HBLAEYAE H2AFXE, Z2 =F
o LMXe| & 20|z T+HY=S0| 2| HE 2H & Fof st
FHELX| §2 & HopA| 2R 51 EEAER AT St
Sotn ShIC

Gerstner and Day(1997)2} Dulebohn et al.(2012)2 LMX
of Mo P4 glo| FRHH M of AR Ml IYHo=
TR0 ATk SYCL I, &2 $EO| LMXE R[S

e 2| Hof Chst B440] HOrE Bk ofL{2f, S0
Ot et SUE7F 20t Rt sCtn &
== QUCt(Chaurasia & Shukla, 2014).

StH, Agarwal, Datta, Blake-Beard, and Bhargava(2012)
Q} Alfes, Shantz, Truss, and Soane(2013)= 2| H2to| wmat
Aol HO| =2 TSR0 Hlg{ LMXe| Ho| @2 FdJ
o| 0| Ao|x=7t &Lt SIS, Mayfield and Mayfield
(2002)= 2| G| =2 +=&F2| aFel AHARLAOME
SR HEL, 2N X FHEE =0t SHRACH.

2t = FoME L2 d77Hd S 28eitt

E

<H1> LMXE SRAER A0 QO3 ()0 Y82 0| A
Aolct.

<H2> LMXE= S8 SHE0| R003HH (19 ¥ 0
A Zo|ck

<H3> LMXS Zeoizrgmel o3t (+)o] ¥ge ol
& Z{o|ct.

322 RDAEF A, EDooistMqt
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Karatepe and Uludag(2008)= = & FAtRo| 22
AE oS ZET A BB 22 o
on, 22gu0 g2 0| FLkn SALE =
t=dl A0f 2EB|A= SRS 2 2, A
NalH 2Ee nEAA NPT £E
g %= QICkH(Wallace et al., 2009).

w8 HRAE Aot S SMEO) S FHH
Jamal(1990)1} Thomas and Lankau(2009)2| &7t
Of MRAEY AV S5 TYE &7 =
7S ot 2 Qict
A2 2 T M .

ety £ GRojAE Cheol Gipvkeg MEstct
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323 MEoizaNel FYUY S 7Ho| B
Usroz HRoEyIlet SHE to] BN FY
O X 2ot NRATHI} &2

=5 ZZX0f Cist OfZto|
4 O|F|o|=7F WotE ot o] d33%17|1E 3
UYst= OF SO|A EFRIOIA = 20| CHe SHH= Of7|st
A EICHPandey & Khare, 2012). SY 0| M7t =0t &
=5 ZHOo| dHde = AL § SHHOE J|0fst= F=FO|
=O0tM 7ol dYdit7t wORRIctn & = RACKYee et
al, 2010). &, S| XFALU 2 &SN 2T 55k,
Hotol| Chet M 8, AH7| FeX #SQ T F =7t SO0 EH=
g 3dz7t SOt7Icta & 5= ALt
et 2 GIo|ME Cheo ATrbde Mstt

1 o
-
I
e

<2

3

<H6> =! E_Q‘-Il'é'l-klj_ll-
o
=

L

33. B0 Ho| 9l 5%
DE gEs2 M2 AE ME(MY = MY 1K ¥
= 09 102 SHEUC

3.3.1. 2|0-TA mBkRA|(LMX)

2IE-TE @ WSHEAH((LMX)= ARt 2351 7H Az ilE|,
Moy, £, o7, BERE L4 58 =
A= ™O|Z|QACHBreevaart et al.,, 2015). 2 AF0|M 2| -
TR wEEtA(LMX)= DeConinck(2009)2| M@ CITE Ht
So2 B o 4o ¥ +FE0 F 7ol g2oR
SHE|ALCE

[mm] L OO Sk g = o
YA AL S0 T U WX, 3%, SHLHS

gojste SAE0l AME X MEN ojnjo] AER
AQ0lo2 HO|r|H(Lambert et al., 2007), Cavanaugh et
al. (2000)°] MHOATE HiEoR B A Ayo| WA &
8lof 571 2=o2 FFEEUCL

