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Abstract In a world of uncertainty and complexity, leadership is essential to lead collaborative
and positive interactions among employees. In other words, if members share opinions and work
through voluntary leadership, they will respond more effectively to uncertain challenges and get
closer to the targeted management performance. Therefore, in this study, we would like to
elucidate the importance of shared leadership, which has recently become an issue. We will
examine the impact of shared leadership on team efficacy, team organizational -citizenship
behavior, and turnover intention. A survey was conducted among members working in a team
organization in Busan, and the results were as follows. First, the effects of shared leadership on
team efficacy were found to have significant positive(+) effects, such as the hypotheses set at
planning and organizing 0.202(C.R.=2.853), problem solving 0.463(C.R.=5.620), support and caring
0.237(C.R.=3.326), and development and mentoring 0.366(C.R.=5.132), respectively. Second, the
effects of team efficacy on team organizational citizenship behavior and turnover intention were
0.545(C.R.=5.895) and -0.143(C.R.=-0.817), respectively, and team efficacy was found to have a
positive(+) effect on team organizational citizenship behavior, but team efficacy did not have a
significant effect on turnover intention.
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Table 1 A Study on Shared Leadership
Researcher Research Contents
Hong and | A study of hotel members suggested
Kwon that shared leadership within a team
(2019) increases team efficacy
A study of R&D project teams
Hwang suggested that shared leadership affects
(2020) team efficacy, team trust, and team
creativity
Lee and A study of manufacturing and service
industry members suggested that shared
Joe . . .
(2022) leadership  increases ghange-onented
OCB and change self-efficacy
A study of college students who have
experienced team-based learning and
Jang community learning club activities
(2023) suggested that team efficacy increases as
shared leadership, academic resilience,
and cooperative self-efficacy increase
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o] AyPATd =& wgoz FAY olel FHI d#s A, 2 sAEL aTH
7+ uFAely JFHor AAHE T @™ o] o]g Ag(Ashford et al, 1998), XAl %
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1-1: Agsy 2H3s "gasyad AH(+H)9 o] -5 AgHor FYst, oAl P
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st} ALAS A A8 L Park and Kim(2015)
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o= Holl A 433 a3ttt 7Hd 20 HEsEe "RAAUG FA A (+)

olg} dA AVETHS BAY BEEFEL % o] 4&Fg mH Holt},

WHete ARE $E F Ak AdEdnt. o

E Rriaszrol /Mol A gt gats n 23 Hasza oA =

A= Aol obd Ak il dEo] dFS v

45 Aes onshs AQH o= =AY dtkee SAse Yasae ¥ grrd
o8 dZ749 F Avh AV ETHS Aok a3 qololm, AT A%y Rojo} g A4
4, AokEE, AEAE FEATITHEH, ol 3 o= wem A stz k. AT g%
271 sl A1 Eolt APEA QL AW TS Zhol #a A3 A7 ADE BEe A Ao
a3k A @ oH(Shamir et al, 1993). wekA =} o},

JEee 2AARAES ¢ 5 A, A7) &5 7 (self-efficacy) & 91719 APS 7

old =gl ¥ FFor F4E/ 4, " o g A=A Ao HHS e 4
AEo] AAHo= zte= §® o #3 a5 9ty Wi Hwoly|o] o)A o ko] H(-)9
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A AR FAA M AAHQ Hrolth UA
+% 2ng 94ddtd "ed AEAAES
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Shared Leadership

' Planning and
‘_ organizing ‘ Team OCB

‘ Problem Solving ‘ (+)

- | #  Team efficacy |

‘ Support and ‘ |
caring

’ () | Tumover

Development ; ;
‘ p ‘ | intention

and mentoring

Fig. 1 Research Model

3. dE=E4

3.1 E2X=ze 4

2 ARE 20239 19 ~397HA] FAEe T4
7190 ool "xAel FAskE FAYS ud
ow AAHAY. HF F 2B0FS wiFEo] 5
AE AEAE 2435 ow BFEeA SHe
1355 Aol §F 230%9 HEAE FET &
woz vpepstal HF Al AREHA T

AETAS duEd 94 2057 (89.1%) 0%
do Aoz yeisth A"2 20t 2418

(10.4%), 30th 397 (17.0%), 40t 67 (29.1%),
50t 827 (35.7%), 60t o]’ 189 (7.8%) 2.2 i
FHo] ot FEHESFE 1d o8t 179(7.4%),
2-7 757 (32.6%), 8-131 387 (16.5%), 14-191
19(8.3%), 20 o4k 811(35.2%) 0. & tetTh

