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I
A Z3l7] ofele Weres w=s Wskshs A AEE Ae ket AE
2 A%sa ook FWshs 49 Aol A%shn AnbHoR A8l slsA 24

Zo|th(Pearce & Sims, 2002; Srivastava, Bartol & Locke, 2006; Sims, Faraj & Y
2009). Y Jide] =UE o]F, oy AF AFE T duYd e

Y, ol 5 24 el xe] AunEe] FAA JaFS vAtHs A

]

N

9k,
o] 54 =] %l tH(Sparrowe, 1994; Birdi, Clegg, Patterson, Robinson, Stride, Wall & Wood,
2008; Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen & Rosen, 2007; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).

ok At7F uRlE e e AR Bl AFst o, dAned Y
ol BAH o T S W A3} ool RAHe ATE v & Yok A7) <
E A|tE] itk (Boatwright & Forrest, 2000; Wilkinson, 1998), 72 W2}oj| 4] Cheong,
Spain, Yammarino & Yun(2016)2 {utd tilo] S Al =W enabling
process®} 2 ¢l =W2| burdening process? &3k 4= S A|AFALE o]F
Lee, Cheong, Kim & Yun(2017)-2 ‘Too-Much-of-a-Good-Thing & }(Pierce & Aguinis,
2013)eF Juk9l= 2ltj 9] ‘Dual task processing(Cheong et al., 2016)'2 o] 2% 7|4t
oz ko] Juid FEAY Y I 3 494 oA FA TAE HAH. ¢

A<
H T ™
AT AUE FFHOR ofsfati ¢

shgle eeiAle] ATE B glstel B AT AnhelY e yel FAAo) 7
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2 sho] Ame AT A7) Bl WAS 2USE Mol o4

STALMX)E AT Ea eidle] autge Beels] Aaiie ad, 74
A, A% 89e aEsfof gtk dHA Y] ATAE AA £4 A (Interactional
framework of analyzing leadership)®]l 7|d9tslo], AM&F @Qloa 22| FAAY AMs 2}

_9_ J_7<4/H S A WHolog AA OH 74_01.93\1;].

i

|ﬂ

I, o2 uj u AT 7

1. Ymbei2l 2|EA(Empowering Leadership)zt 2k £~H(Task Performance)

eeale ThE Aol dgel, L AR 713 4 G BT Jarele WAkt
7] S15F ThoReh WES ERATHSims ot al, 2009). DAL chkat WA O ® st

Holed, 2 g9 d5s Fol st 2luA £33 85 th(Yukl, Kennedy,
Srinivas, Cheosakul, Peng & Tata, 2001), “L oJ|A] Pearce & Sims Jr.(2002)2 2| 4]
< oAl 7R EFsHT (1) 37 A (aversive) B E A2 23] P o= Fub, A
AZE dem, (2) A4 A (directive) 2T e B H3k &, (3) 724 (transaction)
2l /A B Alsa e o] HelE i Ps o ghvh, 1eja (4) ¥
& A (transformational) 2]} (5) Y3+ (empowering) 2| T4 o] At

AEAQ YA 22 G225 dol B2 271 248itr] A|AFshH A Qahg] 9
iAol tiet =2)7F @ds] o] Folx]al Qlvy, Yubld TS GAE AR4lel HEhe
224 FEAHEY sz H LSl ALY Aol qlof ARt A 2,

YRR ez £7]) Holg 4= QAL 3= ZAo]th(Strauss, 1964; Srivastava et al., 2006).

)

34 Ql PEors FAUEY SHA A4 d5 Aesta, d2E Axsh,
FAEEC] 222 AT 5 Qs F5i1, A A Bl LS AR AY
AYES] o1& TE3| E0l5F= Ao th(Pearce & Sims Jr. 2002).

Fubels A fu o duels FE W U APA duvE Iy
oA B4 =9t A WA, Arnold, Arad, Rhoades & Drasgow(2000)2 2|t] 2] 2§
oA dubel= 2 AS EA43T Amold et al. (2000) Yo 2HAS 449
50 A7l A5y SAY & e Uas SAATIH, el slolA FAEEe] 2
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= FEE dovle 4 AASH: Aolztar Aolstaict, dad dudE A
. oA A Aol AT 713 Al FAIA Qs 9 2
A, ARAS W AHA ] T 7 5ol AAEATHAmold et al., 2000). o] 23t A
o] YY) FFY T Hxe LS| AAR FRHORE A dRE &
Y= sh= Zlo|th, F HAZ, Thomas & Velthouse(1990)+= JIHYHEES 1449
A F71Fof el Hostict, 22 FAAUE] AHAlA Foj A
of thisto] FaFe, 59, YnidT AH S 7Tkl QIAE 4= Qlojof Hl= 4 ¢lute
B e auprp dAgRekal Heleh o] 7hA] 84 bl
YHE g oz Ao % Ach(Spreitzer, 1995).

