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BAREB AT AR T 5% TSRO AL 2R 45, (B b [ Al A S AR A L L

=Y
B

AT AL

JRURSE B4 R B PR A B AN SRR A ISR, A 3 905 — i D3 3 i (LMX) M BUR AU G IR T AR T Jdad 17

FAMIERIRY 157 (A BEHE 5 471 A0 N R B BERE, HLM 2 Hrai R Bos . 5558
S HE AT A, HX G SERILZE LMX 5l b,

i r/\;ﬁjﬁn}—l‘ﬁﬁ%
,/\ﬁ*lrfﬂj}ﬂﬁﬂ ¢ ,/\ IJ

i AU 25 ST 1 971 OG A BT 3 IR AR
BRUAR % it AT, T — O (LMX); HEUERUE

B&49: C93
1 )
1.1 3515
KEFRWIIE B, BB —FhA R4S 1T
B, AE ML SRE RIFIZE . AALAT LA 51 T

A TAETTARIER, 1E 5 T TAERS B E 3% J1, M
M AR &R &, T AE St &0 8 4 (Thomas &
Velthouse, 1990), ifii H 51 TS AEFALS 2 g5
N OTE OB, R AR R A 21K U (Wilson &
Laschinger, 1994) 5 T. fE i & /& (Laschinger,
Finegan, shamian, & Wilk, 2004), #V{Eﬁ;‘aﬂ HH B 7]
A TAEHE B 8% (Koberg, Boss, Senjem, & Goodman,
1999), JRE AU H A B 51 T A VF 2R 4FAL,
B 2 A [W] B 0, 355 WK 35 AT 1 & (power-holder) 2
A AL Sy . B FE il (Richardson, Amason, &
Gerard, 2002). L4555 28, SiERERE S, 2014
o, I AR R 517 b R
Anderson (1992) FRZ N AREEACIG, HWZ R
G LF R RE M B i (Achilles” heel).

T AR ALY R b 7 AL A S R 2 (Mann,
2006), FR L5 2 B BAUIE ST A 2 AR B T
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BEARAL SR, R IR T R AR AT B i
PRGAR, B0 EEEZA (psychological empowerment),
B 3 F 4 41 A9 H & (organizational based self-

esteem). M X FHRVHRAUT B9 FAE— EHH N
TR R DB 2, WG SR/ IE AN se il

SR TARE TS, BAUE— 780 Ay B H [m] 1) 34>
N R BA R A& . SEPR b, BAUT HEWRE
EIE X T B BEIE, A5 A B 1R 5 XU
(Das & Teng, 1998). #7522, RMERACHF 204,
RS B TR b AR ARG 145 R RS, fian, 1T
F R, iR AN EEEOR AN K 58 i (Anderson, 1992),
B A OB R (Yukl & Fu, 1999), 4141
LB 25 1Y 52351 (Richardson et al., 2002)%:4%,
HAE AT R 2 SO 5T By E Ak, R4
BRI R, FE2EHEANG BRI, SRR,
AR B pEEEEE, UAEZEFER
(Littrell, 2007), Pt -85 1900 £ K fiff e A i fig
WAF A E

W ] Al 45 PR SR ME A R, 45 R A
PR BE SN 5, AR O R W RIE B F
SR TE WA . EAM R IR, 9T
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I 2%

— i 51 22 i (Leader-Member Exchange, fijFx LMX)
A T B AUAT O Z B AF TR B 3 1Y OE A R
(Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 1986; Bauer & Green,
1996), | 9456 52 52 Wi 48 L B2 AN ) B AR b
Z—o [AFE, HEERUZAE N B e 2T o
AT FFAE YL G5 R AR 1, A il 2 5 ) 45 B Y 42 AL
1k (Nahm, 2003). Pk TAEEE £ 15 45 5 i 1)
PR BEAL, U HE B LAY PR 58 R B2 i /8 FH
W4 (Sigler, 1997). HHILFIUL, b 7F %R ZRF
HAERETEAR A T h A5 oy S A
S H B 2 3 B A AOXUS: 1) £ B AR 4 B A
AL AL, A0 AU 75 % 4 B AT
AIF, FEE— R LMX | HUEERUE LERZBUR
W 2%tk 5 A8 B BAA T R G A T R MR
1.2 AR % & 8948 X 3T [

