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{Abstract>

The Impact of Hospital CEO Leadership Behaviors on
Employees’ Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention in Korea

Jae-San Park
Korea Health Industry Development Institute

The organizational effectiveness of hospital in various environmental fluctuations is a
large and complex problem. Hospital CEO leadership characteristics may be a critical
determinant of employees’ job satisfaction and ‘turnover intention. Several empirical
studies on transformational leadership found that transformational leadership behaviors
were positively related to workers’ job satisfaction and turnover intention. Very little
research related to this subject has been done in health care settings in Korea. The
author explores the relationship between hospital CEO leadership style and its effect on
job satisfaction and turnover. intention among the all staffs of general hospital.

The relationship of hospital CEO leadership style to employees’ job satisfaction was
investigated using the Bass's leadership paradigm of transformational and transactional
leadership. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire(MLQ) and the index of job
satisfaction and turmnover intention were completed by 493 hospital employees(doctors,

nurses, hospital administrators, technicians, and assistants).
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The findings show a similar trend to the previous studies. Hospital CEO leadership
behaviors and employee outcomes were significantly correlated. Correlations showed a
significant positive relationship between those hospital CEO exhibiting a transformational
leadership style and the job satisfaction of their staffs. The results of multiple regression
analysis indicate that the effect of chansma in transformational leadership behaviors is
more higher than other variables.

Transformational leadership style may be a more effective strategy and have a greater
effect on staff outcomes, attitudes and behaviors. The findingé of this study reveal
mmplications for efficient hospital management and the importance of understanding
relationship between hospital CEO’s leadership style and subordinate behaviors in the
context of CEO's desirable role and function for hospital strategy planning and future
direction. | '

Key Words - Leadership, hospital CEQ, job satisfaction, turnover intention
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njgiy A g3 BE 2AS A AdEo 2
ChRobbins, 1996; Bass, 1985). ZoiAle] @& A& A Edd whe} 1 G349 d
ool thgt 2Ao] viFoA goh 19208 o] F AT A FHol Bive R
0% Hoked olgF 540l E(trait theory)olM ue vlEldel vl £HE Aoy
EAo) &A%t MUY B4 2FE FUth 109 FHRE SR BFolE
(behavioral theory) ElLI7} o}BA|, FR& PFaertd 23& Fol o/t 548 @4
A PAE Loz Hdo] F& A F FALEY AVIE FANE F Ytk ofo
tolE AFEFE o2l 1960 ] FukRE FA8H A3to] E(situational theory)S
die] 2842 dadel Mg #34 2 $3E o I a3yt ot ol8eld
(Shortell & Kaluzny, 2005). ©1&1¥ oA 2ti7t A Aol wet A% S F3)
Z7 FALEA 4FHE PAete FFoE AT F gtk £ st F4, 1A, 94
ElHE AME FAEoERE SHE 5 I R Ao, o] FL Td
9 23 TAA o ARFAe 7xsn 1, oldd e 4&E AR gy
Al(transactional leadership)olzt &t} ol AdsHe Adez #HER gy
(transformational leadership)& 3713 vl 9 A} 1 F32 U] o/t Fee2 3o
7 A7) A olals x43te] o voprt 2 oldd fid AYE /AL FHAES
IFAA Fu, Fa AN 43T FHE HANE xHITF FUE YFE viAE gd
AE guigtt F, A 222 #99 7HXG FoA4E JHNEF gt 25°] AHFolY
S 239 o]odf YAAIIEE }AAE WEHATE FFLE o ATh(Yukl, 1989).
A3 g4 ol 19789 Bums® 97 Bumns, 197814 AIZEHITE I olF Bass
s} 19 $85(Avolio & Bass, 1988; Bass et al, 1985; Hater & Bass, 1988)& Burns(1978)
7F AAE A S 712E g AR MY s AT AS7HA] ol F
o7l M¥d gy dFEL A uEH 2ol Ul & ¢ Utk 94, W84 i
AAA e s A5 AFS(Carless, 1998; Bycio et al, 19%), 987 o4
Z29 F8AS Yol ATE(Seltzer & Bass, 1990; Koh et al, 19%), ¥84 2ld4z
Aazre] BA i 2825 #¥ A7E(Howell & Avolio, 1993; Podsakoff et al,
1993), 2212 ¥EA Yoy € ANF i AGHF Alold m/jisEed 3d AT
(Pillai et al, 1999)7} o]FolA itk WHA uidd FAZEL lefant, AEE dje, A
AT o2 v  gon AF o FATES A3 B4 498 R U
E T YHARFZ, 1997, Steers, 1991).
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& %L 1AL S0l YHAL %E}(o Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Organ, 1983, Keller,
1992; Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1997, 343} &, 2000; HAE, 2001).