A E A Aidel o] oA AFARE Abolo A FEkRt oj7) o] Foj A
23471 wliZoll(Conger & Kanungo, 1988) Auheld 2|54l E}% geA et &5
T gty 55 9 duAe W8 Yuydy vlaEe, 52 48 $HEHe

=

3] "] /Edol g5 R v} 9Jth(Tekleab, Sims Jr, Yun, Tesluk &

fr

ol A7) Qe BxE HoA =4 dA9 R
ke Yuide d2on, o5 Fxs] 913t s ome HHS Al
& WAS ARESHL, FAUENA =& ARE 7]
tet= A 5ol Ack(Bass, 1985), W& 4 24l 2|7F FAUS LA AS 7
2im OAF AA s Hik=
oA &l 2o AAE W2 AE A2 F 4 Uth(Fong & Snape, 2015;
Kark, Shamir & Chen, 2003). ¥Id A& 2o AFaRAl HIHS F5ta 9lo,
TREEANA HIE U Fo] LSl IdFE ATl ol ALAE Fojshe A
o] d4lojtH(Arnold et al.,, 2000). 1 A3} FAALES HAS 201 AAZ ox} A
W 4= Utk Amundsen & Martinsen(2014) & A-oflA Jubelw) 2jef4]a W4 g
HAl A= Afo]o] ¥ Bl/do] dFElon, A0 HYA ARHEE 95
of Qlol dublR o] WA et B 7t =3t
ojg] A5 A5 B9l Ao gudlo] 24| Wgo A o] Aise] Fake wXith
Aol SHEAC Y S A5 vk} wedo] .o v (Sparrowe, 1994), 23]
AJAFA (Birdi et al., 2008), ¥ 43 (Chen et al., 2007), %24 (Zhang & Bartol, 2010)%}
= Aol ATIAE HHek Hbd 7&K (Spreitzer. Kizilos & Nason, 1997), ©]%] o|&
(Sparrowe, 1994)2h= F-4] AiA| of Qlgo] ¥raf Xl vl glct,
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ol T =& Wl 4 7l AF 43 (job performance)> WHEAC2 ¢ 3 (task
performance) ¥} % 2] A| W35 (organizational citizenship behaviors) 22 U= 4 ATk
(Williams & Anderson, 1991). #}¢] =32 2|5 7|0 3AZ o2 AdgH JFrs -+
NP2 A 71eXE Flol dol 229 a3E #ol7] 9
ok 22 4 %%—4 7\]"?:_]’@% ¥E= 2v3tth(Organ, 1988). °|F I +P2 =7
AeAor A7) fls el AFlor & dabA 4-\10]5]’ Akl 4ol
ZA Y go] 3t Aol Ao th(Srivastava et al., 2006)= AGe}t WS AH
4 2H71 2]l A (self-leadership) 0] SHYE2] 3ol T2 F3FS nZth= A47F 2
%) cH(Prussia, Anderson & Manz, 1998), SFA|TF Aub{ e g Al 48] Ax}o} 2
HHoz F& A AR Frh= AT Ayt ESE AJAE] QT Ahearne, Mathieu &
Rapp, 2005; Srivastava et al., 2006), o]t A3t= ALl 2ol 3L 7H0e] 1t
o Aol mA= G I 7IAIE, dTeE 2o ARSI ofof 7 dtolA=
e 71dolA AF AFE Fol ol duaa A 3 ] BAE A
A5staLA}; skl

Yk 2

mlo
2_4
=
BN
™
>,
_El
FI
lo

M1 Arte] Uukeld euae AN e s He BAS A Hole,
2, AP 9 S TASHE RS 3408 1A B S F7HE

ot

»

2. X7 | 5L (Self-efficacy)2| Oi7H E2}

247] E57FS Bandura(1997)2] 247 S57F o] 2o A AAE /fPoz, ol T}A
2 JrHor 3% 4 9l Aolats 7| AAR thet Ada}l 7| e et}
A7) e 99 54

=
Zeldl, A7] Z5to]l B FoA AHEE o Ze Ao}

TE A, EYLS LA B3 2] St AA| A4l SR v T4 =8
e B 159l tH(Bandura, 1997). ol &% AStol 2835t 4

7] 7 dgk 9Eo] AR el
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Conger & Kanungo(1988)+= 1€ E0] X7] a5749 53 L7|AE 5t 22 A1)
A HEdY Aoz AASHAT

Bandura(1986)¢f ©f=29 2}7] &
A AEE T 2, 3) 9FH

—~
N
~—
o

asrke (1) wam dAo) e 43 49,
9= ERole) A=, AHAlo] o3t x]xm Al
(@) 7 ) BAE o o Az Aol ARE, HHE o] 7