Conger R 202U AU 28 R TE I B 7 AL
73 (authority) B%F 2H 2L B IR 4 IR o BT I Y 424
B 4% 7 0 T HRARO 4 vy HE B8 0 19 i 72 (Barner,
1994), BEALHE 5 03 T 00 245 B L AU e B BT A%
WAGIA T, o AdEHE Bl 51 TR AH OB e I F 348
FRAYfE ST, Aghion F1 Tirole (1997) AYFZFIRILTE
, BAREILE ARSI TR NS SR,
Jil )@ %5 WA OGS S T A AE B, B R R
SECTEEE R BIR, 3R A AR,
IR U WA T oA 25 45 48 FILE A R IRV o XU £
WK 5 E o i K T BEPE . Spreitzer A1 Mishra
(1996)45 th, & PEFJE W e FE AL, R E A
TRt 7 PR R BA A AR o TP AR
TEER TR AR B, &P
AR R —A BAT WU B e 5| ) iy e o 1
FALIETRE b, 45 B 20 AT BT R i 40 2k i 47
VAL, ABETOR HE O BRAURES i, X R XU
%t A R L I B A B (AR T R, B A R
RN B AT B RARA R I, A 2 S 22 B AR,
HETTANJEXS T 8 R IAZAUA T H; 2 IR8R

IR BB 75 1 % A48 B2 () AL S AR
O, HRZAXES B AH S ORI A K2 . AT,
FEA T TEN S B RV &, R B2
() 52 M R 28 A0F 9 RS B AN FRAUR T 5T . Leana
(1986) il I VA BT Re o . O AR DL SO AT 551 55
FHEAE DT TR B AN AR . BESR B, B
HXFIBAEST . TAT ORISR B AW, & E B
SO AR . AT S5 PR oy B, R
W/ DR S B . it ] W, $2AUR i TAEST

RO B R AR IR B A R, A 2
BB WL IPA TS T I8, 7ER KR IR HL
TR & & A5 BE 4% 95 1T (Burke, 1986; Manz &
Sims, 1993), HN, 7ERGEEXCRT, HHEENE
AT NLE /D (McAllister, 1995), AN JBRBZFLHY & HH
FEF AU A ST LT 8 S Ay, X A
U BHAS T B BEARE B (Yukl & Fu, 1999).
J—J7 i, WEHEE A5 55 AR, KR
il R S BUE B E AN S — A EERE
Foegen (1999) 7E43 45 BEE A FEAL T Jirt A B 35k
EEAE W, BHAS A FE R AN I T R
e BRI A AR o 105 B T AU Dok
L, 751 T AL ) U 23 B AIG, D) A 2 fi
] F AR A B O 4 T IR A e S E AL,
PTG A8 PR TS — 2 W D3R ) 2 RO A T
TR R T, A 24 SR B A
AT AN 32 30 T Jgl e, T v 2 A ) T e 2 B
I ATROKEE G K TAE . A ADEHE AN A S
FEARRIGPE, 55 E ORI, TRIRZ M —
PR RIAT S5, EHEE TR AT,

Wt . JE ST 7R (2009) 75 3% 26 SCHR Y BL il |, D
EHE AR R IIA L, XHZEORR % 5
MIZEF AT T 22U RPR SR, 45t Hh 7 3L 7 1 I 2 A
Peen, K MRS SR, AU HL R 2R 25 — A4
Dy TR B RAUR: . ZWFFEN TAE . AU . 18—
AR BE SRR AU, SEMFR 25 R R, 1%
e P 25 0 ELAT BT DR FE AU, ABIFSEN U I
WFSEA5E . 1155 BSOS RIS BEE AU TARAE
55 5 RB L) 4 i e b o A, SR R S BR A S
BAlL 55 B TT R BT A0 XU D45 A5 L HH 0 2 AL
& FIBRILKLE, T Xk, FEA C A FIAUEL
A RHe R )38 T 45 T 32 B a4 2R 25 KU R
PR X BEAS AL 2R 25 32450 AT ek i i o, FHO
A 5T AT AN, FACAREE, 1T RESs B LABGRAL
IS, BRI O Flas 7 sz Bk,