O'Reilly®} Chatman(1986)< ¥8 % Ztidlo] Ada griyel vl8) P57 224385
A9 23 EY( orgamzatlonal commitment)% A+33 (self-esteem)dll UIAE F&o] Agtn
FAEAT. Keller(92)E A7 Z2AEQDS oz 883 oo 2343
e 9EE B4 A9 AR dgidrd 983 gy gl & RoE Yehkit
43, EQ3Q0002 F=5D7Ig4d o BEA e F AdE oy Bleg

3 A3 oA 97 AdE gdd HeERY BT HEgle] A et 2
AT AEA el o B 4L Xt 208 FA3GT HMAZQ0DE 2
9 FNAHAY w83 oy fEAd B8 4FH A7E B3 AEoR w3 Ey
Aol o & 9% $ 28 38 239 ¥83 Aoyt B2 A¥ FFASL v o
3 wEo] ufg F& F0E ARo| &Y.

A2 49248 oz FYYdA 38 Iy AToNE R Zuy o]0l
A3ske oz agAQ uy WeR AXNHGKASD F, 2003 B4 5
2003; Medley & Larochelle, 19%). HF¥ 5(2003)> FEHE 77184 AdEs dAe

243 A3 283 Agie] ARH gl ulst] JBIZAlY 2AEQT AR
o & Y%L AT ZFHE ANGY olg @ Ade 3ERAE Yo Huiy
g (19979 ATAME e ok 383 520032 HEF gl ARA g
Alof Wi} AFHEs 2HE]0d o B& 9F2 WAAT oJHYEgNE AHF i
A B(-)9 o] Yehd AL :d 2 o H87 i AdF Poie HAs
AR g %3@9] Atk FA3ST Medley$} Larochelle(199%)E 73FEAMY] o4l
261l 51 RSt d@d-E FAG A9 F5AE0] WEE fgy g
€ F7he o] 43UgY AFuEe o & FHHY YFS vXE Jo2 KU
S gAez £39 Fudd dg d7E5S 29U DA ¢ daBaF
< ddoE 3 A7t Bo] FAH YT B 5 YrhEEE, 1997, McNeese,
97, A, #2002, Anthony et al, 2006). X3 3@z gy F¥F Fdd
0131 ATE FAA oA /el AFHE 9@ 2HE] F 2AAT 3L FFS
oAty B ATHMcNeese, 199; Morrison et al, 1997; Boyle et al, 1999; Chiok, 2001;
74, 34, 2001; Upenieks, 2003). #RB# b (2001) ta#e|ate] 2jd4le] o]
Tof nAE Yol 3%E AdN A3 BFHY o HFE F ¥ oz Yy g
A o] o] B2 JFE Ty HUSU

a2y du 7192AE o E g 2uidd digt ATFEEAE, 2000 FElE, g
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A 2001; TR, 2005, AT, oA, 2005, A2, AEA, 2006)3 H1A A EA
of #¢ ATEARZ, 19%; ALY, °1F3, 197, o9 E, oIFH, 1999 ©IF3, 2001l
8] olF7kn) WezAL oz @ gy dFE Ho| $EF Holdh 53] WY A1
39 HCEO)E EH’B‘P_ g oA d743L AY gle AAolth HIAHY e B
o587 Wl FA530g dAsty ZFAFHYASAA vidE ANE F JE H1FD
A9 ey 1 °1“ Wt $23t &3k

ol £ dtellxe I del 27 S AR FuAIAY i 2EY0]

WA A5 234 Horganizational performance)A AFUE 4 o|F Lo A&
30‘% A1 R FAAHY AFER L doFd gk A, Ao AEde ¥4
oA AdRE gies §3E T 449 '_IL’“° 49 EA4E gt EX,