2o AukalY 357 (15.2%), WElH 227
(9.6%), Z4 4078 (17.4%), F+3HF o)A 1334
(578%) 2.2 e §-G5 o] ge] =5 o] FiL
ATh dFTS Az 669 (28.77%), AH) 2= 149
3 (64.8%), 71E 158 (65%) 2 An|Aq FAL

o] FE o7 : gtk
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Table 2 Demographic Characteristics

Category Frequency | Ratio(%)
Man 205 89.1
Gender Woman % 109
20s 24 104
30s 39 17.0
Age 40s 67 29.1
50s 82 357
60s or more 18 78
1 years or less 17 74
Years of 2-7 years 5 32.6
continious 8-13 years 33 165
. 14-19 years 19 8.3
service
More than 20 81 359
years
General % 152
Employees
. Deputy 22 96
Position 1= ion Chief 10 174
Managgr level 133 578
or higher
Manufacturing 66 28.7
Industry Services 149 64.8
Other 15 6.5
32 Mso 53 o =AM Ho|
= AFoAE AAE EEE HFe7] 9lsl
NE ATE 2l ARA F2e R B
shel Qpm Aol wA 54w
FTHADAE F WA THH D Q= Y
Aol ofg § TAAS A4 AR ES,
Aaclo® At 245, BANG, A% e,
At MEY A PRl S
Hiller et al.(2006)° ]3] 7H%= i1, Bang(2013),
Koo(2020)¢] Aol A& FHEFE ALE
ol MEFES FANGAG AR 2A5e
Yase 9 no 4ol A8 FAg £ 9
E% Qe x4, wdse 9o dAH
G Aol B 8T AL ANBY 5,
TANAL HAELS GHEAE wWEA 4
doh, WUEe | A ATAS FEe] B
Ag dAAdgy 5, Ad vy e HYES &
wol a3 FALAA ALE ATy, ‘°
A5 THAE WA BAT ZRIY
At wEde WAse HEgAsmiE

228 e, HIAELS g rAdE] A2
=45 W& oA EoFE FoE FA
E =

dasae ‘HolA Fo4x dFE 74T
AT GFS MR Jdvka AzsteE "2 ¥
F3¥oixn A zZPS %33, Chen, Gully and

Eden(2001)e] 7R#slar Kim(2015)9] <A<l A
AEE ZAETE ALl HEFRL T
A, el ol EAHQ Wolghm Az,
‘97 "ol AT FdAst Ann 08 oH e

de A & Qo du g 502 =4

< ‘"Hedso © a&y o9
of Z=Fo] HE 9% 97 T AE&Ho=
=3, Organ et.
al.(2005)e] AFE 3= Kizilos et al.(2013)9]
BEdAds HAS5S UEs WYsd Ad&d5S
TAsIAT ‘Ue ¥ Z2AS AYsy, 2o
g Aoz PEoity, ‘Yo AF AY, X4
S FHete] "HAEdA dHEed, ‘Yes g
Hol A2 "3y H4&& 5o 5o F
=g

