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&A%

M B AT RS FWRBETREALFZHLOR L - #do B T JARKE AL
H B R b 89 & #1 (Keller, Loewenstein, & Yan, 2017) > .54 4B ) BB 3L T /E A 37 82 T 1 24 %
(Miron-Spektor, Gino, & Argote, 2011) ° %4k 5 AE 37 # — 4 3% — (either/or) &9 B 4 > MIRMFE 5
3t & (both/and) #5725 2R R B2 40 8k M R 0935 > ST RE WAL ek £ 4 R 3B M2 B IR 1%
(Chen, 2002 ; Miron-Spektor, Ingram, Keller, Smith, & Lewis, 2018) ° Zhang, Waldman, Han, & Li
(201545 L EAA S H B M F B (-4 153 )48 4T A (paradoxical leadership behavior, PLB) & >

REF BB e TEAT AR E® B4 o M Lewis, Andriopoulos, & Smith (2014)4.32 %] » 485 # %
ZEMGAIM AR R E G EE R @I RARREIAR > AT RS E R RN - F#F > Zhang &
Han(2019)& 48 & F AR SAT A O ¥ R B R - T b A F RO EBRGRIAHA £
B -

2R > Zhangetal. (2015)4 42 2| 53 B R ERRBREAN RBEEEN T BEAETA AT B
AEWBRRGRITH I T ELBREERRETCNT AT RENRBAFLEAHE
BT BRATRANG  ERNTHERATARAEEFEDEN - SRARAELHIF IR
B(fit)y A ARMEEEHATITAR RGP EIRE - & MITEIFF R 4T 69 4 & R (Junker,
Stegmann, Braun, & Van Dick, 2016) ° $£4F > Schneider(2001)42 3| & B T % % i JE TE 3R 35 05 >
FRFLATAAMNIFGETE R s > T H GRBRMARRZRESGTFERRE - &
F 0 B AR E & Z i Be(person-supervisor fit)#h & F 4R B R 33 o F 0B S X E 2 Rl eg A
MARE X E W BRERELERE BEF LA R LB T BAREEREFEAAZT
AT O ERAE - TARE >~ Al ) C MEAR R BeEAAERBE (BEERRE
Z 2005 #¥5443% > 1995 ; Evans et al., 2002 ; Tan & Wu, 2021 ) «

Rk HABAEETNRESEHSB AL AGHEIFEARAELNVE N Bk
Zhangetal. (2015) REEEF WU T HEAAETARGT AN ANNRBRAEREEIRARIER
F AR R AR BAE AT UK AR T 2 A3 R £ 5(P-SnH 3B B H ey 32w Askt
B EHFSARFAGFEEF - £ F  WATEA AR X6 I8 A TR — R

FBBENARN T otk AAREBEFAIFB AT BEATATA-RIEHIBATANY
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B RREBATHART AR RA -

oL AARUMAAREEBRAERAH  BREFARBETEATITHY —
BREHIBAT AR ELANBE - L5 > BRIE Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham (1981) 895 %
EENIHRGBIEA TR FR TRIITESAE RO BN ATEIRB TAREER S
TAF o Bk KRR ARG H0R 0 BRRE T EILE F B AR TAT A — B
BERE BT E—F TRTHEATLARTHEFEK - AR BHRSHERFR
BT 2850 FEAE LA+ 5 E£% 8 A &(Zhang et al., 2015) » AE5 A 40 8k 69 A3 R & 2k
EREHE - AMBENARPRIDKERBOAELE  HUXBHEETHEATTANE
% > HEATARRNBERERTRN S FIRAERBRIERAT » TERIAB 4
SR — R GRS E B AT A -

At A ARG EZBRAZE > B AARBERERATBEATES  HHxH

ABIBAFAT AN MR BRANTE > is R T TEA T AEREGNER - &

R RERREETAINBE T HATITAN —BREAEEHFEARESOHERLT @ T E
FBETARITH LN HRET EETHRBAATEX —BMOA T AR - &L AEEE
B % AR BT R AT SRR Y B MR 0 AT RIS AN G AR Edh @k > e B %R

MmETZ o AARZBHGREFTANBIREE AT L EFHRFE ARG Y
B AEHRAEEANRBATBERAETA—BRAR—BOENT > HNIB AT AR TAF
ITAHARROBE L HEHAMERTRPNAGECALBE T BATTAN —REHINRE T
AT A RRAZBE -

A SUBR#ER ST
— > EAREEHE

18 A8 T4 5 45 2 B S B (fit) 4 F 25 B B 2 A0 X B R AL 18 Ao 535 2 Bl e 1 P Y
AKX RE o B A $2 3R 3% 38 B (person-environment fit, P-E fit) 89 & 75 R B N X A AT A L%
(Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987) * 435 A&4% 5 A F % &% E18 AT A I B AR Z
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EHEECHBATAZEERZNVE - BARBRAEGARBRAF S ARNGATEE
X a4 A AR a8k E (person-organization fit, P-O fit ) ~ 18 A $1 2% 3% 18 B2 (person-group fit,
P-G fit) ~ 18 A$2 T 4538 & (person-job fit, P-J fit) $218 A1 X ¥ 8 & (person-supervisor fit, P-
Sfit) 78 B (33 EF R Z » 2005) ° M @ EME G KA T EARBEMLHMZLERS
B0 B AL A H & A &% & (Kristof-Brown, 2000) ; sbob o & 18] A 2 28 35 4848 3 — BB
HIfprao G REGHIF > 035 TS EE ~ TIEE R0 a8k /K3 % (Cable & Judge, 1996;
Kolenko & Aldag, 1989; Taris & Feij, 2001) ° A 50 695 70 & 262 £ AL X & 8 B 0F @ 494K
G

BIAEEEBEAAEBALEIEZIMAOELEE - BALIEZIMETZE  8FI

7/

AN A B THEARE - RiF B EREL X % T A4069(Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, &
Johnson, 2005; Schneider, 2001) ; AR BT~ B TR AB CH X T HBEBA ZABDETF > 16
FeH i ) T/ERERN T/EREREHE (Wexley, Alexander, Greenawalt, &Couch, 1980) °
Mg E 8B ABAREE HFH - FF (AR WA R HTRE -FEE) A
Rk P AR T RAELEE 0 3R B TR 6% & 8 3 (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989; Zenger & Lawrence,
1989) > [F) B b, 4t 3R B o 48 8% /> B AT % (Huang & Tun, 2006) ~ f & M 4 3k (Huang & Tun, 2006)#2

B 3% 48 15 (Ostroff, Shin, & Kinicki, 2005; Van Vianen, 2000)% *» A Eq R AL @ @ Z BB E R E -

=~ FHEARTA

% J& (paradox) A 45 b X M A H I AP XA A Z B R £ > mB R ERGLFEGFA
— £ B F] (Smith & Lewis, 2011) © F B # &R B 7>+ B #9 1% %5 4 £ (Yin—Yang philosophy) * 48 #}
W8I =K 4% — (either/on) ) B4t > RY BHAIBAH T ROAM DA > L ERBH M ES
g 6,k TR B A 2 3 (both/and) 8 18 4 R 2 4 4% 69 87 % (Chen, 2002) - Lewis(2000)#2
Bl b E 6 G 4 F R A A AR BT AR AR 45 S b X A8 1 4T $1 A7 B B JL> Zhang etal. (2015)
BT RAGTARR RIS AN O H AR QBANE ARG T E R &
BB EIRATS o

Zhang et al. (2015)# F /& 48 54T % (paradoxical leadership behavior, PLB)& 44 A K & °

a3 1 (1) 4 8 & Fofute A F < (combining self-centeredness with other centeredness > SO) :

4
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REEZEHRDFIFACHBEN > RIFLEHATHBERSF A FHATN - QRFrEsk{a
&, F F 3.1 B 14 (maintaining both distance & closeness > DC) @ %A% & BipF @ sma L
BB RS IE TARAER, > R R BE IR FEOARK A - Q) BOCHAIE - 2E3F
18l A £ £ (treating subordinates uniformly while allowing individualization > Ul) : %% 2% & &K
JEIT R BN H ~ RN e BB SCAE HER NS > LR RFRR T AT o (4R
FegyERIH S A2 AT B %A B £ P (maintaining decision control while allowing autonomy *
CA) ° (5)3AL 38 B o T4F & R > 124 A3 H A% 45 3 4 (enforcing work requirements while
allowing flexibility * RF) : E BB E T EEHR T ERTAFEE R FH 2 LERILB
FHBEHTAE XN BT TERR AL LB IITH R -