He CEOY uA 3ol 2ATAY0] A= AFUET ojF R p|X= 3
FFYY A7 AFHoE B3 ¥ uiEAd Hd CEOY oA +3 2 2343

£ 9 % & P ANSTA g 3 94 CEOH ¥ oD AdH I
A& BHRGE A9 o= 439 Aol £ 4TS 1Y AAAY N FYsE
9 W5 3 ofu Wk AFALE ZAFHAN o= E JTAS WAL g
stekehart she Rolek

1.71gd & o 7HEEE

¥4 CEOY gl Autds 22749 FuE U o[zt #AE dKe
ATEHS 2] s dA7A AAE o BYE EUZ Figure 154 22 A79Y A
43 5 SEEgith ¥4d CE0Y #uiol 2ATALY AFEH o] drd v
TS AR, TF 2ATFYLY FAFUFo] ojFHYrd vAe dFE B} .
53] £ d7olde ARETY ARG gEo] ¥84 nie TS ARTI A
g oA vlaEy s T3 WE2FATE Ll IAste FFUFTH o|Frd ouE
FFS AEAE LEIA oY 1RS T v 22 AWM A&
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A48 AdAng o & 39 9L wE ol

[l
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H3: 34237440 Az AFAEL o)Ak #(1)Y FF= 72 Ao,

Hospital CEO

. H1 ‘ H3 -
Leadership Styles - Employee > Employee

Job Satisfaction Turnover Intention

o f

Fig 1. Conceptual framework

Transformational L.
Transactional L.

2 ZANY R xEsl
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A% & APAZAE 20059 9% 54 ~9U71A] 547 AAEA T, AHRRAMEAE 2AR A
EAZ 3 - Bgsto] £ At o] &33ich

2 221 o005 99 129~99 0U7HA 373 WAPARA A4S FEE 9o 2
A% wjzatn 35 BA0R o|FoR F 550% HEAE WET 3 HFHoE
49357} 3550} ARl tid FFES 896%AT-

3. ZANET % ElgEMEE AS

B 7ol AL HAERE Bass(1985, 1983)7F AAIE WEA s ARE ud
9 §3< A3t Bass(1985)7F /st 71E9 WEA gy AFedA 7 gol &
$57 9t 00 YA AHBX(Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire: MLQ)® Form
5(1988)2 gz AEA A BRG] F 0FFOE TG AT FF

DES Tymon(19899] HEETE $7 - ndslel AwHal ARUE YT 2= gl §

=2
2oz T4%T, olgsd dads 2} BP0 AEIYUD, sToE AUR
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AL 48 AMgE dEAY 8
et HAFAOE AMgdod 7+ FIe §uEA
Likert 58 JT(F-A8 184 9ok, 58-9$ 232 A3

ZAME S BEYE SATTY BA 2 AES )
A4*Q) Cronbach’'s Alpha#td T3l AEIQAT WA gy BEEYY el B4
g8l QAFAE AN QRAA 0|48 EHE Varimax rotation HHel o%
AxdAdS ol 43tk Fd4] 20/ AEEFe dist aAwA Az A ME¥F Yo
A oA YA 32 FRHAG 98 U O FtElant AEE wE, A
3 229 HA 2902 FRENT, AANF YA 4% 1A 494 Bz TES
Aot QAEN A} FEA diF 7 299 AHYL 2Q1FtEIARhHe 3 AEEH=
A vl 61.08%, 220083 Hiz)e] 3 MdHEHe BAFY vlE 562%, 2U3(AA
ATrE 380%, 2043 FH BAhE 340%, 2205193 BE)E 266%2 UERRT 49
5744 Qale] g AWEE F BALY) H)E 76690500k,

Table 12 2¥A) o3} £28 570 dA 73 did F77 EFHAY 2L 71&
FAZ gol ANHo Y3, E=F YA G o AHEE AFE] A8 Cron-
bach’s Alpha#ts T3t WA UXZ(internal consistency)® ¥ AZolt}. dd #39
7} 57l QP8 AHEE B4 43 gielantd 574 skejirell ¥ Cronbach’'s Alpha
0900% A verged, NEA g 57 s tid AT AFE 0898 XA &
29 57 sl g AT AFE 0837, AFE BAY 37 sspigel g AFs
A 0855, A3 #ele 20 siFd U AHE AFe 0741F YERRTh WAd
ALY $7 2 AT /20T Aghd 070RT B4 e 2AETY NFse 2
ZA7F 9 202 B TH<Table 1>.
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<Table 1> Hospital CEO Leadership Styles Descriptive Statistics and Reliability