olF o= ‘FZAFAYe] F

478 =
A 2ANA oldatd e He Fu'E
4

g

L3t Mobley(1982)2] AFolA] AlEH =

ETE Agdel AEIERE T

AFAFL s 217 Jidel #a e &
A3AE AF Tde AHE Hole AEE %
st e g #AHE Jdeln. £ A
T WA dAALE VEo R AFHdE I
olstd=dl, 4 IFF F48E& 9t AEHo
Ae e 55 FAdAA AHPZES A& I
55 U AAS AFAAS E=olve Wl
t}. o]u] Cronbach’s alpha Al 0.6 o]Ao]d
Ao = FAZ St B 5 ok A#A
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w4l A= Table 348 0.859F-F 093074 = NZEoR QAR 05 oS v|Foez 29l
ety S35 AEde] dvtal & 4 gle S FE3AY 83 AW A2 varimax¥ A S
o, $HAEC] o HAE dAAFE AL § g&atdeh. #4439 F 7 8do] FEHS
gt va #aEd 4 Qo a1, ol5 Q9lo] AA Wako] 75% oS A
B34 S48t o= Es FHukel stan Stk AlFRA HE, 344 9w &
A= Gedla J=A Eo, SAHAETE 3 Amos 2502 83 &7 2AFAS A}
7Vebe wl F23% Vo] "ok Bl S ¥ o ZAugo g% BFo] dup B AE
aty] f8) gy eoRy Ela gy 2 A, Zdsk T
SRS AT ALY A= AT x2=674.966(d.f.=410,
S Q2RSS AAE u QAFEWHS p=0.000), GFI=0.860, AGFI=0.827, IFI=0.948,
FARRANE olgstglon], 1fX 10 o4& CFI=0948 RMR=0.0472 Ag%= A77&E& &
Table 3 Results of EFA
Variables Factorl Factor? Factor3 Factor4 Factob Factor6 Factor7 Cronbach’s a
8% 055 033 033 120 029 209
Problem 840 037 008 030 182 007 148
Solving 8% 172 014 015 106 009 220 0913
818 154 027 108 207 045 183
730 143 018 039 126 002 284
114 337 046 057 090 037 106
Development 133 378 008 061 069 014 157
% Mentoring 124 369 062 020 117 039 100 0.930
027 336 003 112 146 036 145
165 301 046 016 163 036 199
Tearn 019 022 316 039 011 158 029
Organizationsl 024 004 316 007 009 219 037
Citizenship 008 075 300 019 030 082 042 0.876
i 024 051 7194 097 042 140 024
Behavior 030 028 756 041 091 285 008
051 073 065 3%4 118 063 045
Turnover 006 092 105 803 094 054 072 0.908
Intention 018 097 023 877 046 003 048 '
016 0% 008 854 052 071 051
0% 113 049 011 398 011 150
Team 104 0% 031 044 333 024 166 0,907
Efficacy 324 186 013 055 812 041 061 '
340 243 075 036 700 104 100
037 005 221 039 052 832 042
Planning & 045 003 116 022 008 820 001 0550
Organizing 040 033 241 064 014 820 011 '
023 034 316 041 071 764 004
273 220 044 044 100 006 849
Support & 353 213 009 108 151 032 806 091
Caring 366 206 028 047 19 056 7% '
39 261 012 140 166 074 652
Eigenvalues 8.099 4617 3480 2,629 2.042 1612 1.159
9% Dispersion | 26.126 14.894 11.226 8.430 6.536 5.201 3739
76 Cumulative | o o 41,020 52.247 60.727 67.313 72514 76.252
Dispersion
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FFEAE AoR U, 248F 8 4 ARE welsh: gEeddel dusgn
A gso]l EAHOR BE Helalch B 5o pEEgge AR ge gAaus
A ZE %A (convergent validity) 2 3k Jj 5 it Aol YEIE JEE 9vlstE o=
des S48 A AR g2 Hoez A3 FAWS 2 ABIBAA God FHElE Aol
& Abolol B ARBAA glolof Brhe Aol Ak Aolm, FAWE 1 ABBAI How
tH(Sung and Om, 2022). J=EEA o] E3F T TAMNE 3 AEA o] dojX = AE 9]
AR FFEAFEAVEHF FANGARAE  sle] ZAME 3 pEEggel gt Aow B
(CR) #& 7|22 HAFTEHITAHS B4 A7 =3
7t WEe FAMIAHZ(CR)= 0.7 ool AdeldA HEL HAEAFE(AVE) A F
Y, HFEAEEZ(AVE)S 05 ojAte® e oF FAMNE e AAAFE AFI S v
gk FAREEN TAANES Q7 Tt d AREAFE A5 ABASe AT @
£33 LARAN} BAMeR 05% AT wrh AW FrEdtn & 5 U P (Sung
oA Feolg Aor yeuA #SHTE dA and Om, 2022)0.% <13tg o™ Table 500 A
Table 4 Results of CFA
Variable Item B S.E. C.R. P AVE CR
X1 791
Planning &
anning X12 798 0% 12.353 <0.000 0613 0863
Organizing X13 a7 106 10.969 <0.000
X14 21 093 12709 <0.000
X25 229
X24 764 076 13.074 <0.000
Problem Solving X23 856 066 15.751 <0.000 0.688 0.917
X2 32 063 15.082 <0.000
X2l 362 062 15719 <0.000
X34 883
. X33 889 049 19.166 <0.000
749 922
Support & Caring =2 907 052 19.926 20,000 07 09
X31 778 0% 14.906 <0.000
X45 816
Development & X44 902 069 16,637 <0.000
Vertori X43 58 073 15.764 <0.000 0.737 0.933
entorng X42 369 070 16.083 <0.000
X4l 847 076 15.040 <0.000
X51 743
Team Efficacy X52 i 0% 13478 <0.000 0703 0.904
X53 843 086 12.867 <0.000
X54 879 090 13435 <0.000
Team X71 758
o X72 724 079 10.801 <0.000
Organizational
T X73 76 085 11.318 <0.000
Citizenship X74 74 079 11752 20,000 0588 0.877
Behavior X75 808 082 12.127 <0.000
X84 904
Tumover Tnfention X5 918 051 20591 <0.000
trnover tntentio X82 01 050 16.037 <0.000 0719 0907
X8l 740 059 13.937 <0.000 : '