Zhang & Han (2019)i& & & #7 & % 45 & F 49 F /§ 48 547 A (PLB-CD) > &35 ()AL 82K
Zh kB RE  ORF BB EEN (O BN RAF] B MAAE o AR (d)IEJEF0 %
BRETHERNESHD  TERRNTOARNOCERRI T EATITAR AN &
M LEHHBERLT THEA EOEFERE 4 &% - LIl Ishag, Bashir, & Khan (2019)
BREREEHORBIABFEREE T HATTAHINE A G MAF ITHOBE &
REREEHIIEBRECREM MR TSN T EAETAHLIERE > ENEFHRNE - &

FHEAAGGNRELNTERAFTAZAMN MEFLUTEATTAHRNENA LR
WA I EHAT A 2B EME o She & Li(2017) A1 i F J& 48 547 A iE vy FARI3R B 84 Bl 1432 F
EMHARBYO TG EERBLE  ERAROAESERBERBKYEREE T FTHAT
FAHEHEEMGRRNNBERR -
= RIMATA

£1¥7(innovation) i 2 B o] 69 4% > fL 488K P L HAG NBAT R 5 09 AEATE R Ao B e HT 8
ok B3 E B4 w A A AR % 5 5134k (new ideas) ~ A B (people) * X % (transactions)
Fu 4% 4% Ik 4 (institutional context) (Van de Ven,1986) - Hammond et al. (2011) 4884 3% 547 42 i
ZREEAB I IAETHNTARE T o5 RERE £ R - TEBFEARELE - IR
B 31 R B B F 1R S A 48 88 35 48 4 77 (Ancona & Caldwell, 1987) > B T4 A £ 37 69 B 4 4T

A REAR i B T84 %5 (Aryee, Walumbwa, Zhou, & Hartnell, 2012; Hogan & Coote, 2014) > BE gt >
5
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BRIV AR R > BEBELGBRAFENGE > K&K ILI TR B 49 5 4 9147 % (Van
de Ven, 1986) °

% 0y 5% 0 A]i% A (creativity)Fo £ #7 (innovation) 18 7k ] &9 4 37 48 % X 4 48 Al (West &
Farr, 1990) » £]3& /1 75 RAB A & A #7694 & S A 47589 8 /1 (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988) -
B H 44518 A B A R By Bk 2 4 0 B S 480K v SUR B89 4T 4 (Kanter, 1988; Van de Ven, 1986)¢
Rk AI¥iTARAE TBTETHYTRAEAGAIFEERAAAMBY Y E > BAHTHY
NBZEBOITH B "EE—PUT, ITABE > SRIRE TAEEL ) & TAEIIT
WA SR (BB RAu 24 0 2011) ° 48 AR - A8 A BI 34T 2 th b P A8 6 3R 7] B 46

BH TR R RIAYGEE > BHEREMARRGERTE > BANMBETRIFAE
B e ¥ R0 AR MU T B IR A A AR e A TR A AR AL SRR 46 6 BT R e S A4

A E 4 & ¥3 FE (Kanter, 1988; Scott & Bruce, 1994) -

W~ THTHERR

B TG EENEH ARG NRRE > BT TETARFELETE R AR
B 4Z(Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993) ° {2 B JE 3 35 649 M ik 884t - TAFfnta B A Y
PR AR A E A 2% B BB (Tlgen & Pulakos, 1999) > K X Z ey e 4R B N HAR T
RS2 R ARG AR E B B3 w0 B\ B AR AE T 00 B F AR AR F (Howard, 1995) ©
F A & T AR S0 ok 3 RO AR 6 AR AR AR Fu R BE ST M B i - (Campbell et al., 1993;
Murphy & Jackson, 1999) » Bt » 2 T B & TAFfo e @k by 24 > Griffin, Neal, & Parker. (2007)
BRTHUEEIHFEZER  OCREERRE - EHEEREE I L E4HkAE
WEARFRARMMEASE R B X > HEEIE DR T SRRl JE M AR e e 45 R 0R

FE 7 AR (task proficiency) & 4 #i 8 AT RAL B KRB RN R IBIR T oIIT AR > B4
ITHRPRIER TED A T/ A & F Tho i Ao & Koy 42 Z (Griffin et al., 2007) - &2 £
1R ik B 1 T AR5 K ) B9 48 & 48 4 (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Johnson, 2003) » 4,82 " T
Ve 3 &84T % | A B 114 (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998) * MR st EH 2 %+ o R
HAAA A & % K 643F £ (Griffin et al., 2007) © H =Rk » 4E 55 18 JE M (task adaptivity) 7735 & ¥ @ ¥

BE - R FARBRRR G TIHRE > @BH TN ERE e EREROEIL AT A
6
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SHNBIRTEIRTIBE  BATEERIFAECHRIROUYE - Rib > AfEHER
M7 AR AT TAE B GBS 2 o] @ U 2 ) R R FE AR 6942 JE (Griffin et al.,
2007)° 48 #7> F#7 Hesketh & Neal(1999) 4 6-4T A HL A /1 R A7 = 38 J& 4 45 20> Griffin et al.(2007)
REFNBATHEERRL -
A EFRNBFBERAEITAHA-BBEHL

AARAT BFAGITHAEABERGLE  RBEERNBETMBRRAT BATITA
M2 E > PP H AT OB AR IR H R > B 1 AT

H

N (F—%) (—%®)

g EEMFEREAE | LEHTEABTA
G| [FAnTAEss | SR AR
5

by (— 248 (R—8)

7 EERTERETL | 2ESTHEAETE
B | | SBEFEAEAE | HBETEAETS
L

L EX F9-TF g H

B1 RO T AR AT — B R
GERRR © 01 332)

N EFARBFEARTTA-BEHERBTANEE
# W B TA|# 4T % > Rosing, Frese, & Bausch (2011) 45 i £ & ko 3] 25230 B 64 £ #1474 &
o A RAER K > 5 5] & B A (opening) £ 3t B X (closing) © B XA ¥ 4T & R LA #Ti8R2 + £
FHTIB IR FERZETABIERALAR G RER - ENHEKXAH
ITAHRRREIE LB EHARR > TECHPERNRBNTEHATA RS E > LR
AT B S IR » BIMAT A RS RIEER - B A FE B % M5B 42 (Scott & Bruce, 1994)
HEA @ ERERN -~ 53 E KR E 6945 (Amabile, 1996) °
Bt 50 B 7 JB AR AT Ay REH AR % 40 4k 0 18 R $1 R #E 5€ M (Andriopoulos & Smith, 2014) > &
ORI R R H AT BAATAT AN 0 3B AR Ay o X B R AR R Y
R ARAFAURYZDZE - CRALZBETCHNBET AT AT A — M ik

ABU T Bt AR 8 A KX EF R 0 3 3R B 4Y A3 71 (Miron-Spektor et
7
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al, 2018) » MEBMILB YR & HNABWAIIAITA LR T A EQHFE (Spanjol et al.,

2015) ° B b > KA I E AT 2 B3% ¢

}

Hla : & % B H2 30 M5 59 T G 45 577 % 35— B % 0F » 3545 698 #T7T % & B 30 E B HL 30N b9 7 /6 47
BfT A — B AR AF -

WIENAREERINENBRELHAAMGZERZOEE > FEH T FHBETELE
LL 82 % (Tsui & O’ Reilly, 1989) > M B T &4 T4 % & B 91 L TR 430 F & & B 9 M (Petty, McGee,
& Cavender, 1984; Sy, Tram, & O’Hara, 2006) = 14 #) » /& Huang & Tun (2006)89 5 %% + » £
FEHABUREGEGR THI BN I EARA LGB ENTE I LR RA B 09 T4 R
Btk BIFNB FRE O RABGBZANTAIEF o