1.3 XL % E X FRAIT AR S0

AR ST RS AT SR E i —Fh E s Tk,
HAER A T RE T . #5855 1E H (Mayer, Davis,
& Schoorman, 1995), 48 FZALAY T JE B = 658 S A,
PR AH T BEAS AR AT 55 JC Iy XU, 1717 33 42 IR
Hoam, HB 2R A B B B AAT A . Bulter Al
Cantrell (1984) 7EH 3] (1) — T 52 56 = WF 5% Hh & BE,
A BE 2B A7 A HEBE O T A (AR T R R
B —I0, 1 Mayer 8522 (1995) Wk M iE 1724
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NIB A HA AT E BN AT B i) 45 . T HE T T 8
TAEREST . TR MIHIE, AESS RS R4 I
FXES SR . G0 & s D AU e
T WARE . SEMAT N, RS I AT 55 A
REFZ I 42 o 58 L T PR o PRHG R AL

ik 1: A5G XRS5 & ok, HAZ AT
H b

Mulder (1977) 7E &t H AT I B S HE 2
By B B th, RJE A A R I I DA 7 R S, 1T
bR A AN B R R B m AT PR R X
— MG R R B MG SO b, BRSPS EAK
SREAMMMIE R E L . A TAHH LR EH,
T TN BEAL I AE A 23 3 0 2R 254 il Rl D Ak . 4
SR R T A S PSR 23D, TR L T AL
JIECR AR, Mt 2 i) T8 BAT ) . JUHAE
ESI O P A Sl A ol 76 S s o 1 A T R e R )
HACHAAT B, MAOEX R, EFHRZ
(AL ) 2 BE R, A8 B 23 R I 2SS AL R XL,
X5V 07 AL BT 5 R AN R A RS B,
1990) H [ Al A s R A B S AR, 4 B

SR LRUER . LT )RR T . e R B2

WAT R RSB T |, AHXT R, F R R RN
AN o BN AR S ZEAAEA T R SN o T 3K AL
A JRUR A 8 3 AN SRR AN, AN SRR B AT 78
W, AR BSRS89 AT A (Farh &
Cheng, 2000), At n] USR5 %

i 2. AU AL XU 5 R, AR AT
R

B~ 2H BURRAS AT s f0 2 78 08 51 T AR SR PEA T
J7. Sackett A1 DeVore (2001) 5, bt T.AY A4~
A7 R 2H UG ) g 0V AE A 5 2 I KT e A]
REZA AU R I TE R 25, XA NES2A B Z,
JF0] A UL H G 3 P . Bennett A1 Robinson (2000)
P2 0 T BT IR F R LGB TR KO- AR BR AR
T M FN 53 T8 ) A= 7247 A (Salgado, 2002; Marcus
& Schuler, 2004), SFFHIE AR, SN T
JeE A 35 TR IE B, DU AT e A B A IR A L
ge, LRGP E A wE B o PR DL FRAE T,
BT AR AT AN, FAO KHL, A Al RESs AL
RIS, SRS Fla Iz 2k,
QSR AU A SR 25 32 4504 T Be PR
K, TR R 2 AL

ik 3. HLUH a8 i XRS5 & ok, HAZ AT
kb

14 GS-HRXMLMX)BIETER

AU — BB S (LMX) BTN R, BB R4
AU el — RN E S . A AESEE SR R ek
B R, WHHESH AT IEMEES . WG
JE DA B HH T AT A A B 1R S ] B 48 B X URS, O
ST A [A] 28 () 22 #e & &R (Dansereau, Graen, &
Haga, 1975; Liden & Graen, 1980), FtFIit, 45 —
B3 A R BEISKE: R 2 e & 43 R B8l N (in-group)
F1BE 4 (out-group) B Fl . 4k F“B8 N (in-group) 1
T — s 3Z 8 2 EE, S8 EE T 200
M, WA ] RE A R 1 HoA P& 4F(out-group)
fA B3 38R o RS B B B (R g2l ARASH I B ) 2
MLt D . ak AR R AT O R e T A
LMX 1945 % (Scandura et al., 1986; Liden, Sparrowe,
& Wayne, 1997; Yukl & Fu, 1999; Pellegrini &
Scandura, 2006), A ¥ KBS A& HH (risk tasking),
1 PRURH BA A R0 S35 TR I e T AC e 6 R, 43
PR L R B AU T .

