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Abstract

This stady planned study model through decumentary research and drew hypothesis to analyze how teamwork
of servant leadership has an influence on job satisfaction aiming at full time employee under department head
and contract worker of five star hotel in Busan. As a survey tenm, from April Sth, 2010 to April 23th, 2010,
it distributed total 300 questionnaires, 60 questionnaires for each hotel, and then 242 questionnaires were used
for empirical analysis. It analyzed data using SPSS WIN Version 12.0 statistics package program, and verified
through frequency analysis, reliability analysis, factor analysis, regression analysis. As a result of verification
for influence of servant leadership on interchange which is one of teamwork, it showed that community
formation factor has a positive influence on interchange, and as a result of verification for influence on
communication which is one of teamwork, I could find out that higher the level of bond of sympathy formation
and comnmumity formation factor are, higher the communication becomes. As a result of verification for influence
on interdependence which is one of teamwork, it showed that community formation, stewardship, vision,
commitment to growth factor have a positive influence on interdependence. As a result of verification for
influence of teamwork factor on job satisfaction, it shoewed that all factors have a positive influence. As a
result of this study. I could find out that members' positive perception on leader in hotel organization can
be a basis deriving job satisfaction through teamwork.

Key words: servant leadership, teamwork, job satisfaction, community formation, stewardship, vision, insight,
commitment to growth,

I.ME & 203 & 5 YES PoE RN

7ol 220N 2] AL Z9E <3 4 I 9l
4 SheM H2H & 24 LB = 37 A4 2H TEYES A F
E2 @7 A43] gty =9 BERE & 79 &7F 3 A, 24 FE 244 2o
Ao S Fogx 7|gol dake ol & FELES WS FHA Fap V1o &

=

B4, 011-752-9659, ybcho22@deuackr, FAHAl 2 AFz 995 Fojuhstm o 2Abgd 4 <d &b}



150 ozl g3A A 168 A 5E(2010)

&8 & QA HATHENT - FHF 2005).

uebr] 22 FALENA 22 viHd =8
& AlojFan 289 A& AAstn Faisiy,
e AT F e i) o] o=
ot g A oltHelAY 5 2006).

ole 239 B43E Y3 2 E3E P43
3, 23] FAHEC] Al o Foll Mg vhst
T 24 BEE 2% By A9E s
gzt slo] 2ltie] dEke] A FE3] iE
ol tHolAE - 54 2006).

53] 3971 T QA FAKY 7] M)
2 AN B FAZE BAsta, ol g F
AMe] A4 sl tiAL BA) S de & d3S
S3Ertn £ o 7|Ee] 73 7ielavky 2|A)-
AR Bluiege oJXY ¥gsa e =23
< =8 Wied dlg S F9o gick

=3 3971y FAZ 9] 5= nldA Ay
&8 AlFste Ao] Y4og, ol AFE B8
S 712402 A3 AE WA FHSIR| o, A
vz Fdo] dolA el E9hg 2T /s
gol i ErhEHE 2007).

uetr] 23h A Qe A 3 FAg o)
o] Wi e Mu|AE AT § UEE A
Hohe grie] 4L 3E7IYeM H8 = sk 7
Haba A

288 APES BgHo e sy, F%
8] Wslete A tgdle] 23] ERE @
Aeted 228 € 4 e Yui(leaden®} 2T
4(leadership)©] 71%50] w4 F8AIE 2L Sle A
ot RIS 2005).

o]xd 2lHle] MEE Ho] FREE= 7)),
2o 7194 wiAE 73 FE53%a Qe
A 7Hed Szt MHE 2t H(servant leader-
ship)e|t}.