_]l
RS

T>
rsi‘
iy
1l
i)
s

o U 9ol U] A A BES F3) FANEY A7) aEaE B9 5 Yt
()& 53 P4 b3t 2ok AAe Aok uie Sa LU A
W BT AL S o] £, 02 vl oR FHUE] A22 WS H AT 4
s mob 1A AT AWS FAVE THUL ALAS 2T ST Bl

HFHoR opReHglS o, of Nl A AN o] S o o &
o A7) BSEE M 4 ek (3)1A GFY Uk el Y A AR, 5
© AN AL A WHG BATL Uk AFS ulstEE At JFY

BEGS Y 4 w
A7) G5 BUE AAY DAY 9T AEOR HeA YuguEst 9
o AlEE guE: o4 AT 7] EB] 712 Y OE (Conger &

Kanungo, 1988), ¢4 gt dubels oS A9k + 7k AW - &
5 o4 A% (Burke, 1986), 7489 715 F4 A (Thomas & Velthouse,
1990) — FolH T4 F71%0] 41 Mol BAa) =9 E)= AAoIT), Thomas &
Velthouse(1990)2: 41217 QmeIRES F4210] B3I Salshie] Qoix WA 5
7] Rol2 RS U] 717 248 AASALE, (1) oJulRo] meaning): 74 LS
sje] Bao|t 2% BEO| NS LHUY AHS BEe} A Ao] sl
A (2) 7722 (competence): =0l AH4le] FHoRE
=AY 29 217 a5 7(Gist, 1987) (3) A7 24 H(self-determination): JF 4=
I oAb Aol Qlof Lol A FolE A&/d (Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989) (4) 9

(impact): Lof H=f, e, 3ol oA o] d&e v o U= H=(Ashforth,
1989)7F Z17lolt}h, duteld] guide SHRIeR st 424 UuHEES wir
Hol o7 3= A7) ther = Itk (Fong & Shape, 2015; Chen, Sharma, Edinger,
Shapiro & Farh, 2011; Dewettinck & Ameijde, 2011; Wallace, Johnson, Mathe & Paul,

ot

o

s 4 9le Alojet 1
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2011; Raub & Robert, 2010; Zhang & Bartol, 2010; Konczak, Stelly & Trusty, 2000).
Zhang & Bartol(2010) ¢1-toll wh2w 42| A QubIHE = AFAbe] oluteld] 2oz +
Kele] o)y Aolo] AS wAsLt

P ES Al Jgo] Y A7 e S0l Aol 7Ivkste], &
A ESgE A% B 49 Aole] BA fa ATE olRelA. Stjkovic &
Luthans(1998)&: WE4] S A8eh AFol4] 7] Fszrol AU el &
o A el drks A% WAT. EF PN 4] BEre 2YAUYEH
= o] Ql8o] Folx Q] o m(Beauregard, 2012), ¥ 27| a5 U, &9
719, 4% 2EgA 5 52 Ag At A 180l =y th(Schwarzer & Hallum,
2008), SHAIRF @& 7] AES AxgE ¢3a o] glvk= A AakE et
(Scholz, Dofia, Sud & Schwarzer, 2002), 2]E]4 A-tolA X7] 52 W4 24
I} A5 Aapelo] A (Salanova, Llorens & Schaufeli, 2011), &84 g Ay}t 215 A
o}o] WA (Walumbwa, Mayer, Wang, Wang, Workman & Christensen, 2011)& ©lj 7} 3}
L Aoz AZHge, ol thE Eael 2T 45 A B elAE 7]
asgol mrlacler 28 7hsAdS AR mheba 2 dtola= Yukels €
Halo] A7) msdte izl aQlew sho] B afof] FA JIFS nRth= 7He Al

I 2t

S~
ok

GH 2y A7) Bsae Yukely e ahe Sae] B g

%
A= YU EC] BE FUSHA WolsolA] d=th= Fol A4 = ¢tk (Dansereau,
Graen & Haga, 1975), olof| AA7} AL E W73 xEstd w3 #AE

o, olgRt WA Zpol= AU e HiE=oF o] T3 Fuke vtk
H-FAY 28 TA o]2o] S5 HGraen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Sparrowe &
Wayne, 1997).
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LMX o]|22 A}3] w3l o] 2 (Social Exchange Theory)E 7|WFo2 Z|tje} 1A
o FHol LMXE Wi SS+E Yy dd FAALAA H w2 7S dEst
AL, FAAYLE oo Agste ARE AlFslior gttt oFS Z=th(Blau, 1964;
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), A LEQ] o710 =2 ko] 53] W F A Z| o] ¢

Qo B @2 2AANWY TR Uetd 5= Ut ol A7 o F 3 (Felt-obligation)
o208 Av 7hgsttt, A|ZtE oJF3} o2 WEW Alg2 FTojHo R oy wop
= o, YolA 3o ez gt AlgtollAl A o= tisfiof gtk o gts A1tk
(Gouldner, 1960), ©]Z-& 2] oA 227} S Abo] o] A, 84T 44
ALo] o] A, AhAret g Atolo] AN AGH 5 Tt =2 LMX /ol A]
o} L UE AT 7] AFT £, ARE EF5) E

(Graen & Uhl—Bien, 1995). ¥, 22 LMX A3l A AbaLe] 7|t zha}l tALe] 9

w7he ARoE FAH

)
N
-~
_Orl:

o

ol

o2
Ol
e

al 2

Yol 45 Aol ohd LA P 252 FASE 3Tl ArkDunegan,
Duchon & Uhl—Bien, 1992).