2y
NooishyIle S0l o 2ot BAE NRsuo| BX
X HMolol Totoz O|L|[H{(Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013),

helo] MR sHE, MBE, MUFHEZo| M 7H| siRIXtde
2 HAZIQCE 2 AN IR EHItE Griffin, Neal,
and Parker(2007)2| MSHOIIE HIEICE T Ao 2HA|
£H™E|0] ZtZto| SFQK} 0| 37| =M = 97 2oz
&ALk

SUY 8= F M= A = Ao Hedis =2 F
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o|r|H(Yee et al, 2010), Lee, Kim, and Kim(2014)1t
Schwepker(2001)2| MAAHAE HiFg=Z 2 A &0
A =HEEo 574 2Eez EHYEUCL

34 H=dA A 2HYH

= AF0ME MEX|G0| fXISt £ 12 =2
= Hde=z d2RAIE AR 42X &
Hiz=3to] Of & FSHEO|7LE 2843t
HMelgt & 113871 240 o] EXIRACt +TE A
SPSS 22.04} SmartPLS 3.0 EAuf7|X| =2 0| 25
O] BME(QUCE. Z=AMCHAL| & Y S4S Tp 2f5t7| 2{ok
Bl=gY, ZE=T9 MLt EfgE S fl6f =l
a0lE4 Sl A 240 AL Aen, Hetel A=
g ASS Fol F=EYEM0| HAIZ AL

U 4T 4T rde
b e i i o

n

Al=<H
R

4.1. #=0| guty E4
il

= o o] 8=l 113Ho| SEXI0f| CHsh Y Bty Ed2
<Table 1>1} Z'C}. TX], AL O|XK58.4%)7} HXH41.6%)

=
O} B2 ZHOZ LIEY, ZEBO0RE 0 E(74.3%)0| 7|
2(23%) 2L} B ACE A2 20M|-29M((50.9%) 7t 7HE B 2%
1, O 2o 30~39A4(43.7%), 40A| O|A(4.5%)2| =22
LIEHRCE s &2 20 S€(65.8%)0 7HY B2 H
2 AXStAL, Ao o2 0f stu E¢(39.8%), CHEHY
0|&(4.4%)2| w22 LIEFICE XP|= & Hh AHH(78.8%), X|
HiQI=(15.9%), FMT B EEEB.5%) =22 A LIEHC,
Ox|2fe 2, x SARBIL s s do| 27 7|2H2 213 0]
5H42.5%)7F 7FE B Qtn, D 0202 3~514(20.2%), 10~14
1H(16.9%), 6~914(12.2%), 1514 O|4h(4.5%) =22 LIEHLICE

»

2. ZHER0| EIYY L MY A

2 G0N E 2| O- P DHTA(LMX), A2,
Yeostyn 12|10 SHE0| Of g202 THE % a7
THRlol TFUXIRIE0| SmartPls 3.02 O 85t0] FM&|QACt
(Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012; Hair, Hult, Ringle,
& Sarstedt, 2016). HA, Al2|A42 Cronbach’s a2t HCH
2| MZ|E(composite reliability: CR)E 0| 235101 =0IZ|RULCt.
<Table 2>0A{e} 2¢0|, 2|E-TAHY mSBALMX)QL &2
AEH A0 CHSE Cronbach’s a= Z+2t .895, .803, CR Zf2
920, .866 2|1 XFAgdito| SHXHRAQl JHRlo| s
L (Individual task proficiency), Z&-&(Individual task
adaptivity), ZIF Z(Individual task proactivity) &-EHL|0f CH
St Cronbach’'s o= .770, .780, .755, CR Zt& .867, .872,
86002 dHIMoz QIE|0X|= 7|&Q 708 Y= Z{o
2 LIEMHCE =M 50| LSt Cronbach’'s o= .901, CRZf2
9272 LIEHLE ME[H0l= F2[7F Qe A2 FHEHEICH

CHgoz, EIEe 4+ HEITND THEEEoR B 2E)