A E 2]tlqd(servant leadership) H-8}52)
MAAJA 4 &7E SH o vlgshas |
Hast FEA L BT A2 E Sy
o] grid o2 e} 3 2t B9l A8 A

AlZlz 2] =93 AYE FHANA 23 &
Fol| HIshe Waolth

Ul AHE 2H4]-& 2000 o] F =95
3 glen], Zawls 2004; A8 2005), B9
oAl A=A ok AgEelA g QaF 227
Aul A FokA 714t - 44 2002; 3 2004
HhE S 2004; A A 2004, 7HEY 2005, FElS
2006), FFHATS 2005; ST - AT 2005;
233 2007), 39 - 44 A H2(adid - AT
2005; 1< 2005; 2 & 2007; YEH 2007)0]
A= o 714 FELE A A7
< Fo] ZA BFstn a5 B AtEA
£ 3A4E + de AE guiddd g A7
o}z] 27| gAlo) glew, 39 Folg tted
g ATe vuA nEF A3t MHE gy
Aol AAZE, AAFLRE oli7t Ha e ©
fre= AHE guiie Fi]lo] E&7) ofd 744
< XQgke 7P 97 FAAY 2gidelr] wE
olchElx7 2008).

olgjgt &e14 eri4fof el o|EA Bz ok
3k, 23 & oJ9A Adsiol & AUl g
FAlE 982 E 7 818k Sd719
Alrbete b7t 222 AHE ey a7 A
2 WIS AAGY Fa ok

et £ Aele AA, 7129 2909 A
AE ol g3l H3} HYES BAsl 2Pk
AEHQ eyl gojut 384 13t £59
AMAE Blojq] ezl Aglo] Bl 237 g9z
od L& FA sestazl ok

4, 22 Y93 A7 05 ojd 43
wl XA spetstazt gk

0|83 A7 AAE B MYE o4 ©
A=71 39 7199 BE&EQ A8 Feel K83
A B4 U=EF AR S AFstast gtk

. OI2H i

1. MERHE clOidd



HYE ey me

AHE 24L& Greenleaf RK(1970)7} ‘8]
249 MU E(Servant Leadership)’ 2= o4 0] 3]
o Ag AE /fdoz ERIS 93 HEalo)
24e 71, 344, 24 2 AFYEE S
2 o713, 259 78 WEN7Y) S8 A
e BuAolgtn Ao 5 Sl

Bass BM(1990)= TA Y& A7 &9 =}
(E - ERERECEE RSN
29| BEE AN}, ole I
AE BAFE o] M ARAde Bzt
el ole Fatse] AEAd AT %

N8 W2, 3 943 A92E DA

Spears LC(1995)T_" Greenleaf RK(1970)-°4 o] &
< v g MHE g4l s E’—% Ate] &Y
23 7H) e it 2, 2lee] A
¥ ZI1gths 915

HE 2 Fo2 5

) %zﬂ SERR

2y FH3PEA A %7_7_} A, A= AR, =
2, v AA|, A7) 92, AL A%, 7
A 4 5 107K 2 AWE 24l 319 3
& 55 é_-i AABE 3, ©] G- R 2R A
HE 2oy A7 27ke] 5z ek

Sims BJ(1997)= AR E 4 & ‘F3}2 9l

oAl 4T AXE 22T, 259 B
23 4% AAY FE olekn HeolauA,
6 AL 37, 947, O ADEe Bag
Fatol 271 Ao AL HEo N3 BE
Ask WS esHe A, ThE AL & 58
She AV, B ANLEIE AR, e A
$e DRAE ARES AWE 2z gk

Russel RF & Stone AG(2002)2 MHE g4y
9] 291¢ FF3ke Aol v, AR, Y,
D, Arla, BR AR, {1, % Koo 97}
Al ALAQ 217 ARFYAIM, JaF, A5,
3%, A8, A%, A=A, 7Y, T2, 47, A
olFe 11719 #7121 891 gtohlja, )
AT A g AAsG e