T G AR AT B3R AR IR R B 3 E 60 4R AT A SRR FE 4 8K F 69 ¥ 31 (Zhang et al., 2015) > &
W@ EAR AR X8 B FE AT B % 22 (Andriopoulos & Smith, 2014) ° 4245 Zhang et al.
(2015) B9#R% > FEAAFTAHCHRBH T ETARREALBE » LRI B 912K
PREAMEFSBEM - SHBRDBEIREARAGELEA T BATATAHRES > LB LR
ZOFHRPBBATRE  THRERSOEMELE CEREHEFRNAE  ZEE N
BB RA G  FHEE B A B 6y P A8 R % %€ (Waldman, Putnam, Miron-Spektor, &
Siegel, 2019) * H st » ZE EFHINBHA R ENOTEALITE  EREAH—RSHNELE
T AR IR 6 F B M 0 BT H A B B UM A8 8 5 B E (Miiron-Spektor et al., 2018) it
BACAERSPUT O M MR IR S 09 TR SR R B Rk
HIb: &= E BB 6T BAFETHE — %0 2L TIITAERE TR E T LI 59T
JG AR BT H A — B AR AT -

€ ETRFBFBEATTAR - BHHEBTANBE

Frenchetal. (1959) 3% A48 5 1 2 et R B # A e ookth ~ BB ~ BBl ~ MR E
FMHE B % - Rahimetal. (2001) BRI B 2FH A HNP AR AR EQBE > THEEA &
MBE BXRRAEAESARENTAREENE - $ETRASETBERATT A
fE A B8 o O K % 22 3% /& (Andriopoulos & Smith, 2014) > Bp{E 358 2 A #E 1 R RAGH B &

FHAEATA  EFMAREBHLSEZHM N9 E FH /% 5308 (French et al., 1959) » i Mmfk
8



FREANHKT FF 2021 > (1) * 1-29
DOI: 10.6587/JTHRE:202109 8(1).0001

WBALFHITHERR -

suoh 0 FHB ARG BA GENTERATTRA BEEHBKENTEATITAN T
BRIBEEFIATHEERFECHIFARTE - AR TEL IR RANE G
% %% (Babin & Boles, 1996; Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010) > {2354 % ¥ % ¢4 L 581 8) > 3k & 3 Ao 3p
J& TAF f & 84787 2R ME SLAE R M (Tubre & Collins, 2000) » & M¥3 B TRt R a @y % - B
o R HIB R A S FEAKERB 898 S (Pervin, 1968) » 3t A 308 #8520 TAEIR
B MRV R A FAT AR TR B » PR AR B BR T
H2a:@ 7 B4FET5EE G mIFBIRZEF 3L 68| F T4 & 27T 548 F17 % E &1 m 3
M5 BIEH -
H2b : § T B A HTHLE 5w IR - 3 a9 TIEIT B ARG HRT BARTH LM
7 3B % 8915
AN~ EHEREGAG R

T A b 6945 AR S A2 B P 3AT 04 ¥k X AR X B 1E 75 48 5% JE (task complexity) (Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2006) © X & % @R W Bh 1k 308 HEF5 A EIR GG IEAR > A3 o 37 B A2 PUTAEF5 55
P& 264 B3 (Locke et al., 1981) » # MR SHIEFH T AR B TTAEPE © FROA X2 09 W Bh 81 & 45

LHNEHEHET I ERMAL

st 4k > Salancik & Pfeffer(1978)# i A € R ¢ R B AR R EB U FREET G k0 %
24k & 3B R B2 A% K (social information procession model, SIP) ° JbA# X 1435 18 A fL R 32 & U85 >
REBRAL - BECRAFHERFHE - $OARETELALER BERREEEMEL—
B RABAAMOAEEGH F > B kT E £ 48 & F 6 E B(Crick & Dodge, 1994,
Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) » 3tE 3B A £ % 05l R BAEF > RA XL EHFTRE - MBLE EF 4
FBEBEB BT WRAEAHNKA ML AELRESFY  SERZETHFBIHE
WAL > R—AEFHATHER (Ff163E, 1995) -

A% Choi & Cho(2019)¥ 7 B BRAZ 4244 #1691 L BRR > B HILeYRE N fo BAR —28% > &
AEENEFEIRT > £ T RICERGPAT A - BF X F H30H AR AT - 308 AAES

AR RR (AR EZ > 2005 5 Huang & Tun, 2006) ° it AR > ¥ EE 8B & B
9
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BT BAATAT AN BAESIME B 60 F B Bt o 15 AR S0 A fiE 1 R IR M I o R K T
Pk % 04 B2 35 942 F(Waldman et al., 2019) » 3t 423 Ao 2 & #3549 B 13 (Kim & Kim, 2013) °
sb o RFRFAR AT 8RR

a : MGABIIEFFREAESE & T d £ B SR IFMG TG 4 F T % 5 — BN S IEE BT A 6] 69 17
Bt » BN GG IEFFRE 4R A T+ E B SN 59 T /5 48 1T % — B35 69 B #TAT % 2 JE]
59 iE 157 [ 17 B A 7%
H3b : 1B A 67 (E75 72 #8 £ § 7 G £ B L3 JG T /6 45 F 1T 7% 89 — BN 220G T 1F 17 2% & B B 69

““}

5B FIIABEFF AL T+ MG 49 TG AT #y — BRI NG TAE T 2% %
B[] ) AL 7y [ 17 &AL

5~ RREF &

— > ERRAKEAEEE

AARBARERAGECEN AT HAL S AT ER - FIFRAKEAR LA R
EETAFBOETH  — WA ROBRALEAR M EFT R B IB TR - O S
TR HRT AR & AT 4025 0 AR R a9 AR R B 335 8 T8 6 O i) B T B 9 B B i -

DEZRUL - FoHREERETTBERAFATHRBAT RAHRL - HRARTEAT R
AR

G R GAT B AT TSRS A o RFIB AR ISR ey 7 RBATH K - 30 554 fr 28 130

ﬂ>»

© BRI X T AT IR BRI AT BB IARAT B RRIBATHE S - 308 AR AT

BEHEA 5 A Rk - REB S REM BB ZHHIY I A RIS M B =
A EERIRBEFEAL 32 MG BRI IR ADE RS 63.5% -

R Z A BARAT > AR EB RS E ¥ 34.9% ~ — R EEEAE 34.1%)
N E AR LA PR A B E (101-500 A 34.9% 100 ABATF 253%) A EFMART @ T
WE % (73.3%) 0 FHFEFFESHNE 456 RAv 124 F - ZRANBELRREAHE(FEL
423% ~ K2 352%) BHERBRSATHEEE(FTHREE 472% @ EE 40.1%) > B4
B~ ATECERP A E (A EIRFT 33.5% ~ ATECERP] 33.0%) © sboh 0 EIBARAT @ 0 F L&

10
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o PR 385 R PFHFEER 89 F BRAUKRERMAER (KRS 46.6% ~ A+
21.9%) > BHR RS BIR £4(64.8%)  HIAAEFE ~ ATEERFIA £ (£ E3RFT 34.9% ~ 4T B3R

Pq 34.4%) °

—HELR

AR HNAAY A Likert ARREER(I=FFRFE/RBE S=FFHE/HE)
IIHRART EREITHAE ©
(—) FEARTH

AF R IRA Zhangetal. (2015) L F BAFIT AT R B 1L 22 8- Z T B 45
BRRAHBT " ERAAETNEYE  REAF R AT THAENAE T RES EEHEINE
BER  EREEEETNAETRIEAR T §ERAXTFO T E—BHERAERE - 2
CERBENENAEHARB AT X T EIE T ER5AE > LB RE LA
i T RBEIERIT—RM > BEEFER, F o £EF B4R EIT A Cronbach's o &
.91 B FJEATATAE o ER] A.94
(=) AI#4TA

A FAL Scott & Bruce(1994)89 £ #7147 A F & » 484 578 - BIREEL4F © BB A BB

"REARATE B A ARABMEEE T T AR R A A B E9E T & o Cronbach's o 14 4.94

() HITAHRR

A FER Griffin et al. (2007)8) TAEIT A KRR F R 0 OAEER AR SEF B RMERE
o6 AEHRAREBDZHAEOLE | BRAZMINE T LU e £ F TR
WAFRIF ) & AEHARMEDZH RO RRABKNE T HE LM E R TEE
7T LA JEAFARAT | & o 4EFE BARE Z Cronbach's a £.91 > f4E#5 8 JE 2 Cronbach's o A
#.92
(W) =R

AF R A Morgeson & Humphrey(2006)% & 69 TAE45 M & % > BB A M TEREE X
BE L4 HHEAE T ROIEREEERAEE —QEHRES " RO EHS

BHERAH, ¥ AERMARBAYARGA > KREEHAHEF>MD - EHAERTY
11
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| #4% o Cronbach's a & %.79
() #EH %R

BF FLAS B R ~ -

2021 0 8(1) * 1

GRS Y EEE YIRS L S R
aEa)

+ 0 AR AT A RIWAT By B TARAT By R R E A % % (Griffin
etal.,2007; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Zhang etal., 2015) > &5 % AR HF 70 44
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Abstract

Purpose: This study explores the effects of commitment subjects on employee job satisfaction
and job performance. In addition, the study examines the moderating effects of loyalty to
supervisors on the relationship between organizational commitment and job satisfaction as well as
organizational commitment and job performance.