O ASEIRULE <Table 2>0 M} 20|, 2t 20210 HIHE 2
QIMXY 2t0| .70 O|40|0f, AVE £{0| .50 O] =2 LIEIL}
Zb AFCHRIE9| 5= HEIEYO| (5 k| RACE 12|10 HEHE
&2 Fornell-Larcker 7|& ZtOM AVEQ| X &X(square
root) ¢{0| &tatEtA ZiECH 3™ THEEIYMO| e AR
A=, o] 7|E2 AHm=Z Z1f, <Table 3>0 M2 Z0|,
AVE 2o T Z2 20| AT A Zwct 3A et
oy, WS 0| 2 GAREIRIS Zho| AT ol Xt 5710
AVE ZtSCt X2 202 LIEfL} 2 GIREHRIS 7to] Bhs
EFE0] UBEIQICL B, ABAS ol of Fa-ErEy
EMH|&& L}IEtL|= HTMT(heterotrait-monotrait) & 4HH
2 AN}, <Table 4>0|AQF Z0[, .239~1.028(p< .01)Z L}E}
Lt ZHHEF &HM0| Qe Aoz ol S CHHenseler, Ringle,
& Sarstedt, 2015).

<Table 1> Demographic Profiles

Frequency %

Category (n=113)
Male 47 416
Gender Female 66 58.4
20-29 years 57 50.9
Age 30-39 years 49 43.7
40 and over 6 4.5
Missing 1 0.9
. Single 84 74.3
Marita Married 2 23.0
Missing 3 2.7
Two year college 63 55.8
Education Four year college 45 39.8
Graduate school or more 5 44
Employee level 89 78.8
Position Floor manager level 18 15.9
Dvision manager 4 3.5
Missing 2 1.8
Under 2 years 48 425
Duration 3-5 years 23 20.2
of length 6-9 years 14 122
in current 10-14 years 19 16.9
workplace 15 years or more 5 4.5
Missing 4 35

43 ApEHo|

2 dF0Me AFEES HI15H7| 2510 SmartPls 3.0
0| O] 8E&|RICKHChin, 1998; Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
2016). PLSE LjAiEiao] M2 #|rfe), 5 2AEO]
Z|Chet £ FRA XABE flot AT M 2o 24
Bt O 2(Vinzi, Trinchera, & Amato, 2010), Ct21t 22 &
#oz HIIL|YCHHair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2013; Hulland,
1999; Tenenhaus, Vinzi, Chatelin, & Lauro, 2005).

WX, Y} o ZHTEIt BILE|JUCE AW, CHESA
Mg Tl C7| 5t 2AHHENY Ol(Variance  inflation
factor: VIF)O| 5&C} XHOJOF 8}= O, & HT0jA= 1.000~
151322 LIEIL} OHE3Md A7t 8le A2Z LIEGCH
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<Table 2> Measurement model

Constructs and Items IFac.tor o rho-A CRa AVEb
oadings
Leader-member exchange .895 .904 .920 .657
1. My immediate supervisor understands my problems and needs. .761
2. My immediate supervisor recognizes my potential. .835
3. Regardless of how much formal authority my immediate supervisor has built
into his or her position, my supervisor would be personally inclined to use his -
or her power to help me solve problems in my work.
4. 1 can count on my supervisor to "bail me out” at his or her expense when I 839
really need it. '
5. My immediate supervisor has enough confidence in me that he or she 845
would defend and justify my decisions if I were not present to do so. '
6. I usually know where I stand with my immediate supervisor. .835
7. My working relationship with my immediate supervisor is extremely effective. 742
Work stressors .803 .835 .866 619
1. The degree to which politics rather than performance affects organizational )
decisions.
2. The inability to clearly understand what is expected of me on the job. .808
3. The amount of red tape I need to go through to get my job done. .850
4. The lack of job security I have. 737
5. The degree to which my career seems "stalled. .746
Individual task proficiency .770 771 .867 .686
1. Carried out the core parts of your job well. .852
2. Completed your core tasks well using the standard procedures. .841
3. Ensured your tasks were completed properly. .789
Individual task adaptivity .780 .782 .872 .695
1. Adapted well to changes in core tasks. .823
2. Coped with changes to the way you have to do your core tasks. 811
3. Learned new skills to help you adapt to changes in your core tasks. .866
Individual task proactivity .755 .757 .860 671
1. Initiated better ways of doing your core tasks. .798
2. Come up with ideas to improve the way in which your core tasks are done. .853
3. Made changes to the way your core tasks are done. .807
Employee loyalty 901 .905 927 717
1. I will be happy to spend the rest of my career in this hotel. .853
2. I say positive things about my hotel to other people. .860
3. I recommend our hotel to someone who seeks my advice. .842
4. T will not quit this hotel in next 3 months. .788
5. I will not quit this hotel in next 6 months. .887
®CR: composite reliability
PAVE: average variance extracted
<Table 3> Fornell-Larcker Criterion, Mean, and Standard Deviation (SD)
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Leader-member exchange .810
2. Work stressors -.253 .787
3. Individual task proficiency .550 -197 .828
4. Individual task adaptivity 492 -.370 721 .834
5. Individual task proactivity 468 -.289 711 792 .819
6. Employee loyalty 619 -370 653 741 676 .847
Mean 4494 3.750 4733 4.856 4.844 4.630
SD 1317 1.294 1173 1116 1.148 1.297
**p<0.01

