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Table 1. Individual-level variable
descriptive statistics and correlations
1 2 3 4
1. tenure
2. coaching -20% (.95)
3. justice -.18%* 67 (.94)
4. suggestion .07 S0 S1% (.92)
Mean 15.79 3.13 2.84 2.96
Std 9.07 74 .82 .54

note. * p < .05, ¥ p < .0l; unit of tenure= year,

N=138

Table 2. Team-level variable descriptive
statistics and correlations

1 2 3 4
1. team size
2. team tenure .08
3. efficacy -.04 .08 (.56)
4. TMX -17 -12 A1% (.88)
Mean 1231 12.18 3.84 3.31
SD 1.12 5.69 041 0.34

note. * p < .05, ¥* p < .01; unit of team tenure=

year, N=36

#AFQ 1cay), aglar H
d ICCE Z8sktt Hdw

Table 3 F=o]| A3 wj/fEAS vy B
A IX-NA AR Ao ARy TS Fo
v|EHAl 53819 31(y=.33, SE=.07, p<.001), 7}
A 1o] AAHAT 4 26comoll A AR
Aol HEANE fFrvletA  dSstoy
=77, SE=.08, p<.001), 7}d 2% A|A =it}
A4 3moyolA wiZiHAR ApEgle] &
AE AR FraAg Aol AQtasel
omgt JES mA= AoZ YEuTthy
=31, SE= .05, p<.001). H7}FAA2] /&
He AAIAH GrHEAEE FA EF
FAE o, AbAE g AA=H &
7} Fou|EtA] Fth(y=.16, SE=.11, ns.).
ueba g Aol AR At
WAE &4 vifske AeE deibth Bt
TS 7HHEaFe] gk sobel test A, 2z
= 288(p<.0DZ YER} 714 30] A HYt}

M il EHte] Fo8s gt 9
3 Hayes®] PROCESS model 45 ©|8&3}o] H
E 2 E @ H(bootstrapping) S 2 A]5}$I THTable 3
). HrEsAAd gk 4o AHE

= 75019, AR Eol gk HrhEg A
AFET= 212 BF A0 05 ¥
A skl HrlEAAde 7P Ed =8 s
°Z AFHETH07, 269 02 X3 &t
o ek AaaAs AdEse] BACA

B7hEe A ETE eI

Y 57 wgle] A5Ee AT F
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Table 3. Meditating effect of Individual-level & Significance test

Regression Analyses (Baron & Kenny, 1986)

Bootstrapping (Hayes’ PROCESS model)

95% Cl
model path vy SE I6] SE
LL UL
1 coaching (x) — suggestion (y) 33k .07
2 coaching (x) — justice (m) T 7 .08 75 .07 .60 .89
3 justice (m) — suggestion (y) Bk .05 21 .06 .08 33
4 x—>m-—y 16 11 15 05 07 26

Note. *#** p < 001, r is the unstandardized path coefficient of HLM analyses

Note. # of bootstrap sampling is 10000. B is unstandardized coefficient; CI = Confidence Interval, LL = Lower

Limit, UL = Upper Limit

| 7] & 2} 73%—% Mathieu9Jr Taylor (2007)7} 21]
Ag ez AR AF ARgE 49
3} ©]= Baron¥} Kenny (1986)2] wij7f &3}
WEAAE geE ARy BFos 49
Zo]tMathieu & Taylor, 2007).
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Table 4. Cross-level mediating effect of

TMX on suggestion behavior

criterion: suggestion

variable

modell model2 model3 model4

Individual
coaching (x)
justice (m)

Team-level

efficacy (X) 29%

T™MX (M)

.16 .16 .16

22%%k 0 88FEk D)%%

.29% .07
JOEE66%*

note. control= tenure, team size, team tenure

model 1 Level 1: suggestion = By+ rj

Level 2: By =

Gy + Goylefficacy) + Uoi

model 2~4 Level 1: suggestion = By + Bjjjustice)

model 2 Level 2: By =
model 3 Level 2: By =
model 4 Level 2: By =

*p < .05 ** p <01

~ 48 -

+ By(coaching) + =
Gy t Goulefficacy) + Uy
Go + Gu(TMX) + Uy
Goo + Goy(efficacy)
+ GuTMX) + Uy



& FFe AE AoE YERETHB=AL
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Table 5. HLM analyses of alternative

model, upper-level meditator(X—>M-m)
criterion: evaluation justice
variable
model5 model6 model7 model8
Individual
coaching (x) 68%Ek 68k .68
Team-level
efficacy (X) T4 T4%% 53k
TMX (M) .88** 62

note. control= tenure, team size, team tenure
model 5 Level 1: justice = By + 1;

Level 2: By = Gy + Golefficacy) + Uy
model 6~8 Level 1: justice = By + 1
model 6 Level 2: By = Gy + Goilefficacy) + Uy
model 7 Level 2: By = Gy + Gou(TMX) + Uy,
model 8 Level 2: By = Gy + Gous(efficacy) +

Go(TMX) + Uy
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SE=.13, p<.001).
2y 12004 AREAES
7187835 At Ee AAE AFE}OH,

Table 6. HLM analyses of Alternative model, lower-level meditator(M—m—y)

© HoFE YEIHTHy=.22, SE=.08,
2y 1304 BrhsgAde i ads dv
7 S8 An=AT BERAE

59l

Criterion
variable suggestion justice suggestion
model9 model10 model11 model12 model13
Individual
coaching (x) 3Gk G .16 .16
justice (m) 2%k 22%%
Team-level
T™MX (M) JOFEE T OFFE T4k 69k

note. control= tenure, team size, team tenure

model 9 Level 1 : suggestion = By + 1

model 10 Level 1 : suggestion = By + Byjcoaching) + r;

model 9~10 Level 2 : Bl)j = Ggg + Gl)l(TMX) + U()j
model 11 Level 1 : justice = By + By(coaching) + 1 ; Level 2 : By = Gyo + Gou(TMX) + Uy

model 12: suggestion = By + Bjj(coaching) + Bjjjustice) + r;
model 13 Level 1 : suggestion = By + Byjcoaching) + 1 ; Level 2 : By = G + Goi(TMX) + Uy

** p < 01, #¥F p < .001
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The Effects of Supervisor and Team on
Suggestion Behaviors of Workers in Manufacturing Setting:
Performance Management Efficacy and Coaching
through Individual and Team Processes

Ju Young Han Tae Young Han

KMAC Kwangwoon University

The suggestion behavior of blue-collar workers is a voluntary action that may contribute to organizational
effectiveness. The purpose of this study was to investigate the individual and team level processes of
suggestion behavior in relation to the performance management context. At the individual level, we
examined the effect of supervisor's performance coaching through workers' justice perception toward
performance management. At the team level, the study investigated the effect of supervisor' performance
management efficacy as a team factor to the extent to which team-member exchange (TMX) mediates at
the team-level on suggestion behavior. To test the research model, data from 138 skilled engineers were
collected in 36 teams of working for an automobile manufacturer. The results showed that performance
management justice perception fully mediated between petformance coaching and suggestion behavior, and
TMX at the team level also had a full mediation effect between performance management efficacy and
suggestion behavior. Further verification of alternative models has shown that the research model is more
compelling. The study identified the effects of immediate superiors and colleagues that were overlooked in
the previous study and found that it was necessary to manage the working environment rather than the

institutional elements to facilitate the suggestion behavior of field workers. Based on this, the implications,

limitations, and future research tasks were presented.
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