Design/methodology/approach: The top 1,000 enterprises were selected for this study. Each
enterprise received four questionnaires, two of which were employee questionnaires (yellow and
blue). The questionnaires were distributed by the head of human resources department to an
employee who had a good relationship (yellow questionnaires) and an employee who had a bad
relationship (blue questionnaires). Of the 113 questionnaires collected, 107 were valid.

Findings: The explanatory power of organizational commitment on job satisfaction was more
significant than that of loyalty to supervisors. Furthermore, loyalty to supervisors and organizational
commitment significantly positively influenced job performance. The explanatory power of
organizational commitment on job performance was more significant than that of loyalty to
supervisors. Finally, the results revealed that loyalty to supervisors has a significant moderating
effect on the relationship among organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and job performance.

Originality/value: This study makes the following contributions. First, this paper discusses the
influence of loyalty to supervisor and organizational commitment on employee behavior and
determines which one has a greater influence on employee behavior. Second, through the leadership
and subordinate exchange theory, a practical management skill can help understand whether the
internal group and the external group can adjust the influence of organizational commitment on

employee behavior and performance.

Keywords: Foci and bases of commitment, Job satisfaction, Job performance
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1. Introduction

Organizational commitment has attracted considerable attention in the academic and practical
circles in the past (Becker, 1992; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Yang et al., 2011; Kee & Chung, 2021).
Organizational commitment is considered a significant predictor variable that determines
organizational efficiency (Angle & Perry, 1981), employee turnover tendency (Martin & Bennett,
1996; Schwepker Jr, 2001; Wong & Law, 2002), productivity (Martin & Bennet, 1996), absenteeism
(Mowday et al., 1982), and organizational performance (Kee & Chung, 2021). Most studies on
organizational commitment have adopted the view proposed by Mowday et al. (1982) or Meyer and
Allen (1991). According to them, “organizational commitment refers to employees’ investment and
identification with a specific organization” rather than a specific person. However, the research
results from such a viewpoint have only focused on the impact of organizational commitment on
employees’ work attitude but not on the impact of commitment objects on employees’ attitude.

Reconceptualization of organizational commitment was described in a study on organizational
behavior (Becker 1992). In the study on reference group and organization theory, Reichers (1985)
mentioned that members’ commitment is a set of multiple goals and values. In the following
research, she revealed that employees may feel committed to varied entities in the organization,
such as supervisors, senior managers, colleagues, and customers. Cheng et al. (2003) argued that
organizational commitment should focus on the organization as well as commitment objects.
Commitment objects refer to specific personnel or teams that the employees are psychologically
attached to, such as supervisors and colleagues (Reichers, 1985).

Among the commitment objects, loyalty to supervisor and organizational commitment are the
most representative (Jiang & Cheng, 2003; Jiang et al., 2005). Such arguments have been supported
by research from industrial countries (Becker, 1992; Becker et al., 1996; Cheng et al., 2003; Siders
et al., 2001). Zheng and Jiang (2000) revealed that few studies in Taiwan have explored the
relationship between loyalty to supervisor and its consequence variables. Accordingly, the effect of
loyalty to supervisor on employee behavior in Taiwan should be investigated. It is not known
whether the foreign research results can be inferred from the actual situation in the domestic
workplace, so it is necessary to explore the effect of supervisor loyalty in Taiwan.

Becker and Billings (1993) argued that the effects of commitments on employee behavior
should be simultaneously considered to reflect the real organizational phenomenon and offer
management implications. Jiang and Zheng (2003) proposed that organizational commitment
implies double-track loyalty wherein members of the organization should be loyal to the
organization and the director at the same time. Therefore, understanding the influence of
commitment objects on employee behavior becomes essential. Redding (1990) claimed that the
influence of loyalty to supervisor on employee behavior is more crucial than that of organizational
commitment in Eastern societies due to cultural differences. Jiang and Zheng (2003) mentioned that
supervisors and organizations are the main objects of Chinese loyalty. They stated that loyalty to
supervisors is more crucial than organizational loyalty or private loyalty is more crucial than public

loyalty. In the West, by contrast, organizational loyalty trumps executive loyalty. In the Chinese
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society, loyalty to supervisor is more crucial than organizational commitment. Accordingly, does the
organization simply emphasize supervisor loyalty? Employee behavior in the organization
encompasses work satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, workplace deviation behavior,
work performance, and turnover intention (Cheng et al., 2003; Guo et al., 2014; Lin et al., 2012; Liu
et al., 2014; Zheng & Jiang 2000). However, whether employee behaviors are influenced more by
loyalty to supervisor than by organizational commitment remains unclear. This study fills the gap in
the literature by examining the effect of commitment objects on employee behavior.

The leader—member exchange (LMX) theory states that the relationship between the direct
supervisor and the subordinate influences subsequent interactions, thereby affecting employees’
attitude, work performance, and social capital (Uhl-bien et al. 2000). The theory emphasizes that the
supervisor is endowed with authority and resources under the formal organizational structure.
Accordingly, the supervisor establishes a high-quality relationship by providing more resources to
the subordinate of the in-group in exchange for their loyalty and effectiveness. Thus, both sides
develop social role obligations beyond the employment contract in return for the loyalty of the team
members and the sharing of the burden of the supervisors. By contrast, employees in the out-group
are unable to establish a high-quality exchange relationship with the supervisor. Employees in the
out-group only have a basic contractual or economic exchange relationship with the supervisor; thus,
both parties interact on the business economic principle according to the provisions of the
employment contract (Graen & uhl-bien, 1995; Liu et al., 2014; Shi & Lin, 2012; Xiong & Chen,
2012). In addition, scholars have indicated that positive and negative exchange processes may exist
between supervisors and subordinates. Therefore, leadership or management behaviors may result
in high or low loyalty of subordinates to the same supervisor (Becker & Billings,1993; Jiang et al.,
2012; Lin et al., 2012). This study thus explores whether high loyalty to the supervisor strengthens
employee behavior and performance when the subordinates have a certain degree of organizational
commitment or whether it has no effect. We further analyze whether low loyalty of subordinates to
their supervisors affects employee behavior and performance.

This study makes the following contributions. First, this paper discusses the influence of
loyalty to supervisor and organizational commitment on employee behavior and determines which
one has a greater influence on employee behavior. Accordingly, this will help understand the
commitment objects attached to employees’ psychology and fill the gap in literature on the
influence of commitment objects on employee behavior. Second, through the leadership and
subordinate exchange theory, a practical management skill can help understand whether the internal
group and the external group can adjust the influence of organizational commitment on employee

behavior and performance.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Organizational commitment, supervisor loyalty, and job satisfaction

Despite the varied definitions, most scholars have defined organizational commitment as

follows: “employees are willing to invest in and accept the goals, values and culture of the
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organization and are willing to maintain the relationship with the organization” (Mowday et al.,
1979). O’reilly and Chatman (1982) mentioned that psychological attachment to the organization is
the essence of the relationship with the organization. According to them, psychological attachment
may be predicated on compliance, identification, and internalization. Furthermore, shared values
rely on employee interest to remain in the organization; thus, it cannot be embedded within
organizational commitment. In subsequent studies, compliance was not considered when adopting
the concepts of O’reilly and Chatman; organizational identity and organizational internalization
were mostly considered as the elements of organizational commitment (Becker & Eveleth, 1995;
Becker & Billings, 1993; Chen, 2001).