42004y AHE 2jtiqlel] B3 Aol

997t

T utEo] e A4 151
A BEAE BAY, U5, AHEZ SR U
of #EIAte] A7, B, 49 5E =
ol el AFsksdth ol & F3
o] o ET MHEZ ] 229
ol X o f&attta FAP e, AHE ¢
A2 AP U {f3o] MYUE fILFE
Z2 YollA 33 d3EE miAe s
YRS
SO T2004) S AHME 2lti4]o] ¢l
o R thE AL EC] 4FE EEJ | 1o
A Aol FAEE g A3 F URE
F= guiyolet Bofsiitt. Eg, 22 f
AhEC] 359 BEE oF Wi oA
% 1?—1 HAA R AAA] YEE FHe 24
A Fn =oFHA e FEALEC] AAEE
“‘H% JEE =911 o]Fo|F= ozt A
}%‘iv‘r

=
=)
g

}-ﬂ

ol ﬂl
ol

JRONDE AUE AUIE Tt
18 SAEE, $a18 71 Bad A4
= w3, wajell Ade) BE 295 1A
g ABa e Fask] Bkkn st
A BN eludelda Felstdck
Wepd # AToAE A9 A7E umow
ARE eEigol 992 JHE 9T vlAE
A A7stat wek

Al J&r

2. €913
# Zteam-work)= 224 T L] 274 3%
HE 2] st Zztel A3 uet
E}é‘} FHH o2 PFahe AEAA 2001)

ge] B3-S Eol7] dalMe ' Ul &
ﬂ—a—ﬂ AE3) 715E 2T F Yook FriH
224 2007).

Hatcher L & Ross TL(1991)= A58 ¥
o] 24, /WA AlaE, 394 T
© AdIy o2 Foeqrh

Hough LM(1992)= 24 5839 7A4L#e] &
gAo A=, eysta Yt dshe 8, At

(e
Nl° 4o UE

jake

ofr

-



152 gzl stE]x] A 168 A 58(2010)

S 7te] BA A3 7l 7te] A8HA P
2 293kt Anhalt RL(1995) AT 43

Aet 7 1 A Fe)Eo] EH oA
FAlo] wkesle 99 E Aelstzn ok

udl00)e B33 23 AL 99
A B AN HAE £U Feo] 28
7 Z3 zdRh 27 P4 Hyart g&
Rog A Axr}t vehygoh

w8 7(2001)2 £3] FA 9ol FEHIa 7t
2] e RS o) FsoEHoz J3483
€ A3 WA YA dIols 2 gralaE
S vigoz A9 2Rt A7l A F $230

o ol

tlo
L

o

S o Bet opet FHYET 2F
el gEshe A3FE 502 9
=3

A 520052 ThFA|g FEHoR F
o] Bxel J5elEF o g Aol B
A olzgtn A3t

olg} Zo] HojEE HAE TAMIM =
Z| FELE e W 0 E sk EY
72 4 slow, AR Eg RATE A%
AZ17t 2 oo}, wetA] £ A e 43 4
TE vt o2 WHart A5 whE o3t g
e A e dFstaat ok

A

A

t

=2
<

of

e

i
i

3. X2 o

- O

25 222 19403 U7 E] AFEHAA ghom,
HRlol 2 Fof el /il 4P| B
T8 AR FFHAe A A 2
H2 72 B3l AV AHshe &7 OE]
AEolw, o] 7iRle| whe}t M2 e FeE o
eldtis &4 h(Tiffin J & McCormic EJ 1974;
Locke 1976). =3}, A& 91£2 A HEZBE] Y
she 2F RIS ZHX, &, Ad AAel wlet 3
olgt Fej 2], 22 A S HYH oz
Aol A AR A3 v|AEe 8]lojckeld
4 2005; o84 2008). T& FAl) gt AT

RS2 o3 g Fola A& FEAIZITkR 5t

JH

Arhzeld 2004; ZEA 2005 YFElS 2006).