LMX B8 i 8% 0 sl 75 T 48 31 1 DO 0T fr
Xib 1 PEL PN B TR0 JE 1 B T8 R BUAS [A] 8 6 157 A 7,
B fofF T XSS AR () 52 A RUBS: (4 s, 33 ol DX 1) X -t [
ZE R . ARSI, &8 5 51 T
LMX Joide, 235 0 SR % o) A B AL
FPRMER . BRSNS AEAE . SO 3 R AR
&, WRRBURS R, WAEEEEASR
SRR Rz, W ERATAETRIAE . SEER
BT, B BORS i, IR S AR EZNE
AT R BehS, BN SESNTE, 76 mRAUNE:
TEIE N, WA B 22 AR s BT e, TR S A
1B sRE B OC R BP0 51 T, BAUXES %5 2 045 5
FRRAT R S Uk S o R R S DA R

R 4-1: LMX XTS5 S0 % m 548 &
FAUAT 1906 R B IE WA ROR

R 4-2: LMX XA Hofr KU 2% 1 545 HL s
FAUT R 2E R BA E W ROR

ik 4-3: LMX X4 ZUR) 25 XU % 1 5 45 103
FAAT B O FR BA IR [ 8ROk .
1.5 HARERERBETIER

20 ZUEE AN (centralization) & 2H ZURRE b 5 7
P BRI — S, — M LR AL, 43
BCA a0 12 S B s B A AR P AR
AL . S ECACEREE IS & )2, W
FRZ M SUERUE &5 W32 0 A — & R
B, WIFR A HEAUE K (Sigler, 1997). it £ AT
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R, ASUERUE 54 HE BAUT N HA fum %
% . Menon (1995) J## T 371 A4k 5t T, KBIA
AN 5 B 1 2 LR A S5 S M 2 R o SV AL
FEB RS, BT ) A0 PR AR S MR . Nahm
(2003) Y BIF ST & B, 2H 2R AR R X 45 1 3 2 A e
SRRZMAAR A, (H 4TSV 5% 35 Wl B2 i 45 L5 1Y)
AR, ZIFIEIEARTRA o I8 AN DI IESE,
2 LU AR I 2 BUBCR 52 Wi K (Seibert, Silver,
& Randolph, 2004), IR HLUEMRER K, FE
P RAL T EREE A D BT B, O THELIA LS
F RIS . 1M AR LUk ) B T ALk
TG A T AU ()4 B XS ), A PR
FEFZA T 2 T s . DR AR 98 A A B A
AR % 5 U SUERUE, SHRAT &7
TS BEAE A . M LUERE S, 2Tk
AR B U SR, RS TR s B BURRS: R
FE AT RO 2, SRR,
SIS % GO e RSP R W G i3 377 K = gL o e
B, BOE IR RS PR B4R ARG %t i I (R 52 AN A
BRI 225, b DU Rk

RBE 5-1: HLUERUE WHE 55 Gk NG % ik 5
FEAAT Jy 11 26 R ELAT A7 1) 49 VR

RBE 5-2: LLVEAUE XA ST Hu A XU % 5
FEAUAT Jy 11 26 2 ELAT B 1) 9 VR

R 5-3: HLVERUE X L1 H) 25 KU % B 5
FEAUAT J 0 26 2 B B 1) R VR

2 BRIk

21 MR

PERHORIE T 17 KAk, 4rlss Tde
AW, e, 5. dEERAEHLIX . Al A
KNS RIER, WAL T . BT, 25481, HLbK.
B2y, pry= . BE eSS FET.. fEfE]
ANF RN E RS, Wt B &, s i
email 1) & 45 Al B9 N B IRR, N e IR
PN G R GEHE LI 3 A EHETE . S0E
() B TUER A XHIF 98 B AR UEIT | LR T 44 253

IR B AR AR 5 i 5 A SUERUE .
3 HEPETETENEHE R AL LMX
JEHEE RS . SRRk 300 B, R& R 196
ZEHEF A 506 24 T @ A, MR PRER S 1 3
o0 T SR B, B A A R R, B
LAEARRCN 157 ZHEHEM 4TI 4 T)E.