Note: Bold numbers indicate the square root of AVE.
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<Table 4> Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

39

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Leader-member exchange
2. Work stressors .266
3. Individual task proficiency 649 239
4. Individual task adaptivity 574 438 929
5. Individual task proactivity .559 451 932 1.028
6. Employee loyalty 677 .389 .780 877 815

EW, LiAYRS0| MYEE LIEH)E 27 #1520l R0 2f
shM oFHe st BEEle0, 2 AF0MeE HREAER
A .064(6.4%), ZRAEE0t .339(33.9%), S =M
647(64.7%)2 Falk and Miller(1992)7} F|A|SH .10(10%) &
Ch = LtEHACH ZFAER A M40 4HAHO| Ot KX
of Z2ogduet YUY FEEo| dEHH0| HH X
Ao2 LIEL} L0l HHEO0= X7t gl A2
T CHEICE
A, OSHLE X|F=2M LEHFol T =42 LIEHY
= YL WwXIEtEME & 2(Construct cross-validated
redundancy; Q?)Zt0| AF &&[RUC} O] 22 0L 3™ OfF
Motz e Ao= T EElEL, AFAE-Y A 030, 2R
Agdat 177, YUY FHEIL 4202 LEILE O] 7|EES
SZA|ZICE BYO| o= LIEHH= SRMR(standardized
root mean square residual) Zf2 .0952 7|&X|9l 1 L=
08HLCH X2 Aoz LIEILL KEHE2 =8Y £ U= =&
o= T HE|QIC}

[hgoz, P2EY M (Model fiys HYZH(RY)(%)Q
o AU AHRFEE|E[(Communality)e| Bx ZtE S50, |
=H(Square root)2 2 WIIL|l= 2 WEAM Ao =i
(Goodness of Fit; GoF)0f Q|s{A EItr|=r, YUbtRo=z
AREEEQ] HAY2 AVE gt SYSHA A 8EICH

(Tenenhaus et al., 2005; Zolkepli & Kamarulzaman, 2015).
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<Figurel> Estimates of the structural model (PLS)
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<Table 5> Structural estimates (PLS)
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Paths Estimate t-value p f Results
H1 | Leader-member exchange — Work stressors -253 2.547 011 .068 Supported
H2 | Leader-member exchange — Work role performance .506 6.197 .000 362 Supported
H3 | Leader-member exchange — Employee loyalty 272 3.207 .002 144 Supported
H4 | Work stressors — Work role performance -.188 2479 013 .050 Supported
H5 | Work stressors — Employee loyalty -121 2,091 .037 .037 Supported
H6 | Work role performance — Employee loyalty 571 7.014 .000 612 Supported
R’ Q
Work stressors .064 .030
Work role performance .339 177
Employee loyalty 647 429
5.1. GITZATO| QOF QU AJARY 48 BAHE |AS0] 4B IS T FR S Y= xHE
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