Variables Mean SD Reliability
Charisma 3613 0.756 0.909
Transformational leadership Individual consideration 3183 0.757 0.898
Intellectual stimulation 3.383 0.706 0.887
Transactional leadershi Contingent reward 3157 0.815 0.8%
p Management by exception 3.220 0.787 0.741
Job satisfaction 3.056 0.559 0873
Turnover Intention 1.220 0.415 0.733
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4, 2Mufd

Az Aele SPSS Ver. 100 %—74]4171%12 ojg8t%lx, ¥4
B2 QJITFALE A EHSE UA AHE § T—testﬂ AR (ANOVA)E B3 9
A9 AT E4ol w2 ¥4 CEO Ul $F, 281 F5FA 7S of
Ao BFA AolZ BHSEo FAH0R 498 Wed dEME Scheffe A
& AN s ge g Wi CEOY FdA #3337 AFUE 2|1 oA
FAAE 22 T UF3AEA (multiple regression analysis)< 53 2ld4 #3o] A
BEF o] ko) n]XE FFE EA U

m. 9+243

1. SEXIQ Yoy £

SEAS guby SA2 Table 28 228 F 493% T EA7} 1009(20.3%), <1A7H 358
B(726%)°10t. FEEE 0~5947F 150(304%) 22 7H¢ Bk 1 ool 30~3947
141“”‘(286% 0% Yehgth AFHEE 3AE 2498 (505%) 22 7HE Bty BvEe
8973(18.1%), =714 5178(10.3%), SIAF 408 (81%), AR A 4B(49%) T22 el
o AFL 6~78°] 177B(HI%)CE 7P BT I 522 8~9u°] 150%(30.4%) &
02 et Z5dge] oA e 104 ol A712EATt 235 (41.79%) 2 F 7HE Bk
1~54 o] 1237 (249%), 5~10 mITHo] 64 (130%) 2.2 ZAME ST Table 2).

2. 2lijY R H HeS2e| dEEAEN

5 JoE ARENE @ £ Table 3% 2

o ABEAE B 03304 BAS A 2% 712K om0 ol HE WSE g
A% et 24233 v U 498 FHLLY 4R0E el el 3
221

x
1o
ox
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- =
)
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14
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RThp<001). °] T WFZF oA ?‘* S4Q FhejAntg A5
9 ABAF7F =05U% A UERt 183 oA FEE AL 2
2ol ()9 4ARAE EH 2 (p<0.0n), HuA %b'é THL
g} o)A w7k} AUAFTF r=-021022 EA YEtoH AFuE3 o]
Aol QAME r=-0204Z F(-)¢] ATRAE HIHp<001).
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<Table 2> Sample Demographics

Characteristic No. %
Male 100 20.3
Gender Female 38 726
NA b 7.1
0~29 108 219
30~39 141 26
~4 150 304

Age 40~49
50~59 59 120
Y60 i 02
NA R/ 69
Physicians 40 81
Health Administrators /! 49
Nurses 249 50.5
Occupation Health Technicians 51 10.3
Assistants 89 18.1
Others 6 1.2
NA 34 69
=5 grade 52 105
6~7 177 359
Position 8~9 150 304
Etc. & 172
NA 29 59
=] years 40 8.1
> 1-5 years 123 249
Hospital tenure > 5-10 years 64 130
> 10 years 235 477
NA 3l 6.3
Total 493 100.0
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<Table 3> Correlation of Leadership Styles with Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention

Variables 1 -2 3 4 5 6 7
Charisma 1.000
Individual consideration 0764  1.000
Intellectual stimulation 07277 07217 1000 A
Contingent reward C0752" 07467 07897 1.000
Management by exception 0746 078%™ 0773 07157 1000
Job satisfaction 0594™ 0575 056" 0515° 0494 1.000
Turnover intention -0210" -0204" -0.195" -0.176" -0167" -0294"  1.000
**) p<0.01