Locke EA(1976)E A5, 47, €2, ¢4, &
AFA, o8 20, 35, T8, A AR T
< g9le g Hgkt) Slavitt $(1978)& A F BF
2 Q4 Aol H3A 9F Fo] R IS
ol 483k 8, ERlF #AE Pe 54, &
o], 4o e 27 547 #¥dvia siqich
Smith HC(1995)% & $HEol z} 7Rl A7
Aol gt AYeta, T e 2 F
3} & o3’ 7] 73 FeelA ZIRIske
shte] H=E o3t

olg} 2L AR wrEe 3 FAYY uiE3
& PEo] J3e F& gdo|n, 23 9] Ao
T fo3 98 v x, Vet AldAlE A
213 g FE Ao|BE ZF o 7S
ZollA F83lth B Ao e TAMS AR
o #dd ZE a9 ZFA - i IHHY
g FAAQ AR PEolg H st

M. oI+ 2

1. 09 @8 3 D1 MF

B AFe 34 A9 Eged) 258t e
AY0e e & Spears LC(1995), Greenleaf RK
(1970)9] Bd-E o]&3ld MHE tiyd] ©&
29371 AR & ofd JFE v A A
FENE stux gt £ d79 532 e
8l7] 8l A7 2¥(EFg DI AT /M E AF
&t

1) 7K M5

HHE Feiilel Be 9Hast AT B
HAE Yol el Lolnng A7 2YL o
goz thew e /e Pad

(1) NHE 2ICIaI Ef(30) Chst It
AWE el Bl #Ed A7 W
F2002) TFadol APz oy EHo] =



AHE ool mE geast A5 wEd vlAe 9% 153

Servant
leadership

Sympathy

formatios

Hi1

Stewardship

Teamwork s

Satisfaction

Job

Satisfaction

H2

Commitment to
growth

{Fig. 1> Research model.
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<Table 1> Stucture of the questionnaire

Structure

Structure concept Structure factor

Questions Scale type

Servant. Sympathy forrflatlon, community formation, stewardship, vision, 25 5-point Likert scales
leadership insight, commitment to growth
Teamwork Interchange, communication, interdependence 12 S-point Likert scales
Job . . . .

L Job satisfaction 8 S-point Likert scales
satisfaction
General N Gender, a?ge, education, department, job status, work period, 7 Nominal scales
characteristics ~ monthly income
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{Table 2> General characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics N %

Gender Male 167 69.0

Female 75 310

20~30 89 36.8

Age 3039 104 430

40~49 3R 157

50 or more 11 45

High school 35 145

. College graduate 136 53.7
Education

University graduate 73 302

Graduate school 4 16

Room department 15 62

Food and beverages department 57 23.6

Department Cooking department 143 59.0

Facilities department 12 50

Other department 15 62

Contract worker 72 298

Full time employee 110 455

;T?:tus Manager(section chief) 4 182

Deputy section chief 11 45

Above department head 5 20

~1 44 182

Work 1~3 41 169

period 3~35 38 158

(yrs) 5~8 40 165

8~ 79 326

Under 100 36 149

Monthly ~ 100~150 66 273

income 150~200 67 277

(#10,000)  200~300 55 227

300 more 18 74

Total 242 100.0

< At 1FE Wl R E Fho|Art A
okt 715 1 ghetelA 3k eigen-value) 1 ©]%F
o

ARSI o) 8913 A FK(factor loading)yS 0.4

ol’del A& AH&sisith

89 B4 23, & A7 e 3 =74 B
& o7l Hsted aAFAFe] 0.6 o151
FEE AASAT. £ 2 dFode 223

A A4 o] KMO$ Bartlette] 734 ASE o]

£3ld 291 BA 9] AP e AFstaA sisint
X KMOE & 43S FR4dEATe

718 vlwsle T2 A4S 2H ke 54
zlo]th. KMOS] ¥9lE 0014 1 Ale]eld 1ol 7}
7eFE ugdsta, #4305 o)deld 89l
AL 7] Agsitia ggd 4 TEPEA -
ZAAS 2005).