FEREAC T, BRI N 36 4, R4

AP TAEBR R 9.6 4F, Hh B HEERE ST
72.7%. FIEBEBAER R 32, ARV TAES
MR 74, BYETIBABE T 53.7%. H&wilt,
TEEA N TAERA 396 4, b 47.4%; REMI
136844, 5 44.0%; FhBEAILINEE60 N, i 7.2%.
22 TEMME

221 BENRKEEE  HEEES. RNGK
FUE ST 52 (2009)F & Hy bR, 2L 13 8, 435000 48
FEEAE H T TAER A BZECT J& B XHE 55 8550, X
JIHOAL R 25 S5 XU 5 F R, e anH R0 T 8
KIKGF, AR A, PUACHL T EA ]
HRRGREBURA R 25 R 1 5 ity al, M 1dERoE
IR S(HR BB ). % R R R — Bk
ZB0h 0.88, 3 N4EJE Y Cronbach o {HHLITE 0.85
DL E(ESSRL: 0.89; AUTHIAL: 0.92; LR 45
0.94), UEWliZ iR E RL . WEMEEE ST
(EFA) Y 25 S5 M7 10 S 80 10 = N2, L e A
S 80.48%(H LU 45« 45.74%; KL HiA
20.66%; 1155534 : 14.09%), #5350 H i KT g 1
£ 0.70 DA b, 1 IZ B R LA B AR

222 EERERNTAH XHSri N E R TS,
BOEHHEH 3 A EE T EX AT T
fy . K ] Pearce 1 Sims (2002) JF & ¥ [n) 4, &
6 Wi, Fhanc FgREkphFAM ST [ FAF LR, AT
FAE R, UL EgREMIL—H ek T/EH
brrdE . SR 7 s, W 1EEF ARR)E 73R
[F) ) o [F) 46 M IR A S PR 2R T M e —Il R R 7 1
I NI SCRHIR L SC o F2AAT Ry 1t 3R A P 38— 3L
PEH 078, (HREATLAEZ

223 LMX i FEREAL . RASEARRIZR
FHBY LMX-7 #5%, Hui, Law 1 Chen (1999) 8 ¥i%
HERBIPER P SOME P ESCRIT SR, 287 A4
BH, e BT R AE TAE L S TR R,
DL R G ox iz ARG IRAL, S35 B 3% fig v TAE
1 3 Y HEOROHME RIS [WR T 7 s 072, iR
(B — 2l 0.87, (5 R AT

224 HEAEWNE EHEMTEIETES R
FHl Jaworski Al Kohli (1993) Ay, It 4 M, fuff
CELAE R e, REA RS IFRITIIOF L)
DL R BMEAR /N— R 1, Wb 45 b i 5 1
PSR SEEH o 0] B R T B —Iml 2R P 1Y
NI SCRIIE L S o SR 7 A0 . i
RN ER—EPE: EHEEHEAD Cronbach o fH N
0.87, TJEFEAK Cronbach o {H N 0.81, {5 W]
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DI,

THAGT R . LMX FIZHZUEAUE I T 5
ok F RSN R, i ELE B B, X AN
FRAMIREPER Z 50T, (RS ER—sE R4k
23 HitAH*

K HLM G307 % LMX | 2 ZUER 1R 4%
RO it . B BT R 5% Z v i 8 4 1 ik

IR, W — R Gl 4 43 B A /N o 5K
20 2L AR 11 0 i ST 24 5 SR /N A B R
YLV RUE ()BT . A5 B AR 25 1 () 30t B00ORN
HYUERE YN level-2 A8 &, LMX /30%0R
I E BT R BRI B AE Level-1 JZ (N
1o X B EE R TER R )Z R, MEBREES
B LA B T AR R 36 T AR DV 2