The early researchers believed that the object of organizational commitment should be the
group itself and did not distinguish between the objects of organizational commitment. However, an
organization comprises the tangible organization, top leader, immediate superiors, customers, and
colleagues. Conceptually, the organization is distinguishable. research from industrial countries
(Becker, 1992; Becker et al., 1996) have supported the fact that commitment varies with the object
of organizational commitment (Reichers, 1985). Zheng (1996) conducted a case study and revealed
that supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment were mixed. Zheng (1996) determined that
organizational members could clearly distinguish between the loyalty of objects within the
organization and that the influence of the loyalty of objects on employee efficiency differed.
Accordingly, organizational commitment in the past research has emphasized emotional connection
and relationship maintenance of employees with the organization. Furthermore, it has mentioned
that supervisor loyalty strengthens the emotional connection and relationship maintenance of
employees with their direct supervisor, and the two can be distinguished.

Supervisor loyalty refers to a high degree of psychological attachment of subordinates to their
supervisor and their willingness to make extra efforts for the supervisor. Meanwhile, employees
share similar values with the supervisor (Chen, 1997; Chen, 2001). Supervisor loyalty includes two
aspects: (1) psychological attachment, which focuses on the identification of supervisor and the
internalization of the supervisor’s values (Becker & Eveleth 1995; O 'reilly & Chatman 1986).
Supervisor identification means that employees agree with the attitude and behavior of the
supervisor and are satisfied with the relationship with the supervisor. Supervisor internalization
means that the attitude and behavior of the supervisor are consistent with the personal values of the
employee (Becker 1992). (2) behavioral intention; for example, sacrifice, that is, willing to do more
than their own interests for the director. The purpose of the behavior is to achieve the goals and
interests of the director (Jiang et al., 2005; Lin et al., 2012; Zheng et al., 2000). When employees
interact well with specific supervisors, they tend to have higher job satisfaction (Chen et al., 1998).

Smith et al. (1969) believed that job satisfaction constitutes job, salary, colleagues, promotion,
and supervisor, which mainly relate to the organizational system. Reed et al. (1994) suggested that
job satisfaction refers to the employees’ perception of the job, salary, promotion, and co-workers,
which are biased toward organizational system. Clearly, organizational commitment has a greater

influence on job satisfaction than loyalty to supervisor. Zheng and Jiang (2000) and Cheng et al.
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(2003) demonstrated that supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment positively affect job
satisfaction and that the explanatory variance of organizational commitment to job satisfaction is
greater than that of supervisor loyalty.

This study mentioned that employees’ organizational commitment may affect job satisfaction.
However, the leadership and subordinate exchange theory states that subordinates who maintain a
high-quality relationship with the supervisor can get better task assignment as well as salary hikes
and promotions. Thus, subordinates will have positive feelings and working attitude and show
loyalty to and sacrifice for supervisors (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994;
Xiong et al., 2012). Subordinates who develop a low-quality relationship with the supervisor face a
relatively unfavorable situation in terms of resource allocation and job opportunities. Such
subordinates have negative feelings and work attitudes (Bolino & Turnley, 2009). Graen and Uhl -
Bien (1995) revealed that the leader and subordinate role-shaping process proceeds through three
stages. The leader and subordinate develop a partner relationship. In addition to work on the
exchange, both sides emotionally support each other, ensuring reciprocal social exchange and the
consistency of the work target. Therefore, employees with a high supervisor loyalty will have a
high-quality exchange relationship with supervisors and a positive working attitude. Based on the
above findings, this study proposes the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment positively affect job
satisfaction, but organizational commitment has a greater explanatory power for job satisfaction
than supervisor loyalty.

Hypothesis 1-1: Supervisor loyalty plays a moderating role between organizational
commitment and job satisfaction. The higher the loyalty to supervisor, the stronger the positive

relation between organizational commitment and job satisfaction.

2.2 Organizational commitment, supervisor loyalty, and job performance

Employees with a high organizational commitment are willing to devote themselves to and be
loyal to the organization due to their consistency with the values or goals of the organization (Porter
et al. 1974). Wang, Chi, and Su (2012), believes that when employees have a high degree of fit with
the organization, they are more willing to stay in the organization and have a higher commitment to
the organization. Meyer and Allen (1991) reviewed the research on organizational commitment.
According to them, affective commitment refers to individuals’ identification with organizational
goals and internalization of organizational values. The higher the affective commitment of
employees, the greater the efforts exerted for the interests of the organization (Porter et al. 1974).
Several subsequent studies have determined that the higher the organizational commitment of
employees, the better their performance (Kasemsap, 2013; Meyer et al., 2002; Suliman & Kathairi,
2013; Tsui et al , 2013).

Matheiu and Zajac (1990) conducted a meta-analysis of organizational commitment. They
determined that the correlation coefficient between organizational commitment and in-role
performance was only .135 and was only .054 when the supervisor measured the employees’ work
performance. Farh et al. (1998) demonstrated that the correlation coefficient between organizational
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commitment and sales performance was .13 and was even lower when measured by supervisors.
Therefore, although organizational commitment positively relates to work performance, its
influence is not strong.

Lewin (1943) proposed psychologically proximal and psychologically distal factors to explain
the relationship between organizational commitment and job performance. He stated that the
strength of the relationship depends on employees and area objects (local foci, the supervisor and
the work group, and psychological proximity) rather than the overall object (global foci, top
managers, and organization). Accordingly, monitoring the influence of the area objects on employee
behavior is more effective. In other words, employees can easily obtain feedback or accept values
and goals from their direct supervisors. Therefore, employee efficacy can be more effectively
predicted if employees’ values are consistent with those of their supervisors than that with the
organization. Therefore, supervisor loyalty can help more effectively understand employee
performance than organizational commitment (Zheng and Jiang, 2000). In addition, according to the
LMX theory, the exchange quality with the supervisor has a higher impact on work performance
than that with the organization (Masterson et al. 2000). Several studies have indicated that
supervisor loyalty effectively predicts job performance than organizational commitment (Becker et
al., 1996; Cheng et al., 2003; Jiang et al., 2005; Zheng & Jiang, 2000).

This study mentioned that employees’ organizational commitment may affect work
performance. However, the closer the relationship or values between employees and supervisors,
the stronger the employee performance. Greater mutual trust between the supervisor and
subordinate’s results in better task delivery. The subordinate is willing to take high responsibility,
provide an extra effort, make significant contribution to an organization, in addition to reinforcing
the relationship with the head outside, hoping to obtain better performance reviews (Graen & Uhl -
Bien, 1995). According to Liden and Maslyn (1998), subordinates who are “own people” are
favored and looked after by supervisors, resulting in higher scores in performance appraisals. In
other words, employees who are more loyal to their supervisor are psychologically obedient and
identify with the supervisor based on specific factors believe that the supervisor will provide the
required care and support and are willing to achieve the target and maximum benefit of the
supervisor through behavior (Uhl-bien et al., 2000). However, subordinates in low-quality
relationships may experience discrimination or relative deprivation in comparison with their
colleagues. Curr (1970) indicated that the sense of relative deprivation refers to the feeling of the
gap between the expected and actual value satisfaction of an individual: the larger the gap, the more
likely the individual will have grievances. Accordingly, when subordinates subjectively perceive
that they have been treated unfairly, they become alienated from the organization and the supervisor
and exhibit negative feelings, work attitude, and work performance (Bolino & Turnley, 2009).
Therefore, with the same degree of organizational commitment, loyal employees of senior managers
are more willing to make extra efforts to strengthen the relationship with their supervisors. Based on
the above findings, this study proposes the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment positively affect job
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performance, and the explanatory power of supervisor loyalty to job performance is greater than
that of organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 2-1: Supervisor loyalty plays a moderating role between organizational
commitment and job performance. The higher the loyalty to the supervisor, the stronger the positive

relationship between organizational commitment and job performance.