1) MEE &0l CHet 201 24

B AFods AHE i dist 8R0S 5
2817] 98l 29 BAE HABAT & 258%
o] Mg 130 A AAsIE oM, 13} ¥ A
A Al Aol 03 o]l 3¥FE AAS F
2FEE 891 BMo] A&t a2l #4e] 4
£ 7FsA S AAs] fl8l KMO 7% 3 Bartlett
o] 734 AH S A

A% A3, 09212 89 Eﬂo] 7Rs8He AAL
st 89 FE8 3 ]
ABlgem, 8]l 3 WA
& AAE] 1F g1 ol 815 EES
b 99l & A, 6719 8%l =EHIUoH,
Z B drde e 7841%ch 291 18 27
2| _g_cgl 2= %%i{] is:lﬂ’ oo] 3L 737\1 ] _,]/u

o
::E (i

el 8

olg} sk, 821 45 Bl A, 821 58 BF 2
9l, 891 6& T 47 a<lol=} Hrsct Al
2 9ol B2 A % A, 3 24

16.68%329, FEA A 1520%, BA7] €4
13.32%, ¥ AA] 12.13%, B2 11.18%, 799 4
2 9.90%th MHE 2jeiiel] g 89l ¥4 4
FH= (Table 3)3} 2t}

SI9I901 CHet 201 2A

345.0;1 W 8918 28] A9 29 B
Hg ANSET. & 28%) W58 139 27
ARG, 17 85 AA A AEo) 03 o
ael 289E AANC] 5 10852 8 A

2 &3t



156 =z g3)A] A 168 A 55(2010)

{Table 3> Factor analysis of servant leadership

. Factor . Eigen- Propotion Cronbach's
1
Factor Variables loading Communality vaule %) 2
My boss understands members in their position  0.860 0.803
My boss listens to what opinion members have on 0712 0721
problems of department.
Sympathy My boss accepts other opinion different from his 0.705 0730 5311 16.68 0.887

formation  one or criticism well
My boss treats members respectfully 0.701 0.679
My boss tries to remove stress factors related with

0.648 0.631
job of members
My boss works with members under his direct 0.826 0.803
supervision
' My :)SS tries to make community whose cohesion 0.783 0.813
is stron,
Comm.umty g 7.62 15.20 0.918
formation My boss encourages cooperation and teamwork
0.781 0.852
between members.
My boss encourages active communication between 0.665 0.727
members.
My boss is aware of recent change which has an 0.728 0.778
influence on members.
My boss makes members moving by not order or 0724 0.712

command but persuasion.
Stewardship 5.87 13.32 0.869
My boss knows whether members are doing their

. . 0.708 0.727
job well or not entirely.
My boss.knows what the job members do well 0,681 0728
and bad is.
My boss shows key value and purpose, and informs 0810 0.896
to members.

Vision My boss shows purpose of department, and informs 4.65 12.13 0.911

0.774 0.798

to members.
My boss suggests vision of organization to members.  0.753 0.857
My boss finds out other's opinion or feeling well.  0.794 0.827

Insight My boss has an intuition and an insight 0.733 0.821 3.66 11.18 0.887
My boss predicts future through his insight. 0.724 0.808
My bc?ss offers members opportunity to show their 0766 0762
potential.

itment
g"g;“wthen My boss does proper action which is fit for situation.  0.678 0728 349 990 0881

My boss gives responsibility and authority for auto-

. 0.663 0.778
nomous job performance.
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{Table 4> Factor analysis of teamwork