E2 LMX7F oA S48 om 7
TAAHR] Yo SHgT= A LMXeF 27| WA o] AikE 71o] ASATE F
I A5E v ok, LMXE Y59 ZF T (Turban & Greening, 1990), F2/&
2 (Seers & Graen, 1984), ZZ|A|W3Y%5(Scandura, Graen & Novak, 1986; Manogran
& Conlon, 1993)9] &4 &l 3k u|zlt} Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer & Rosen(2007)
2 LMX7} 71919 ¢ E (individual empowerment)S 53}0] 72l 43} (individual
performance)©ll 4% @S vXIth= A Ik

ol BAT LMX= 4
LMX& ZgAtete] 4% 2h-g-o] DA A= 235te] A AHAlolA] o= A= A1F
oF 713, S A4 AldE ZEaL Ql=Al
Aol A FAYLLE AL ARALOAl AlEhe JIAIA, AAA ARE 2l 4 ]l

U GALES BT A FHH 4

i

e

ARl A4 AT FAAY Q5o dEt A7) HEE ol fglolth v e
LMX A= A sl A el e
A3 It sheete FAYo] X7t LMX7} Ytk
QoA 5] MDA 27 Aol7] whEo] AL AL AAolA] 11, HAA



A% AT Glcs A& QABHA BRI ol ALY e
9 |

O 3 FE -4 ne A LMX)= Fu R 2ludle] 4] A7) astol
A FFE 24T Jlolrh. &, Yol AT 7Y wg BALMX) H=

7hwrow, Aukld] o] YUY A7) fsidol nX]= JaFo] efshd Aol
4, MM 2™ M(Overall Justice)2} ASEE 2™ M(Interactional Justice)2| Z&E 1}

24 Aol A AuA FAHe 24 THAS] AR, AU 4 U By 27

=
W oA 24 g 2 oakaE, FE
THGreenberg, 1987). AWHA 3444 A o] 7H4 842 vrojxieh (1) 2914
(distributive) 384 QA AFE = A= vjiof] QoA
o} Adams(1965)2] 534 ©]Z(Equity Theory)o| TF2H AIFESS =p4lo] Eolek B
o] AEw dhe vl iAo gt wlaste] Eujd 3AAAS Bkt (2) A
(procedural) 374731 AL 274 2HgollA A2 37/ (Leventhal, 1980)< Hate}, &
A4 54 é% oL 274 o] Hup glo] fYAer, HeshA olFojfon 4
o] oJAL Wt =X]of ufz} H7FEtH(Leventhal, 1980). (3) A& 28 (interactional)
ZAA: thelBA (interpersonal) HAALS ou|gtch, =4 U 53 Ao A
Ho] &5 w1, eAHoZ g9 wer=x]5 YePHTH(Colquitt, 2001). (4) AR A
(informational) 57873 : oA AlFH FE7F Abdolm A H o] A& -5hA|
£ 9Jn|gtcH(Greenberg, 1993). Y5 FHSHAL oJAkig T ollA] ARt ohE -4
SERFE ASstL 4420 -5 e A= tildA 3A4oletd, AR 34
°
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d
Al B d7F AR Afofl gt Frbolth, Fagt He ;f:ix}
Frgigol 22 o 3e] THA S0 -4 B, TN A Y B o] 2
K 1 e ol 2204 wjd dofut
Fo}(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997;
Mikula, Petri & Tanzer, 1990). /39| 4ol A= 229 tjg|lol”] o,
Bies(2005)= “dAre] o528 57848 24 344
olgta /g3t s+t Tyler & Lind(1992)= A5 2 THA-S
=0 XA E QA Fozm 2o A offtofl qlof dAjo] ®rkal F=skIT
A}3| 1.3ko] 2 (Social Exchange Theory)of| T2 AR 2Rl 7] S8 &5 H|E tfAtol
Al Hstalat sh= el Ath(Blau, 1964; Adams, 1965). L5 7HA1Z Q] A4
e BAE el woll HolA| g vhedet wgk A o osiar glom, BAl= 53|
T+ (norm of reciprocity)oll wel A =31 23 Gouldner, 1960), AMALS} A2
BAA BAE ZIRE ARSIA wgk Ao Fo ot 3G TEHFE 43 (Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001; Karriker & Williams, 2009), 2% 9= 2 2 2] £ (McFarlin