3. Research Methods

According to the research purpose and hypothesis, the research structure is shown in the figure

Job satisfaction
H1

T HI-1

HI

Organizational Supervisor

commitment loyalty

H2

Job performance

H2

Figure 1.  Research structure

3.1 Research objects and process

This study used procedural remedies suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2012) to reduce method
bias. For questionnaire design, three professors from the human resource management domain were
invited to assist in reviewing whether the translated semantics were inappropriate as the
questionnaire items were translated from English to Chinese. The pretest method was used to
determine whether the participants had a clear understanding of the meaning of the item and to
reduce the possibility of ambiguity. In the formal questionnaire, employees filled in objects of
commitment and job satisfaction and supervisors filled in the performance of employees; reverse
questions were added to reduce common source bias. In addition, the following procedure was
adopted because respondents were aware of the study objective and were therefore affected by
social desirability. At the beginning of each questionnaire, it was clearly described that this study is
only an academic study to reduce participants’ wariness. The questionnaire was filled out
anonymously, and only the researcher could see the results. The measurement items of different
dimensions were randomly scattered to reduce social expectation. After completion of the
questionnaire, the respondents were asked to fold the questionnaire and staple it to prevent other
people from knowing the answers to ensure complete privacy.

The top 1,000 enterprises in Taiwan were selected for this study. Each enterprise received four

questionnaires, two of which were employee questionnaires (yellow and blue). The questionnaires
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were distributed by the head of human resources department to an employee who had a good
relationship (yellow questionnaires) and an employee who had a bad relationship (blue
questionnaires). Two copies of the supervisor questionnaire (yellow and blue) were given to
evaluate the performance of the staff who filled in the questionnaire. After completion of the
questionnaire, the subordinates were asked to fold it into half and staple it before sending it to the
head of human resources department. After receiving the questionnaire from colleagues, the head of
the department, in addition to the questionnaire filled in by himself/herself to evaluate the
subordinate, sent the questionnaire back to the research team with the attached reply envelope.

If there is collect the questionnaire no supervisor questionnaire or employee questionnaire,
these were considered as invalid questionnaires. Therefore, the criterion for effective questionnaire
collection is to completely collect 2 supervisor questionnaires and 2 employee questionnaires. Of
the 113 questionnaires collected, 107 were valid. This study aimed at the enterprises that did not
respond and asked whether they were willing to accept the test through e-mail and telephone owing
to the low recovery rate. Accordingly, 120 enterprises expressed their willingness, and 91 copies
were recovered. Therefore, 198 x 2 =396 copies of the final valid questionnaires were obtained.

The basic data of the participants are as follows: of the participants, 249 (62.88%) employees
were woman, 85 (42.93%) supervisors were women. With regard to education level, 185 (46.72%)
employees graduated from universities and 77 (38.89%) supervisors from universities. The average

age of employees was 33.53 years, and the average age of supervisors was 41.17 years.

3.2 Variable measurement

Foci and bases of commitment

Becker (1992) developed a scale in which 5 items of supervisor identification, 5 items of
supervisor internalization, 4 items of organizational identification, and 4 items of organizational
internalization were measured. The items were measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree and 6 = strongly agree). Among them, supervisor identification and supervisor
internalization mainly measure the degree of employees’ loyalty to the supervisor. This implies that
employees are psychologically obedient and identify with the supervisor believe that the supervisor
will provide necessary support and share the same values with the supervisor. For example, “when
someone criticizes my supervisor, I feel like I'm being humiliated”; “when I talk about my
supervisor, I use the words ‘we’ instead of ‘they’”; and “my identification with the supervisor is
based on my similar value to the supervisor.” Organizational identity and organizational
internalization mainly measure the degree of employees’ commitment to the organization. This
implies employees’ psychological investment in the organization and their identification with goals,
their willingness to make efforts beyond work requirements for the organization, and their
internalization of organizational values. For example, “when someone criticizes my company, | feel
like I'm being humiliated”, “when I talk about my company, I use the words ‘we’ instead of ‘them’
and my sense of identity with the company is based on my Shared values with the company.”

Job satisfaction

Smith et al. (1969) developed the job satisfaction scale, in which 4 questions on working
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environment, 4 questions on colleagues, 3 questions on promotion, 4 questions on supervisors and 3
questions on salary were measured. The items were measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree and 6 = strongly agree). The scale mainly measures whether employees are satisfied with
the people and matters related to their current work, such as “I am satisfied with my work” and “my
colleagues are very active.”

Job performance

Farh and Cheng (1997) developed the work performance scale, with 5 questions. The items
were measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree and 6 = strongly agree). The scale
mainly measures employees’ work performance, such as “the total performance of the unit, the
proportion of subordinate’s contribution is significant” and “this subordinate can always complete
the work assigned by me within the time.”

Basic statistical variables

Basic statistical variables include age, gender, and education level.

4. 4. Results

4.1 Reliability and validity analysis

Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate reliability, and convergence validity and discriminant
validity were used as the evaluation tools. Convergent validity and discriminant validity were
adopted for confirmatory factor analysis, and LISREL software was used (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1982). Table 2 indicates that the reliability value of all sub construct in this study is greater than 0.7,
indicating internal consistency for each sub construct.

Convergent validity is mainly determined by the following: (1) the factor load of each
measurement item is greater than 0.5 and reaches the significance level; (2) combination reliability
is greater than 0.7; and (3) the mean extraction variance of each facet is greater than 0.50 (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). In this study, the ¢ value of all aspects of the measurement items reached the
significance level (z > 2.0, p < 0.05), and the combination reliability was greater than 0.7. In terms
of the mean extracted variance, the supervisor identification was at 0.68, organization identification
was at 0.68, supervisor internalization was at 0.64, organization internalization was at 0.70, work
environment was at 0.66, the value for colleagues was at 0.58, the value for promotion was at 0.79,
the value for salary was at 0.71, the value for the supervisor was at 0.56, and work performance was
at 0.80. The mean extracted variance of all subdimensions was greater than 0.50.

In terms of the difference between validity, following Anderson and Gerbing (1988), this
research proposed the method of verification. When the correlation coefficient of each

subdimension is limited to 1, the chi-square values of the model of the original measure are large
and reach the significance level (Ay” (1) is greater than 3.84). Discriminant validity is not applied

because there is no subdimension of job performance. As indicated in Table 1, when the correlation
coefficient of each subdimension is limited to 1, the chi-square value of the restricted mode is larger

than that of the unrestricted mode and the chi-square value of each subdimension is up to the level
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of significant difference. Therefore, each subdimension has discriminant validity.

Table 1
Difference between validity

x Df Ay
A promise
Not restricted 206.01 70
Supervisor identification and internalization 457.23 71 251.22
Supervisor identification and organizational identification 291.87 71 85.86
Supervisor identification and organizational internalization 457.23 71 251.22
Supervisor internalization and supervisor identification 271.94 71 65.93
Supervisor internalization and supervisor internalization 287.60 71 81.59
Organizational internalization and organizational identity 451.89 71 245.88
Job satisfaction
Not restricted 575.44 126
Work environment and colleagues 614.95 127 39.51
Work environment and promotion 696.95 127 121.51
Working environment and salary 654.26 127 78.82
Working environment and supervisor 678.94 127 103.50
Colleagues and promotions 691.09 127 115.65
Colleagues and salary 609.18 127 33.74
Colleagues and supervisors 636.54 127 61.10
Promotions and salaries 654.21 127 78.77
Promotions and supervisors 618.46 127 43.02
Salary and supervisor 595.70 127 20.26

4.2 Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis

Table 2 details the mean, standard deviation, correlation coefficient, and reliability of the main
variables in this study. Supervisor identification and internalization as well as organizational

identification and internalization significantly positively correlated with job satisfaction and job

performance. The results of correlation analysis preliminarily support the research hypothesis.
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics, correlation, and reliability

variable Average standard deviation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Supervisor of identity 4.14 1.23 91

2. Supervisor of internalization 4.10 1.27 .60** .84

3. Organizational identification 4.26 1.24 A49%%F 41** 91

4. Organization internalize 3.99 1.26 38*E 44%% Qx| 82

5. The work environment 4.25 1.22 J36** 39%x 73xEk 72%% 00

6. colleagues 4.47 1.04 A3Fx - AQH*k STHRE SPHE STHETQ

7. promotion 3.86 1.45 4% 3ok 7REE 61F* T0FE 48** 04

8. salary 3.42 1.31 J9x 3%k 50%* S0** o1FF 45%* S5TFF 76

9. director 4.45 1.14 O7FE 2% 33HE QOFE AQFE 46** 28%*F 30%* .82
10 Job performance 4.50 .85 20%% 1%k 24%% 6%k 10%k 22%x 12* -03 .03.94

Note:*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01

4.3 Hypothesis testing

Hierarchical regression analysis was used to examine the effects of supervisor loyalty and
organizational commitment on job satisfaction and performance. First, this study controlled for
gender, education level, and age; included self-reported supervisor loyalty and organizational
commitment; and examined the effects of both on job satisfaction and job performance. In addition,
this study first considered the mean value of the variables and the moderator variables as well as the
product of their mean value as the interaction term to examine the interference effect to avoid
collinearity caused by the correlation between the major variables (Aiken & West 1991).