157

Factor Eigen- Propotion Cronbach's

actor Variables loading Communality vaule %) "
To achieve purpose of organization, we rely on 0797 0737
each other
Interchange Between employees, we keep equal relationship.  0.779 0.696 5238 2678 0.831
We share purpose or mission with team members. 0.710 0.651
We share information or idea between employees. 0.647 0.575
Cooperation for job between employees is good. 0.801 0.716
. .. Communication between team mernbers are is good. 0.718 0.669 9.06 2205 0.768
Communication
Communication between team members are is good. 0.672 0.669
there | -
When there is a problem, we tries to defend each 0811 0753
Tnterdependence - 797 2058  0.794
er . . .76
nierdependenice Job support with other team is accomplished well. 0.801 0.775
We understand team members' position well. 0.628 0.669
A HE 6941%ATE 89 12 2FE 89, AB I Bartletd] THA AR S AAEATh A

ko e

A28 rtrELQl 89 38 AT olEQQlo
BERCE AR 89d BabdmE g v
, IR 891 28.78%, HARARE 91 22.05%, 4
TE2Q 20.58%ATE BH 29 29 ¥4 2
I (Table 4)9} 2t}
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{Table 5> Factor analysis of job satisfaction
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Factor Variables li:?irg Communality Ii‘f;’; Pro(i/:;m CronZaCh's
I feel that my job is worth. 0.882 0.675
I think my job is proper. 0.812 0.659
‘ Iob ‘ Generally, 1 am satisfied with my job. 0,781 0.609 150 5978 0.864
satisfaction My present wage is pretty proper for my job. 0.755 0.570
I am satisfied with my job environment. 0.734 0.538
1 am pretty satisfied with benefit program of our corporation. 0.731 0.535
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<Table 6> Regression between servant leadership and teamwork(Interchange)

Unstandardized Standardized
Model coefficients coefficients tvalue r
8 SE Beta
Constant 1.748 0.192 9.089 0.000
Sympathy formation 0.127 0.069 0.147 1.847 0.066
Community formation 0.186 0.066 0.239 2.832 0.005%*%*
Stewardship -0.009 0.073 -0.011 -0.127 0.899
Vision 0.152 0.066 0.185 2.300 0.054
Insight -0.048 0.068 -0.057 -0.709 0.479
Commitment to growth 0.120 0.066 0.159 1.825 0.069

R=0332 R Adjusted=0315 F=19467 p=0.000

*#p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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{Table 7> Regression between servant leadership and teamwork(Communication)

Unstandardized Standardized
Model coefficients coefficients t-value P
8 SE Beta
Constant 1.590 0.206 7722 0.000
Sympathy formation 0.163 0.073 0.179 2.219 0.027**
Community formation 0.160 0.070 0.194 2.270 0.024%*
Stewardship -0.043 0.079 -0.047 -0.549 0.583
Vision 0.105 0.071 0.121 1.482 0.140
Insight 0.081 0.072 0.091 1.122 0.263
Commitment to growth 0.103 0.070 0.128 1.456 0.147

R=0316 R Adjusted=0299 F=18.123 p=0.000

*p<0.05, *¥**p<0.001.
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(Table 8> Regression between servant leadership and teamwork(Interdependence)

Unstandardized Standardized
Model coefficients coefficients t-value r
8 SE Beta
Constant 1.816 0.180 10.087 0.000
Sympathy formation 0.076 0.064 0.092 1.188 0.236
Community formation 0214 0.062 0.286 3.480 0.001 %+
Stewardship ~0.179 0.069 ~0.215 ~2.599 0.010**
Vision 0.159 0.062 0.202 2.577 0.011%*
Insight 0.022 0.063 0.027 0.341 0.733
Commitment to growth 0.188 0.062 0.258 3.044 0.003%**
R'=0367 R Adjusted=0351 F=22.685 p=000

*p<0.05, ***p<0.001.
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{Table 9> Regression between teamwork and job satisfaction
Unstandardized Standardized
Model coefficients coefficients t-value i/
B SE Beta
Constant 0.641 0.244 2.622 0.009
Interchange 0.223 0.087 0.193 2579 0.011%*
Communication 0.224 0.081 0.205 2.750 0.006***
Interdependence 0.361 0.084 0.300 4.285 0.000%**
R=0373 R Adjusted=0365 F=47223 p=0.000

**p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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