to r
N
f
r°1‘

n)
ot
oy
oX,
e
1o
>
) [UE.
2
-0,
ox
ot

& Sweeney, 1992; Ang, Van Dyne & Begley, 2003; Bakhashi, Kumar & Rani, 2009), =
Z) A 91 8%(Moorman, 1991; Tepper & Tylor, 2003; Ang et al., 2003), Y¥HYAFZ] 7}49] )
%-(counterproductive work behavior)(Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001; Bechtoldt, Welk, Zapf
& Hartig, 2007)2 Z43%F t}oFst A7) =3 E 1 t}. Boudrias, Brunet, Morin, Savoie,
Plunier & Cacciatore(2010)> /g2 2] 3774 A ko] Aol HJubeld &t -

el 52 UukHE (behavioral empowerment) AF0]2] #AS AdcH= AS o
A, FHUSol ARt 24 440 werS AR JuHE #AVE ZH

4

o7 FsHA v en], Azt 224 340l & dis.d = —1) & ARel] WA= o
Awlo] FA o2 vehylth, kAT
I AAHA A dto] e et

HR ) 2] Aol tiste] ANbE A Aabt 2R oo At dut
AR o] AU Fuket Wt AubEyt FAQl AhE Zethal Baskglo
Aokl FEAle At 5 S84 AL ofyehs Aurt Bk SdE]-(Boatwright &
Forrest, 2000; Wilkinson, 1998). Cheong et al,(2016)°l AJA|E vlo] wp=H A4 L2] ¢

oA et SR Uuel A5 dehn LW TAYEL fuE REE

of Aol ZAT 24 TNl Hijy FHA
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oz diee sty A5gko] Wol 24sh] ofge HlolEE Alefste] HF

Aoz 834] A3 TlolEl7F ARE-E| AT

WA A7 HaE ARy Pat AP oF 36401l EHAN= 572 UEHTH
A} 837 F HAd0] 6178(73.5%), o731 22%8(26.5%) .2 /] vl&o] =4 U

Ebdeh, 2Eer el A, 494 ik 2ol 6278(72.7%) 22 7 Wekew, Folof

A Y0l 1678(19.3%)°] A}, At EU-2 378 (3.6%)°1 3Tt

T gol= 7idE ZolH, Brislin(1980)0] 33t W

Hue 241 v
97 ke ~ 7 WS TREH. Woods006) HEEO] HS SPe] BFR <lstol,
el skt she 4 AEE AR SHokA) 28 5 deks 4 Azskdr. 5
At g o] AGE oi4l A Himel sl 27k 491 BAL AXT A3k, AEFo]

of nelsslao] 0.5 ooz ol )
| AER]o AAIGE BE Bl BAof E]5}% th(Tabachnick, Fidell & Osterlind,
2001). HEo] AFE (A LR E)= Cronbach’ o B7lstg=tl, AHEH HE7p nE
0.9 o]/ k= Helof et A2 o] w22 SHlskint,

i
gl
fo
rO
o
fru
o
rO
"
s
52
a2
o
=3
o
il
gl
ot

S
2

1) J3-% 25 (Empowering Leadership)

Ahearne et al. (2005)0] 7&st 12882 AMEsHE T G232 9129 Cronbach® a =
9602 A F == w0l ub® Yud] A ohEolAl AlAISHE vl 7HA1 Y 5k A
L2 A ek (1) A5l gt oulE FojaiFe= A U] dAbs U] H3Ee
SlAte] 37t o] BA A o] Ql=A] ol 4= s =oFETH(EPLL) (2) A 2
Aol oAl FAU HolE FXAN7I= A WY Ak ohefRt araA o] UE #
o AZITH(EPL4) (3) H/399] =& 438l gk AAre] AR4lzd: “Uho] Adak= W7t o=
& S A e 4= Qlokal W= (EPL7) (4) ¥ EANA AHEAdS Alesh= A
U] At o) ARE W AR 3T 4 =S ST (EPL10). Ahearne et al,
(2005)0ll4 Q1 EA4& AAIRE A3, u] 71A] ob¢] A=o] FHtghe dutlsd grialol
2h= o] 4 AdS vehdthe A2 21 B T (RE 1),

mlm
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2) AF7] 757 (Self-efficacy)
7] &5 Chen, Gully & Eden(2001)0] 7}uksl 83k 2 =Astqict QEge
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W7 A 0@ Ao A gt ﬁOIE}i ”‘LEF’(SEFF4) U B 0134% A5
= andor 438 4= Qlrkal AAISHL(SEFF6) 5-0] JTHE-E 2).