X*=674.966(d.f.=410, p=0.000), GFI=0.860, AGFI=0.827, IFI=0.948, CFI=0.948 RMR=0.047
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Table 5 Correlation matrix between constructive concepts

Mean 1 3 4 5 6 7

1. Planning & Organizing 3127 0.112 0.106 0.120 0.134 0.211 0.097
2. Problem Solving 3.857 334 0.281 0.169 0.198 0.163 0.179
3. Support & Caring 3584 325 D530 0.198 0.170 0.192 0175
4. Development & Mentoring 3.753 3T RARES A4 0.125 0.138 0.102
5. Team Efficacy 3733 366 Al VAL 354 0.123 0.031
6. Team OCB 4.101 50 A04 s A3 371 .35 0.011
7. Turnover Intention 2.420 =312k | =423k | - ALk | 320 -176 -.105

v p<001 2P ofela: 7 /Na <t BeAT, MAA A% 73/ < JeAF Aw &

o} 2ol z+ F+ANd AVEZF #+A/ME 3F 43
A Awwk 2ok Aok drd= ZZ(Fornell
and Larcker, 1981)& 531710 HEElEGA o]
S EATH FAEST 3 A FEAE
g E 5 Agste] HARGAEAE SGHES

o,
3.4 71HH S

AMOS 2505 o] &3t Fx2WAA ERYS
HZ53 A3 Table 63 2o A42d e
A4 x2=753.494(d.f.=419 p=0.000), GFI=.835,
AGFI=.804, IFI=.936, CFI=.935, RMSEA=.0532°.
2 Jeld g43 Aoz dgdn pEHEse
Forwy A ARAA UEH dx AJE =2
7Hd Ao 55 gelel gl

2 AT AN AFEY HT AdeE o
=¥ 2oh

AR, FHelvdel "Hasdd A 9T
2 77 A =23 0.202(CR.=2.853), A
1A 0463(C.R.=5.620), ALz wHj=gl 0.237
(CR.=3.326), /N3 WEZ 0.366(C.R.=5.132)°
2 ARAF7F el A A el A
()¢ frolg 43S v A 7HA 12 A E A

A, 2ase] 2N 5 ojH o

2|

o WA= G Z+7} 0.545(C.R.=5.895),

0 G
rlo
d
J

-0.143(CR.=-0817)2 ZHZA 57+ e}
SHre] "EAANgEe] AG(h)e] Fost
< 73 Folgte 7HE 2& APHEHY o
Aol oA Ee] F(-)9 g dFS v
Aolgte= 7FAd 32 Lee and Moon(2015),
Lee(2015)e] Ao o] 7[Zt= At Hel +

o o2 ol
(o ot o

s

ozl #fE FPT F A= vHS ML 9
ga A zbekE Ao ol F o mt 7Aast)
= Y5 AeE gddng AYgAFelAE B
At lFore AAE AFRY A4, A7)
g, ATy ol wek g darh dekd
= hvkar AlAlska o

Table 6 Analysis of differences by position

X af | ax?

1208.393 | 838

Free model

Planning &
Organizing 1208775 | 839 | .382

—Team Efficacy

Problem Solvi
TODIEM SOWING | 400 408 | 839 | 104

Restric | »Team Efficacy
~ted Support &
model Caring 1208989 | 839 | 596

—Team Efficacy
Development &

Mentoring 1208.393 | 839 | .051

—Team Efficacy
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.004
.000
.000
.000
.000
414

C.R.

2.853
5.620
3.326
5.132
5.895
-.817

SE.
076
063
076
050
.098
175

.202
463
237
.366
545
-.143

Team OCB

Team Efficacy
Team Efficacy
Team Efficacy
Team Efficacy
Turnover Intention
0.000), GFI=.835, AGFI=.804, IFI=.936, CFI=.935, RMSEA=.053

Table 7 The Results of Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis

Planning & Organizing
Problem Solving
Support & Caring
Development &

Mentoring
Team Efficacy
Team Efficacy
X2=753.494(d.f.=419 p

H1-2

H1-3

H1-4
H2
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