¥1) Charisma, 2) Individual consideration, 3) Intellectual stimulation, 4) Contingent reward, 5)
Management by exception, 6) Job satisfaction, 7) Turnover intention

3. 2[CiY /Yol HR2UED ofZlz0f 0|xl= FY

U531 A% (multiple regression analysis) ©143 CEO #d4 39 #4247} &

-“r“&éwﬂ PR 9% TYE ZIE Table 49 2o AFUF) vAE dFLULR
AR A% HeE W8y guile 7449 JkRlant ALY Wi, A =2
£ L}E}kkﬂ"% ARY i SAFCE ¥ 2HE BojAe gyHh AARYY A
BHE 25%% vebgth & A3 & F R0l ST FH5AF v A
F¥H 3719 BetaBhe B WY grido] AR eiie] wig AFnF 2 9
= UAL SE A ¢ 0w 7 12 9T A, AFRE w19
3o Fud 89 TAHLLT} olAY ke vAe YFS AT FI= Table 59 2t
FAAS o A 983 oA FAea Jlelan Wt FAHCE FI@
A3 B AT Hee oYk 2 F()Y 9FE vIAE A2z UERt

By WEg g

L L

ARG YL 136%2 A UEth £ SYUFEY Betadls
ol AR HuAdl vl olgord & s vIAX Y= AS € F AT WA
7 29 7HE 32 AEEI
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<Table 4> Effect of Leadership Styles on Job Satisfaction
Variables B SE Beta t P
) Charisma 0.221 0.054 0.316 4114 0.000
Transformational .. ) : .
. Individual consideration 0.134 0.064 0.179 2104 0.036
leadership i ) "
Intellectual stimulation 0145 0.068 0.180 2153°  0.032
Transactional Contingent reward 0036 0058 0.046 0616 0538
leadership Management by exception -0.028 - 0049 -~0.039 -0581 0562
Gender 0.003 0.057 0.002 0067 0954
Socio- Age 0.005 0.034 0.008 0141 0.838
d°°1° y Occupation 000l 0026 0004 0067 095
CIMOBTADIES  pisition 0001 004 0001 0020 0984
Hospital tenure -0.037 0030 -0069 -1239 0216
R*=0.425, Adjusted R*=0.411, F=30.787(p=0.001)
*) p<0.05, **) p<0.01
<Table 5 Effect of Leadership Styles on Tumover Intention
Variables B SE Beta t D
. Charisma -0.114 0050 -0201 -2.282° 0.023
Transformational = | . .
leadershi Individual consideration -0.045 004 -0084 -084 0.399
eaders
P Intellectual stimulation -0.049 0047 -00%  -1.041 0.298
Transactional ~ Contingent reward -0.029 0049 -0052 -05% 0.551
leadership Management by exception  -0.009 0042 -0017 0217 0.829
Satisfaction Job satisfaction -0189 0043 -0259  -438™ 0000
Gender -0.066 0051 -0064 -1.293 0.197
Soci Age -0.083 0031 -01%  -2706"  0.007
ocio-
. Occupation -0.034 0023 -0124 -1.433 0.153
demographics »
Position -0.038 0039 -0.083 -0.964 0.336
Hospital tenure -0.006 0026 -0017 -0.247 0.805

R*=0.158, Adjusted R*=0.136, F=7.049(p=0.001)
%) p<0.05, **) p<0.0l

11
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v, 2 #

9 ATUNG B DREEN 87 4RSS AN A5 ZARES B9
olFoigon, AR FYFAA e NAYS TFE A5 A agPIY
o BAEMe AW SHETY BUEY A ANEE 298] 9 QAR
Cronbach’s Alphadte S8 AT A% e TagiT A, W$E7 o34
(multicollinearity) AE ¥ thF3ATAY AHHAZ ABAEHES T8 A5 FANS