3) Y-8 L&A (LMX: Leader-Member Exchange)

LMX+= Graen & Uhl—Bien(1995)0] AHE3E 7% AEAZ2 SAsHAH. 9w
O, Cronbach’ o = 9292 AlZ|Ex= =9t} oA o2 “Lpo] A= Y

ZHAAL Sl EAIeE &) tisf & olsfistal It (LMX2), ‘W7t 5 4335t

Lol A7 A7IHE, W] Ak A4lol 7Rl RS &Este] TijlA e

Tt (LMX4), "ol oA U= kel vl aE&Ael HAE ZEa

o (LMX7) 5Ol AT (F-= 3),

fr X rlo

Wl

4) vt FA A (Perceived Overall Justice)

TAYE] elA3t =& W Aulrz FAHAL Ambrose & Schminke(2009)2] 653}
=245kt JEE 27 2R3} Cronbach’ a = 9128 AFElt =
& Schminke(2009) 9] AWH4 3744 HAe= oh3 F 7] W& &
ol wFEE FAEH A (1) FAALE LY 5848 B L
< UE A5 Eﬂﬁ]’t}”(OVJl) LIS ECRE S

SAsE AS U 5 AW (0v)2), dutE o R Wrh A oA W= A9
st (0vi3) (2) 22 AA 9 A B71eks 23 o] 2ALS gAHR F
2 34SH iRt (0vI4), “HE o] A of|lA Uo] sjdE= WAL SHA &

o q

o7 (0vl5, H&3), “o] 2 oA Udl= tFEO AFEE2 AHilo] EFASHA i+
=13

BN

rr
ok ¥
o 9

e
(i

5) A& 28 24 A (Interactional Justice)

AT 28542 Colquitt & Rodell(2011)0] A|AgE T Ql3-A|
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84 2% T A 344 42 T ARSI 2 d2 gler, AF=
i Cronbach’ a = 9352 7] Uebdth, 4228 37842 oA 24 AollA A9-2
57870l dit AAjelH, & AtollM e ARkl Ao Atgel e Wit £
U] Ak dle] vhE B R WS diREINTID, "W AAke v E9 A i
TF(INTI2), “We] AAs UE SSUT(NTI3), "Whe] drfe F228T dgolu A4
& AR (INTI4) T,

6) 7% 4=34(Task Performance)
Williams & Anderson(1991)¢] A|A|gt 7523}S- AFE-FS T, AESES gEHI} 7 27)
ZA)3b, AlZ|%== Cronbach’ a = 9252 &7 Uebdth oA] Egto gl “o] 2]9o
Folzl AFE AAsH I (TP1), "ol 2
SEAG(TP4), “o] A2 a7H= I
AR ol UTHAS 4),

2
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)
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A=)
1o
el
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o2kt
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ot
-
—
=3
~

A7) &gre i &aaks 2R1str] $1ste] Baron & Kenny(1986)94 iz Bt HE

Me ARSIt 1A oA SRt uiiRs, 22 A ol A iz et S5, 3T
AolA e}l FEHp AV SAH SR Fofde Qdf’ﬂﬁ}. 4A A vl 7
7F 24 o FAdE Aol A 3EA A Bl SRl ol

afok gret. SPSS 23 54| 97145 ARgAEG o, SIA1 B EA P
LMXeF A9k 344, 452g 3940 24 Bag dohrs] 9istel AAH 3
7 AL AN ©, OF FA4S JFS wejete] W] RE8E AAFT

(Aiken, West & Reno, 1991). #EZ3H W= o WpolA o W] P45 W 5, o
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Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1,99 36,1 573 (1)

2.4% 127 44 —227% (1)

3.8 317 60 097 —.124 (1)

4 EPL 520 1,07 .332%% —242% 090 (1)

5.SEFF 539 .79  .310%% — 186 179 .545%% (1)

6. LMX 524 98  263%* —214 114  837FF 542%F (1)

7.0vI 462 113 128 —. 189 — 176 498%% 428%% 397%% (1)

8. INTJ 477 1.19 116 —.245% —.038 .506%* 390%* 433%% 701%% (1)

9. TP 588 .76 256% —.057 —.087 281% . 334%*% 401%% 130 044 (1)

Note, N = 83, Diagonal = 1 (Z&7F AlLlehAdE (1=g4, 2=914). EPL = Empowering Leadership,
SEFF = Self—efficacy, LMX = Leader—memberexchange, OvJ = Overall Justice, INTJ = Interactional

Justice, TP = Taskperformance

*p <.05.%% p < 01, (F=HA)
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2.7+d9l 4

Ol

GE 6poflA & Aol =343t 7M. HF AaE f.oF AAsHH

TP 1D A Autls geiale] A9 T 3T ARl HAE 7HE Ao
2 olidetdistl, B4 A3 2) SAR SR fYuigt At mEE o] (FHE 1ol A|A|
HE QISHIThEE 2. 2H3: B = 236, p <.05).