LT

S

J29% 2 -
I T S A % it
L
B0 AU 25 ik
LR G A
JA% 1
) ) LMX
FIs 5T
K1

B T 4 2V AR 1) I St ke VR T A B R R )R
WA TJTTH, TG, SR e mE m T a8
O3 BCHATIE SR B E R 40, X SR
rwg . HNAHE BB JCC )RR EME EE (1CCl2)])
AP E ) — Bk, SRS B S BRI R
F R AR )Z R 43 80 (James, Demaree, & Wolf,
1984). Glick (1985) #g i, A 3 Ek gt hn &
HATHE A rwg>0.700 AW 0T 4h R iR, [H
—NERFE ML= HEE T R TEASUERE B
W 5 53 B A B4 1 18] 5T M (median rwg(j)=0.86,
ICC[1]=0.29, ICC[2]=0.62), RUAEAH LN rwg &
AL Glick BUbRiE, (HIEFR rwg HE—A~E 4,
Lindell il Brandt (2000) -t &8 Ja] 5P AR 56 H 2
N —SPE AR EE, R ROZAE ISR IE bR ME . R
THORE R R R, DAL R B (AR RN, 7
HICC[1]Ws 155 o ICC[2] AR A BN 0.7 (W ELAL AR
e, (B T 0.5 MmAlhriE. 1 H rwg HLEFRAH,
Anova Z5 R B R AR A Z B IR EHEES, AN
AR B 3E R Tk (F=2.63, p<0.001), #H5&HHi5 A4
SRR LA W LU AR BEIARJZ K (Chen &
Bliese, 2002). NULAEHEE Al =4 HiE TR 1EL4 L
A E Iy Fod 2 B — 3ok, AT LU SR
R —A~ /N G A A R

3 RS
SRR T TR B R DI JR , REA

h 4

(G

FE )2 IRHELE

HR/NA—Z, B B TR G b X
HAABEREAE R T RECT ) — BRI bR, K
| BAEHLE N 3 45 1A% T JE Xt 4l VAU (1) BN
RORBERAS R, A BAURUBS: 5 6 1) DU i i — [+
IHBNFEAR R R

e 1 M 2 iR, LMX M2 AT 2
) A7 35 B TEAH 52 (,=0.57, p<0.01), TMifE555i54
DA 25 18 A 7 A XU 5 R ZH 2R 2 XU %5 1
ZIEA e B . ESHAERER XA L, B
THE S SRR 5 H A A 3 DL A (=0.12,
p>0.05), AL J7 b A7 KU AN ZH 2R 25 RS 5 20 41
AL 2Z [B) A AH DG 1 Jb 35 o {HIX L2 U 25 XU 2% o
ST 55 SO . AT HU XU =22 [ A Gk B, 3
WA RS, AR S 8O B N AU TN Y
Ji PR T I 2 2L 2R 25 KU, 3k T 55 Bl R g
M RS S A . AR 2 FRak T LR 3R, 441
FUEE 55 20 8UR) £5 KURS: AH G R 173X AT & F T4l
SERUE B, AU ERAE rh e 2 A B b,
HORES N, A FH LSRR 5 TR AR
VR 0 40 35 40 2R 25 1 AT e MR AR .

x1 TRERAILEEMHERMESEITFMEXSHT

AR (n=471) M SD 1
1. LMX 5.38 0.88
2. BAEATH 4.97 1.03 0.57%*

e T7p<0.001; p<0.01; p<0.05; FFEIFH,



880 N il F Eibd 42 45
R 2 BBEHHIERERESITFE XS
AR (n=157) M SD 1 2 3
1. AE55 SRR % = 2.87 1.09
2. AT g A XU 75 1.42 0.71 0.42%*
3. R 5 XRS5 i 3.35 1.18 —0.28%* —0.35%*
4. HEERE 3.58 0.83 0.12 0.30%* —0.24%*
F3 BUAKREZE. LMX 5EEEFRUTAZ B XAMEE
FHL Fifi #1132 BORR 75 FERERL
[ %2 S
Level-2 model (intercepts)

, 5.40™" 5.40™" 5.39™
s yoo (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
45 SN B % i Yor ‘(g;})j)
U 3 A %t o ﬁgﬁ

e o -0.11"
Level-2 model(slopes)

' 0.47"" 0.47™"
HE V1o (0.06) (0.06)
(55 O8N % it i 0.0n
7 R R yiz £ﬁé
ZH LR 25 KU % i Vi3 (%.;3'6)

P AL AR (2 S5 HU8057)
JE9 (A AR R
BO fEE K A R oo 0.17"" 0.25™" 0.23™"
Bl FEERH iy AR ™ 0.15™ 0.14”
E—EHNZR)
v TEZ G P AR 5 o? 0.57 0.34 0.34
B RH(-2LL) 1177.83 1066.02 1075.75
e *p<0.1; 455 N bRAER; Z%— A2 2 Y ad 4 B8 8o fe b B of KKEE, TR,
6.0 6.0
L S N, —
R 5.7 R 57}
% 541 = 4T
R osar *\. Bsap \
® 4g | ¢ IELMX I 4 gl ——fELMX
—F—#LMX . . —— BLMX , |
45 45
ik TPIRLES & TPIAUES {ik OB JAL: 5 OB AU

K2 LMX 7EAE55 SRR 5 1 (TP risk) . 45 HLE 24X
1120 2% 2 AR

Fl 3 LMX 7EZZUR) 45 KUK % 12 (OB risk) . & H 4 4L
T RRZFRIETEA

T M BUEF R 1 AR EZE M, (R UEC PR 1 bR (E, LUT R .