As in model 1-1, control variables on job satisfaction did not reach the significance level (R*=
0.00, F =0.21); in model 1-2, the regression model reached the significance level (AR*=0.59, A\F=
272.41). Director of loyalty (f =0.40, ¢ = 10.23) and organizational commitment ( 5= 0.48, 1 = 12.03)
significantly positively influenced job satisfaction. The explanatory power of organizational
commitment on job satisfaction was greater than that of the head of loyalty; thus, hypothesis 1 was
established.

In model 2-1, the regression model reached the significance level (R*=0.05, F = 6.91), in which
education level (f =-0. 21, t = —4.06) negatively affected work performance and age (S =0.16, ¢
= 2.98) positively affected work performance. In model 2-2, supervisor loyalty and organizational
commitment were included in the variables, and the regression model reached the significance level
(A\R*=0.09, AF = 18.96). In addition, supervisor loyalty (# = 0.11, ¢t = 1.91) and organizational
commitment ( = 0. 22, ¢ = 3.87) significantly positively affected job performance. The explanatory

power of organizational commitment to job performance was greater than that of supervisor loyalty;

41



PRI FHF EF 2021 > 8(1) » 30-53
DOI: 10.6587/JTHRE:202109_8(1).0002

hence, hypothesis 2 was established.

Table 3
Hierarchical regression analysis
Job satisfaction Job performance
Control variables model 1-1 model 12 model 1-3 model 2-1 model 2-2 model 2-3
gender .01 .00 .00 .03 .03 .03
The degree of education .00 .02 .01 - 21%* -20%* -20%*
Age .04 -.03 -.03 16%* 3% 3%
Independent
Supervisor loyalty A0** ALF* A7 107
Organizational commitment A8 A9 22%% 21
Interaction effect
Organizational commitment * J10** .10%*
Supervisor loyalty
R? .00 .59 .60 .05 .14 15
F 21 109.27** 94.72%* 6.91%* 12.13%* 10.83%*
/A\R? .59 .01 .09 .01
/\F 272.41%* 9.54%** 18.96%* 3.90*

Note: * P <0.1; *P < 0.05; **P < 0.01

In model 1-3, the moderating effect of organizational commitment and supervisor loyalty on
job satisfaction was significant (AR*= 0.01, AF = 9.54), and the standardized regression model
coefficient ( f= 0.10, r = 3.09) of the moderating effect was significant. Following the practice of
Aiken and West (1991), the simple slope analysis was used to test the slope of high supervisor
loyalty and low supervisor loyalty by adding or subtracting positive and negative 1 standard
deviation from the mean. The moderating effect of supervisor loyalty and organizational
commitment on job satisfaction was significantly positive (= 0.86, ¢t = 13.39). The moderating
effect of low supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment on job satisfaction was significantly
positive ( f#=0.51, ¢ = 5.09). In addition, Figure 1 depicts that compared with low supervisor loyalty,
the relationship between organizational commitment and job satisfaction for high supervisor loyalty

was more obvious. Therefore, the test results support hypothesis 1-1 of this study.
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job satisfaction

—e— L ow supervisor
loyalty
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loyalty

Low organizational
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High organizational
commitment

Figure 2. Moderating effect of supervisor loyalty on organizational commitment and job satisfaction

In model 2-3, the regression model reached the significance level (AR*=0.01, /\F=3.90), and
the standardized regression model coefficient ( = 0.10, = 1.98) of the regulating effect reached the

significance level. Among them, the moderating effect of executive loyalty and organizational

commitment on job performance was significant ( f= 0.44, t = 4.28). Low supervisor loyalty and

organizational commitment had no significant effect on work performance ( f=-0.14, t = —1.16). In

addition, according to Figure 2, compared with low supervisor loyalty, the relationship between

organizational commitment and job performance for high supervisor loyalty was more obvious.

Therefore, the test results support hypothesis 2-2 of this study.

job performance

—e— L ow supervisor
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Low organizational
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of supervisor loyalty on organizational commitment and job performance
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5. Conclusions and Suggestions

5.1 Conclusion

First, this study enriches previous research on the effect of supervisor loyalty on employee
behavior. Second, the study explores the impact of commitment objects on job satisfaction and
performance to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impact of supervisor loyalty and
organizational commitment on employee behavior. Third, this study helps understand how
supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment contribute to employee job satisfaction and job
performance. Finally, the study considers how different levels of supervisor loyalty modulate the
effect of organizational commitment on job satisfaction and performance.

First, this study confirmed that supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment positively
affect job satisfaction. The findings are consistent with those of previous studies (Chen, 2001;
Zheng & Jiang, 2000). Thus, organizational commitment and supervisor loyalty influence job
satisfaction. Further analysis determined that organizational commitment explained job satisfaction
more than supervisor loyalty. Specifically, job satisfaction encompasses the work environment,
colleagues, supervisors, salary, and promotion (Smith et al., 1969), in addition to supervisor and
colleagues. The greater the degree of psychological attachment to the organization, the higher the
satisfaction with the working environment, salary, and promotion. In addition, although supervisor
loyalty significantly affects job satisfaction, its explanatory power is lower than that of
organizational commitment. Therefore, strengthening employees' psychological attachment to the
organization is vital to improve job satisfaction. Moreover, this study determined that supervisor
loyalty can be used as a moderating variable between organizational commitment and job
satisfaction. In other words, the effect of organizational commitment on job satisfaction is strong
with high levels of supervisor loyalty.

Furthermore, this study confirmed that supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment

significantly positively impact job performance, which is the same as the results of previous studies
(Becker et al. 1996; Cheng et al., 2003; Jiang et al., 2005; Zheng & Jiang, 2000). In addition, this
study determined that supervisor loyalty is indeed a moderating variable between organizational
commitment and job performance. Finally, organizational commitment accounts for work
performance more than supervisor loyalty, which is different from the previous findings of scholars
(Becker & Billing 1993; Becker et al. 1996; Cheng et al. 2003). This study believes the following
possibilities:
1. According to Social Exchange Theory, the interactions between human relationships are built
on each other (Blau, 1964). Thus, if subordinates get the supervisor's help, the subordinates will
enhance performance in return. Chen (1997) indicated that in Chinese culture, supervisor loyalty
includes the degree of willingness to make efforts for the supervisor, strong attachment to the
supervisor, willingness to sacrifice themselves for the supervisor, and willingness to sacrifice
personal interests to seek the supervisor’s welfare. The above behavioral performance is similar to
the contextual performance of supervisors rather than the task-oriented performance. However, this
study mainly uses task-oriented performance to measure the work performance of employees.
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2. According to the target similarity view, the degree of adaptability of employees to different
targets (such as work, organization, or supervisor) influences the attitude and behavior directly
related to the target (Oh et al. 2014). Therefore, employees’ perception of organizational adaptation
has the highest predictive power for organization-related attitudes and behaviors. However, the
degree of fit between employees and supervisors can best be reflected in the variables related to
supervisors (Ji & Wang, 2014). Therefore, when the degree of fitting between subordinates and the
values of the organization is higher, the subordinates tend to recognize that they are part of the
organization and then identify with the organization. They are willing to make contributions to the
organization, thus exhibiting a behavior beneficial to the organization. In other words, when
subordinates’ values are more compatible with the supervisor’s, they tend to identify with the
supervisor and think that their values are consistent with the supervisor's values, thereby exhibiting
behaviors favorable to the supervisor (Van et al., 2010). This study measures task performance and
not organizational citizenship behavior of supervisors. The above two analyses conclude that
organizational commitment has higher explanatory power for job performance than supervisor

loyalty.