THA 2ol = dals eeiA ) 3k =3 7o) BAE A7] Aol wizhE Ao
2} 7|dstoict, w7 &ke] H5-S Baron & Kenny(1986)2] mi7ll &yt HAESH 40AS
ol o]Fol T 194 dubelg e i@ A7] asiel A wATE 1A
2, 291 B =358, p<.001). 294 27| AT B 3 1] A4 wATE 24l
SACHEE 2 294 B = 258, p < .05). 3Tl UM DA ASHE], Akl €
Al I 3 2he) A WAL FARCE FOSHA EEEATGE 2. HE3 B =
.236, p < .05), 49A; A7) At ATE FQJE AdEollA 3 Aol 4] Bre Al dutkele
2el ] FaFeo] FolEUSS SRIT 4= AUTHGEE 2. =4 B = 110, n.s).

|

(X 2) Multiple Regression Results for Task Performance

o A7) &a54r e 4=
eh=)| nED g3 ey
1A FAHS
k! 019 264 199 .163
ek —.041 —.011 .030 036
sH 157 —.114 —.124 —.155
29| Fa
AR = A 358 .236% 110
A7) Zsd 2585
Overall F 9.722 2.231 2.814* 3.167%
AF 2.231 4.283 4.127
R 1333 .078 126 171
AR 078 .048 044
FHE R .298 .043 .081 117

N = 83 3E=ohe WEf Al ARE
<055 p < 01 p< 001 (¥ A7)



M 3)2 A7| Aol Wigt duelE Buie] F9E LMX7F 2t A
o}, o] AZ4g LMX7E oW kel eei it 2b7] &) 4H BAE
w= BHA, o] AZe LMX7E How luhels 2je o 2] %7@4 A= oF
StE AV fojshA] oS Aolet o dstatt. AR 3H 4 Ak 3)

A= Jek(edd; B = 288, p < .01).

G ayol Al ANrE B4l Ankl eudn ] B BAS 2EsHeA
shelstara) shich FAfle] A7k vk B4 4e] o, Jukely elelnt 4]

Fro] A A} okstEAL S5 oA Urehd Zloleka clAbsIdT, shxe
B4 ATHE 4) BAHOR Fol3 A7k UehbA) oo} 7Hae 72| girh(md4: p =

(X 3) Multiple Regression Results for Self—efficacy:LMX2| =& &1}

i A7 Jsr
ma] Ank=1)) nd3 4
19| FA S
A= 272% 137 .140 124
! —.107 -.023 —.021 —.037
st .140 120 .109 081
20 FaT
EPL (485 1256 217
LMX 274 .346%
3t 2 a
EPL*LMX 2887 *
Overall F 3.913% 9,720 8,487 9,766
AF 3.913 23,767 2,670 10.804
R 129 1333 .355 435
AR? 129 204 022 080
AR .096 .298 313 1391

N = 83 E=he HEf Al ARE-
<055 p < 0L p < 001 (F5 AH)
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W ek mED nd3 mEly
19| SA S
SE] 272% 137 147 138
| -.107 —-.023 .005 —.005
3t .140 120 182 1150
29HA A
EPL (485 349%% 3587
OvJ 268 .245%
3 2da
EPL*OvJ 132
Overall F 3.913% 9,720k 9,545 8.409
AF 3.913 23.767 6.227 2.070
R 129 333 383 2399
AR? 129 204 .050 016
+HE R .096 .298 343 352

N = 83 :=3e el A4 AR

#p <057 p <01, p <001 (¥ HA)

g mg = =3 w4

Sk 272% 137 150 109
A -.107 —.023 004 —.030
sty 140 120 137 121
2HA a0}
EPL L3957 (373
INTJ 179 204
3A 2d A
EPL*INTJ 228%
Overall F 3.913% 9,720 8.496 8.593
AF 3.913 23,767 2.728 6.208
R 129 333 .356 404
AR’ 129 204 023 049
+HE R 096 298 314 357

N = 83 E=3hg Hlel Al AR
*p <05, p <01, ¥ p <001 (FE AH)
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Employees’ Self-efficacy Employees’ Self-efficacy

6.00 6.00
575 5.75
5.50 550
5.25 5.25
500 5.00
475 475

==

450 450

~— - - _ _
-.__‘

425

4.00 400

Low EPL High EPL Low EPL High EPL

— = s Low LMX High LMX — = s 0w INTJ — High INTJ

(a2 1) LMX2} INTJS| Al A= Tz

oFgtE| ALt Al Zloletal o &akqlet. YAA 3 £4 AR 5) M 57 AA
HAThd 4; B = 228, p <.05).