99 HReZ3} olA g )

435t st "es ¥4 CEO #dd #¥e] 2F7A44E
Z]—‘—‘— Oﬂ?ﬂ:_‘l )“'3115].9}1:]'
4 CEO gt 3ol AF%ZF 121 o]A % uX& Yo et F4ERE 1
“‘bz 2 01-?«] AR 4 FF AT7HAAE AN e F Pk
AA, B4 CRO vy 7484 BAge 29 HE4 gdiY Jtel2vKCharisma)
847t 7}7& ¥ BEUE61)s BEYed AdE HuidY 4%F B (Contingent
reward) 847} 7P R FAZRE15)E 7 E AoE ZAEHYY 23 Yy WSE
o A3: #AFEH  FFl29HCronbach’s alpha=0909), 7WE& W&} (Cronbach’s alpha=
0.898), A3 A3 (Cronbach’s alpha=0.887), 433 BAHCronbach’s alpha=0.855), <193 #
2}(Cronbach’s alpha=0.741)Z Yl & A7elA WY EY 71F2o2 4skd 07080
A HEd 239 AEEE & Ao PUE

£, CEO #uiAl 11'?5&’4 ATRE, 291 ol AYENY BANS BAT A3} ATVE
he A9 4HUAS B 912194&9}% $)9) ABWAE uge 53 WeE
BN THLL AGA 04 FHLANG APITH ol4dEd BE HRAL

BolE Z0E UERT. ot 71EY éﬂr (Bass, 1985; Hater & Bass, 1983 %
2003; Medley & Larochelle, 1995; Morrison et al, 1997)$ %J_x] 3z Fiolgt &
Bass(1985)8] 97 2#NE W84 o Ay o 8 BF 27 74 %94 2
FRER 2] Aol H(+)9 FAAAE HolH, wEF o] AAF uiud 42
#Hdol Yty BIHGh T3 Hater & Bass(1988)9 AT AFME WEF 24 2
A gEL e AAAAE v 52 ubd A goid wER Y ARdAE AU F
oA Yebg ol Add gy f3ro 983 gdi 430 584 2 #a9
NET g F8k9 HrE7E o Fuhe Ale] #elE Aelth 43 50032 HEH
Ao AdE Sdle] ARuE 22293 o|Fo T TS nlXE ABBAE AT
B 2AEYAE AdY AT AT L vAAS WEF i) o
B ANl e RO etk =3 Morrison et al(1997)8 ATARGNE WA

> oo
oY
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Zltiio] ¥4 ¥ (team success) T AF7H(work value)ol o & ¥%FE vjXe RLoE Y
EF 2™, Medley & Larochelle(1995)8] AToIME #2t5AHS] M8 ggie] H3AHEY]
AT Fogh J(+)9 FATL e ALE YEhi

AR, CEO A 3ol AFuEa oAt nXe e EAE 43} W
diol A el vla] AFuEel & 9F2 AL e A
BE WL E X8 ol 39 FALAT o)Ak n|AE
e P84 Jtelant Wew BAHCE o AHE HAT A5
ojore & ()9 FFE wAE 2SR Yuyth $AHEE FIA 4%

EYUATEY Beta#t S 29 ¥E3 ool AdF dAdl v o]FYrd & 9
AT Qe RAE ¢ F A olE# AFde HeA F(2003)0] FEHEY A5
oz 3 dFodx d8F el AHF i vlste] F71FAY =
A3 AFREA o & FFE vAvke 239 Yx)ske FEoln Ed w1990
6§7§‘43VH oA F83 3 RS a8y 2FEUFY] #HFA ATA

3 goio] gHste JE80A EFHA ZX A4S A o 9 gyl

= A%E AU

ojgfgt 7|& AFAFNNE ¢ F R0l B A7 EFHAM Jehd CE0Y #E3 i
< AR el vs] 2AFAHLEY AT dF HERS w0l 2 UE FAHE
(loyalty)E ¥4 33222 o|F 9% (tumover intention)E RE 4 the Z2E 3§40
7Fssitt. oA 28 AdE 2giE @3ske CEoe Adss T oM AHREQ
Zde 4 71, A7 2= MY, 928 a1 $3F 2L BAS AA
FoEH Fa=g BYdtE Aotk F AdA due 49 AFdE B e 499
o B 22 BT T FHEY V1A EFS o|F Ued a&F ot W
H¥A ol B3 CEoE A4ES FT oA F& olidn 7 EE HoF
OS2 FaEY F7IFAE AFIA Ho ARH FAHY ERAE A = Ao
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