FH A T A, 45 B 7 T I 42 A R S I X
A AZBURS: B PEA K B 5 i 2 AU T, I H
LMX SHGUERE IR RIE T TE- . £ 3 20
HLM J3 45 3R S e 1 AR XA T A B 50,
LR LMX R . ST S SR —3, LMX
e b 2 L U 45 B AT R (coefficient=0.47,

p<0.001, AR’=0.40), 155 G %4 (coefficient=
—0.14) FILHZUR) 25 KBS %5 1 (coefficient=—0.11) 545 B
B BRAUT R Z BFFAE R 2 I AR OC, (HRZAU
KR % 5 AT 9 Z 0k &R IEA B
(coefficient = —0.02), ARILF W EAKF-, HAMRMK
B 1, 2 MENIESE, 546, LMX FEAE55 @ik . 81F
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T U 2% i RV B AU T YOG R TR R 3 2
HIVE I VEFH (coefficient = 0.13; coefficient = 0.13), Ul
B2, B3 R . A s KU 25 6 (4 98 45 4 9T
AN, PR 4-2 RAFENESS, X H LMX 7E(F
55 SRR % 1 TS B B A T 2R 22 ) A 8035 240k
HAREAIRE] 0.05 (19 E KT, (HE% B AR
At AN, i H AR KPR 0.05 (p<0.06), %5
De Vries, Roe il Taillieu (2002) HIBFSE, p<0.1 F7K
AL RERS UL LMX XHT 55 SO % 2 B HLE %
BAT R Z I EAT —2 e

B2 FE 3 AR fb ka3 —FE, 51Ut T LMX
FEAE S5 GO « A ZUR) 25 KBS FZAA T R 2Z ] )
VAR . TCigHsE 8] 2 T 55 B X, sl 4]
F 25 RS, LMX Jo e B 045 B B AU T 0 A 4
FMEM . R LMX PR T g TELZN
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Abstract

Delegation can effectively improve work performance and organizational interests, but it is still not a
common phenomenon that managers willing to delegate. Furthermore, most of the past studies on delegation
concentrated on delegation’s positive outcome; however, little attention was paid to delegation obstacles. The
purpose of this study is to explore the no-delegation phenomenon from the supervisor’s risk considerations for
delegation, as well as to probe how Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) and organizational centralization
moderate the relationship between delegation risk and delegation behavior based on interactive and structure
perspectives.

The sample consisted of 157 supervisors and 471 subordinates in 17 enterprises from different industries
throughout Mainland China, and supervisors and subordinates were matched in accordance with the ratio of 1:3.
HLM method was used for testing hypothesis and results showed that (1) The supervisors delegated less when
perceived more delegation risks on task performance and organization benefit. (2) There were significant
moderations of LMX on the relationships between supervisor’s delegation behavior and task performance risk,
organizational benefit consideration. When Leader-Member Exchange was high, delegation risk about task
performance and organization benefit exerted less negative impact on supervisor’s delegation behavior. Namely,
the impact of delegation risk about task performance and organization benefit was strong in low LMX. (3)
Organizational centralization had negative main and moderating effects on delegation behavior significantly. In
higher degree of organizational centralization, the delegation risk consideration on power-status and
organizational benefit had more strong negative influences on supervisor delegation; on the contrary, delegation
risk consideration on power-status and organizational benefit positively or irrelevantly related with delegation
behavior in lower organizational centralization.

This study contributed to understand the supervisor delegation behavior through supervisor’s psychological
mechanism and clear the critical role of LMX and organizational centralization on the supervisor’s
mental-behavior linkage. In addition, our finding offers to a great extent explanation on why no-delegation is
prevailing in Chinese organizations. Finally, implications for supervisor delegation study, future research, and

practice are discussed.

Key words delegation risk consideration; delegation behavior; Leader-Member Exchange (LMX); centralization