5.2 Management implications

Organizational commitment still plays an important role in employee behavior and work
attitude, such as job satisfaction and performance. Therefore, when employees show low job
satisfaction and work performance, the organization should try to improve the organizational
commitment of employees. The organization should understand the goals and values of employees
and ensure that they conform to the goals and values of the organization. At the same time,
strengthening employees' recognition and internalizing organizational goals, values, and culture will
help enhance employees' psychological attachment to the organization, thereby improving their
work performance.

Supervisor loyalty affects employee behavior. A strong supervisor loyalty of employees can
improve employees' psychological attachment to supervisors (Chen 2001; Cheng et al., 2003; Jiang
et al., 2005; Lin et al., 2012). Therefore, supervisors should let the employees know whether the
values of the supervisor are consistent with those of the employees through good communication
and interaction. In addition, supervisors can learn about the problems in the workplace or in their
daily life and provide relevant solutions or appropriate suggestions to employees. This practice will
help employees generate higher supervisor loyalty, leading them to exhibit favorable behavioral
intentions. In addition, supervisor loyalty significantly moderately affects job satisfaction and job
performance regardless of organizational commitment. Therefore, organizations should strengthen
or improve the relationship between direct supervisors and subordinates, which will help employees
to demonstrate better job satisfaction and job performance.

This study comprehensively examines the influence of commitment on employees’ output.
When employees show low job satisfaction and job performance, organizations should try to
improve the staff's organizational commitment. Furthermore, organizations should consider the
reasons behind employees' behaviors from multiple perspectives.
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5.3 Research limitations and future directions

This study only considers the influence of supervisor loyalty and organizational commitment
on employee behavior. However, as Becker and Billings (1993) proposed, commitment objects such
as top leaders, colleagues, and customers may also influence employee behavior. Future research
should consider adding more commitment objects to better understand the impact of commitment
objects on employee behavior.

Numerous studies have explored antecedent variables affecting organizational commitment;
however, studies on antecedent variables affecting executive loyalty remain scarce (Becker et al.,
1996; Cheng et al., 2003; Lin et al., 2012). Therefore, future studies should explore the factors
affecting employees' loyalty to their supervisors.

In addition, Jiang and Zheng (2003) proposed that organizational commitment is a
double-track loyalty with double allegiance, and members of the organization must be loyal to the
organization as well as the director. Becker and Billings (1993) argued that the combination of
commitments not only reflects the real organizational phenomenon but also provides more
management implications. Therefore, future researchers should distinguish the degree of supervisor
loyalty from organizational commitment to form a combination of commitment object and
commitment degree and further analyze whether the behavior of employees from different ethnic
groups is different.

Finally, this study uses supervisor loyalty as organizational commitment to regulate job
satisfaction and performance. According to the social exchange theory, when employees perceive a
psychological contract relationship between them and the organization, they examine whether the
organization has fulfilled the promised content previously provided by it after making efforts. If the
organization has not fulfilled or only partially fulfilled the promise, employees will perceive that the
organization has broken its promise (Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Robinson & Morrison, 1995).
Future researchers can consider organizational commitment as a moderating variable of supervisor

loyalty and employee behavior and examine its effect.
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Appendix: A

Confirmatory factor analysis for foci and bases of commitment

Factor Measure

: t-Value AVE
loadings  error
Supervisor identification .68
1.  When someone criticizes my supervisor, if feels like a
personal insult .80 .36 20.18
2. When I talk about my supervisor , I usually say ‘we’ rather
than ‘they’ .86 .26 21.04
3. My supervisor’s successes are my successes .82 33 19.61
4. When someone praises my supervisor , it feels like a
personal compliment 7 41 17.85
5. Ifeel a sense of ‘ownership’ for my supervisor .87 25 21.39
Organizational identification .68
6. When someone criticizes this organization, if feels like a
personal insult 74 46 18.02
7. When I talk about this organization, I usually say ‘we’
rather than ‘they’ 81 35 19.15
8.  This organization’s successes are my successes .86 27 20.98
9.  When someone praises this organization , it feels like a
personal compliment .86 25 21.31
10. I feel a sense of ‘ownership’ for this organization. .85 .28 20.78
Supervisor internalization .64
11. My attachment to my supervisor is primarily based on the
similarity of my values and those represented by my
supervisor .82 46 19.17
12. Since starting this job, my personal values and those of
my supervisor have become more similar .89 35 21.55
Organizational internalization .70
13. My attachment to this organization is primarily based on
the similarity of my values and those represented by this
organization .80 37 18.46
14. Since starting this job, my personal values and those of
this organization have become more similar .88 23 21.25
Foci and bases of commitment .82
Supervisor identification .98 .05 20.48
Organizational identification 1.00 .00 20.71
Supervisor internalization .82 33 16.94
Organizational internalization 81 35 16.46

Chi-square= 206.01 df=70, RMSR=0.077,GFI=0.93,AGFI=0.90, CFI=0.97, NFI=0.95
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Confirmatory factor analysis for job performance

Factor Measure

: t-Value AV E
loadings error

Job performance 0.80

1. Makes significant contribution to the overall

performance of our work unit 0.87 0.24 21.67

2. Always completes job assignments on time 0.84 0.30 20.28

3. Is one of the best employees in our work unit 0.95 0.10 25.03

4. Performance always meets the expectations of the 0.92 015 23.85
supervisor

Chi-square= 30.38 df=2, RMSR=0.045,GF1=0.96,AGFI=0.81, CFI=0.98, NFI=0.98

Confirmatory factor analysis for turnover intention

Factor Measure

: t-Value AV E
loadings error
Turnover intention 0.73
1. Ithink a lot about leaving the organization 0.90 0.19 21.64
2. I am actively searching for an alternative to the
organization 0.89 0.20 21.47
3. Assoon as it is possible, I will leave the organization  0.76 0.42 17.29
Chi-square= 0 df=0, RMSR=0.083,GFI=1.00AGFI=1.00,CFI=1.00,NFI=1.00
Confirmatory factor analysis for job satisfaction
Fac‘tor Measure -Value AV E
loadings error
Work 0.66
1. Satisfying 0.79 0.38 18.11
2. Boring(R) 0.87 0.25 21.03
3. Pleasant 0.70 0.50 15.43
4. Tiresome(R) 0.87 0.24 21.34
Pay 0.71
5. Less than I deserve(R) 0.52 0.52 13.70
6. Underpaid(R) 1.00 0.00 28.11
Promotions 0.79
7. God opportunity for advancement 0.91 0.17 23.30
8. Promotion on ability 0.83 0.31 19.99
9. God chance for promotion 0.87 0.25 21.42
10. Fairly good chance for promotions 0.94 0.12 24.64
Supervisor 0.56
11. Hard to please(R) 0.67 0.55 14.43
12. Impolite(R) 0.66 0.56 14.07
13. Tactful 0.63 0.50 13.29
14. Quick-tempered(R) 0.85 0.26 19.93
15. Annoying(R) 0.84 0.30 19.60
Co-workers 0.58
16. Smart 0.77 0.40 16.54
17. Active 0.78 0.39 16.85
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18. Hard to meet(R) 0.72 0.45 14.89

Job satisfaction 0.55
Work 0.83 0.31 19.60
Co-worker 0.69 0.52 13.71
Promotion 0.81 0.34 18.97
Pay 0.71 0.48 15.53
Supervisor 0.57 0.55 8.85

Chi-square= 575.44 df=126, RMSR=0.083,GFI1=0.86,AGFI=0.81,CFI=0.91,NFI=0.88

Note: R=reverse keyed items
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