LMX®} 528 374749 24 a7t fost =EElens, g avto] Bk
o] o &3t Au} A|sH=A] 215}7] $J3)| Aiken et al, (1991) B ol whe} A& 22 )
ZE AASHATHE 1), A SR13 4= o], o] AZE LMX7 W2 A
ol 2E7E dueld guAE FARstE ebE ALY A7) msae] oA &

Steh. A5G TN 2 Eubw 2o WFOR tehih THY0] A2 A
& BAAol e A, Uuol duly euAlel e TAY A7) 57 F4 f)
7} ofshEE m5S B
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L ALt AlFEE Cronbach® a = 9262 #=JTHM = 4,47, s.d = 1.18).

/J2 Ambrose & Schminke(2009)0] A|AISE 42 HEE AMEstFon o
o}, AlZ|%=+= Cronbach’ o = 9322 #QITHM = 3,72, s.d = 1.24), JHA &
mbrose & Schminke(2009)©] AFE-3F 558 A =S ALE5IP o JEe
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AgATHe A2 WETh LMXS A4S 2§ FHAL ool BAH WlozN AFHo
2% S Alge

47 AF] S-S dol, S 719 5L 7120 ShaEAl, $IAA Aol Mol A
SuE, AeHQl 2% LR s 1) chPHOR welskn gick, T WA F
= ks U WskE A3 g, Rl WA shel At eleyle] HEES)
Aol wste] WAl TAUC] ARAS BAST ATE thro] o] 2HUS o
ok 5718 FAAZ)E A9l el ol B gt

£ AT ARG Bt LMXIE W £2 A%, AAL] Gute elud
o] AU 27| B ol Bt folst EEHA eotch ol ukel
galol FAH e AT e 24 U Aok PAY 710 oAk AT
Apgo] Fursul, 2% BN FAA o] Shruojof e olulsitt, THAe] LMxeH
NEALg BN A2 Fo Auhl HEale) muael tie 712 AvE |7 A
whe MW 4 gleh Yskely efuiale] AukE mvko] tistel Cheong et al. (20162
Qskele elele] TANY A7) BAe FAAA FHAQ HHE AFE cnabling

processe} A 5ol Al - 717%(Job induced tension)< S7HAIA Q1 3RS wlA|
+= burdening process + 7FAZ Z}-8-3}= Dual—process model AA|SIATE, HES
LMX, 578749 =4 a1l g=sto] 14 o] gArete] BAOA FAY] LMX} =2
FoAg S =71, Aa® 29 enabling process7t Y-S ZH=Tal &Y

=
ATk, BHH, AFALeL We 30 LMXE FASL A4 T Atg FA0l ¥

A =
o LAY ALY AubelE] e ElHEA Q] FQla} o RS HrteleE 9= At
5}o] burdening process”} ZHE3Thal & 4= Ut o|A ¥ E A= dukelE oAyt

T A7) Bt WARIA 229 JeAg FAAAAT LMXE 24 Bijlew A
sto] Qlubels] o] YA A EAJ 9| 71A1E ¥o] st skl
2 A7 SAELS ok Zok AR, 2 A= T At (cross-sectional design)E
U AR =3E dol"HE AFERY] wiRel ¥ 11 1k #AE mhelshe A
o] olgtt, At mFPo] o|BH o R SR E e Qut AV HEAY A 3
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A= AE 770l At

A, 2 A7 A2 = st =7kl &7t 71He "R o] FoF]
ol o] A¥E K Zohdol Rz o 2G5 ok, AdAter A, 22la 24
AA7E St Zotoll wEkA ekl BlE el Y o) vAle I 71A7E gt

A, & Atoll A o] AAtell diasl Bk dduteld 2leld HaE AR Zlo]

EAI7F 2 4= Qltt. Tekleab et al. (2008) = AFAFL BA S Qlube] =

1%k 2o avpgo] B JuAE et Wit olg

K EIE%J—% TAFSH= At —T“é% Pl A AAE dukeld e FEAkskaL Qlokar
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of
:OII:'
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H Rio] gtk Fd AN AL AaE B D yRTE U] B o
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Abstract

This study examines the mechanism of empowering leadership on follower’s task performance.
For this purpose, the study investigated the mediating role of self-efficacy, the moderating effects
of LMX and interactional justice in the relationship between empowering leadership and follower’s
task performance. Field survey data from 83 leader-member dyads revealed that empowering
leadership was positively related to follower’s task performance and the relationship is mediated
by follower’s self-efficacy. In addition, LMX and interactional justice were found to moderate the
relationship between empowering leadership and follower’s self-efficacy. Empowering leadership
was more likely to increase follower’s self-efficacy when LMX was rated high rather than low level
of LMX. Also, the effect of empowering leadership on follower’s self-efficacy was strengthened
when interactional justice was high rather than low. Unfortunately, moderating effect of overall
justice within the relationship between empowering leadership and follower’s self-efficacy was not

statistically significant.

*Master’s Student, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University (hyun1501@snu.ac.kr)

**Doctoral Student, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University (wisdom0405@snu.ac.kr)



