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Abstract

The purposes of this study were 1) to analyze the preference of leadership style among "Transformational
leaderships and "Service leaderships, 2) to examine the differences of the job satisfaction between the high
level of service leadership group and low level of the service leadership group and 3) to testify the hypothesis
that the service leadership and its 4 elements (belief, attitude, ability, insight) affect the job satisfaction. The
questionnaires were developed to measure the service leadership, the preference of leadership style (iransfor-
mational leadership and service leadership) and Job satisfaction. The surveys were distributed to 120 managers
and employees in the family restaurant in Korea, and 104 questionnaires were responded (response rate: 86.7%).
The SPSS 12.0 package program was used to conduct the descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, t-test
and multiple regression analysis. The result of leadership style preference showed the followers preferred the
service leadership (75.0%) to the transformational leadership (25.0%). Comparing the job satisfaction of high
level of service leadership group and that of low level of service leadership group, the job satisfaction of high
level of service leadership group was significantly (p<0.001) higher than that of low level of service leadership
group (high level of service leadership group: 4.03, low service leadership group: 3.27, measured on a 5-point
likert scale). All three factors of job satisfaction (human factor, service system and company image) in high
level of leadership group were significantly (p<0.001) higher than those of lower level of service leadership
group. The result of multiple regression analysis presented that the service leadership and it’s 4 elements
(concept, mind, skill, insight) have significant (p=0.000) effects on the job satisfaction. As a conclusion, we
examined theoretical framework of service leadership model and testified the applicability in the field of family
restaurants. But the service leadership was the new conceptual theory, so there should be the more empirical
studies on managers and employees in the service industry.
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Table 1. Demographic information of the subject (N=104)

Frequency Percentage (%)

Sex
Male 25 24.0
Female 78 75.0
No answer 1 1.0
Marriage
Married 8 7.7
Single 96 92.3
Age
< 20 11 10.6
20~24 52 50.0
25~29 29 279
30~34 6 58
35~39 2 19
> 40 2 1.9
No answer 2 19
Education
Under high school 18 17.3
College 54 51.9
University and over 31 29.8
No answer 1 1.0
Job status
Regular worker 70 67.3
Contract worker 8 7.7
Part-time worker 25 240
Role of job
Kitchen 28 26.9
Hall 58 55.8
Cash 2 1.9
Bar 2 19
Parking 2 1.9
Manager 2 19
Etc 9 8.7
No response 1 1.0
Period of working in the present
company
< 6 mon 29 279
6 mon~1 yr 25 24.0
1 yr~3 yr 33 317
> 3yr 11 10.6
No response 6 5.8
Total period of working in the
foodservice industry
< 6 mon 16 154
6 mon~1 yr 22 212
1 yr~3 yr 34 327
>3 yr 25 24.0
no response 7 6.7

&k Bl 2(JS2), Aol Al =] A (JS3)), Au] A Al o)
gk 33 ol i AEA (JS4), =5 £ 71 digk =
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Table 2. Reliability analysis of measurement tool for service
leadership and job satisfaction

Corrected  Cronbach’s Cronbach’s

Item  item-total alpha if Ioh

correlation item deleted apha
SL1 0.568 0.888
SL2 0.546 0.890
SL3 0.705 0.881
S1L4 0.629 0.885
SL5 0.632 0.885
Service SL6 0.530 0.890
leadership SL7 0.739 0.879
SL8 0.520 0.891
SL9 0.543 0.8%9
SL10 0.730 0.880
SLi11 0.673 0.882
SL12 0.516 0.891

0.894
JS1 0.524 0.770
Js2 0.525 0.771
Job JS3 0.644 0.742
satisfaction Js4 0.486 0.779
Js5 0.523 0.773
Js6 0.605 0.751

0.796

Table 3. Preference of leadership style

Frequency Percent (%)

Transformational leadership 26 25.0
Service leadership 78 75.0
Total 104 100.0
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Table 4. Comparison of job satisfaction between high and low level of service leadership
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High level of service leadership

Low level of service leadership

T-val
N Mean*SD N Mean = SD vae
Human factor’ 51 4.22%0.51 50 3.61£0.53 5.870™"
Service system 51 ... 3.77£0.63 50 3.20%0.57 4.810™
Company image R 51 3.98+0.73 50 3.58£0.86 2515
Job satisfaction total score 51 403047 50 3472048 5911

kK

:p<0.05, p<0.001.
1! not satisfied at

all, 5: extremely satisfied.
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Table 5. Correlation analysis of service leadership and job satisfaction
Service leadership Human Service Company Job satisfaction
elements factor system image total score
Service concent Pearson correlation 0.473™ 0.469™" 0.313™ 0.523"*"
P N 104 104 104 104
Service mind Pearson correlation 0.479" 0.358" 0217 0457
N 104 104 104 104
Service skill Pearson correlation 0.508™" 0.388"™* 0.246" 0.492™"
N 101 101 101 101
Service insight Pearson correlation 0.307™ 0.304™ 0.194" 0.337™
g N 104 104 104 104
Service leadership Pearson correlation 0.542" 0.463™ 0.282™" 0.549™"
total score N 101 101 101 101
'p<0.05, p<0.01, ""p<0.001.
Table 6. Multiple regression analysis of service leadership for job satisfaction
Dependent variable Independent variable B Standard error T Sig T
Contents 10.678 1.1817 5875 0.000
Service concept 1.532 0.609 2517 0.013
. . Service mind 0.573 0.658 0.871 0.386
Job satisfaction Service skill 1.384 0.647 2.140 0.035
Service insight -0.243 0.709 -0.342 0.733

R?=0.323 adjusted R®=0.294

p-value=0.000
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Table 7. Comparative analysis of job satisfaction between the group which prefer transformational leadership and the group

which prefer service leadership

Group which prefer

Group which prefer

transformational leadership service leadership T-value P-value
N Mean£SD N Mean*SD
Human factor’ R 26 3.960.54 78 391061 0.380 0.705
Service system 26 3.46*0.66 73 .. 353067 -0.422 0.674
Company image . 26 3.73+0.83 78 3.83=0.83 -0.547 0.586
Job satisfaction total score 26 376053 78 3.77£0.56 -0.102 0.919

'1: not satisfied at all, 5. extremely satisfied.
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