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2 GF 5 Pk B LI BRT A A B RIRT S g B A T A
FIRIE R | PR FEH LR -

(3) &4 & % (Brand-oriented Strategy)
wma%®wk%%%éiﬁiﬁ%iﬁﬁﬁawwﬁﬁﬁ’ CH IR S AL g RE
A AR FEY TR Es REKPEY CEREASFLBBA] > £ ¥
7 L* ]‘&53%% Wik pE L HA LR Al R B R S ATE R E R D
£ vk (M > 2006 5 Aaker, 1991; Urde, 1994) - 25 5 22 31 ’K% T3 iE A T A
LR T & (584250 20095 ¥ &P~ F &% 0 2003 ; é@fjr,u » 2007 ; Amis et al.,

?ﬁ ?ﬁt & 1%#



1997) ; Gmma%nﬁrmmumampi—iuwﬁ—%sz&ﬁgehaﬁﬁqﬁﬁﬁg’%

{‘ A & 775 % (Image) 22 -2 (Reputation) » #] 5 &/ F F ,_s',__lﬁ TS A
At VoL R o P EFEE S B (Amisetal, 1997) 5 & S Rk %}U{"‘ﬁ; NS

E‘é_r‘%mq/?»fﬁ‘%iz@—i P A LR R mﬁﬁ?ﬂ ARt SR
gL Lt (¥ > 2004 5 F 4742 > 2006 ;5 =4 v > 2009) - 1 3 (2004) ~ 47 5 4%
Y e & g\wfﬁ;}ﬂ Mo F g R s R EFE E S T Mk 0 7
,)é\- CREE LA BV UBGIL FATREE B FFEZ R ECEG %;’3%}*‘}5&{3}

7:1\'14 m]l*‘ =~ °

Q)78 Lk (Marketing Strategy)

74 L vk ﬂrjp BOPafr-FIWMIEEY 2 TR RPBGI LTS o
AP AR @ 3T - ?. 4 & J Pl (Kotler, 1998) - 343 Gary(1991)# ! _'rhﬁ 4 % vk 5Ps
T2 £ 1 A &R vE (product) ~ 1 1 K 9% (price) ~ 48R K v (promotion) ~ i B i vk (place)

uﬁKﬁi%mwm FEEFE %%ﬁmaJmP”’%mﬁ%%v&xJM@o
”ﬂﬁ#&% R AR B R LR F - AF PRI EDELEAR ¢ 97 i B3
LSBEIPRIF DAL L L ERIHBELELEFIRBENE }iif‘—"?ﬁ»ﬂi‘}‘éﬁa ;
MFdYFHINEIVRE A B RRFH A SEMGRE ST E 30
M A 7 RGRAEE 3% A 59 PRA% o Eraqi( 2006)1c & 7 100 B 2 gLk L 7
gy aﬁzmﬁy FROE O AR S E FA g g et R A R R i B B
LTI ‘»\f‘:’rﬁ 2ho 5 Bt sl SRR P o Miller 22 Henthorne(2006) )2 4c ¥4 14 &
WEFELFATHYE ’.f-~?‘3=* Ap A1 7 AR liﬁv i~ m‘w’:’r‘r’ i}‘% SUE R ok S AR
F AR o F PR F ISR L A R R F R RS R
Eﬁ?ﬁ:%(%‘-iﬁ » 2007 5 FIpE 5 o 2002 HITE > 2007 ; Amls etal., 1997) » @ % S2F) 2
ST e FOEE I enA SR(F R E 0 2006 5 A B 0 2007 5 & E > 2007) o

(5) ¥ & i &5 ¥ W (Diversification Strategy)

¢£wm {%\ja»%éw\ﬁﬂﬁﬁ%é%ﬁ@ﬁ’{£%Qﬁ$%ﬁ%
BN R AL ERFRDITAE FRZ E AT FeniT 5 (FR R ¥ 0 20105 Berry, 1975) >
*a¢%i$?k?£?‘wmiiiﬂ°Bﬁéﬁﬁgﬂﬁﬁﬁ*4“ﬁ§%ﬁ%’
I PRERS ALY FHE S ALY R R AR E (R s B R
& > 2006 & B 2007 PEEMNE > 2007) c AL FRGE o eIV P2 % 2 FI
AT AR RS RS A ,@i‘f'{?éﬁi‘}‘\ﬂ“wé oL g IF L s
fe B3 AR ?r%‘i"’h’ﬁiﬂfffg v FRFo B RCPBIMT S R RF S B AR E
ARET 2 FREIVEROITLR BT ARY ALY KGRk o

(6)=4 B 5 ¢ W& (Strategic Alliance)
R EE gD B Bt S | e ST B4R P r’v’ﬂ{:% TR R R

&jfuﬂwrﬂﬁHMwmy&Man1%$ 4 57 £(2007) 55 3 PR FEE L
SERERLS TR R BFIENTET %aﬂr?%¥kw’%*m”%&**
AOFRCL s At d G ﬁ é%&i’iﬁﬁﬁﬂf@ﬁiJO#%%Qmamp
TR OF B RGP L R BERE R o Rk R R G et B ik

& 4 -Mistilis &2 Daniele(2004) 5% 1 4p 31 £ 38 S B Kog & 2 il B 57 R R FR(
o 4 s A~ "“}H(.) LA BN BRI FHRE RSP o \aiﬁﬂi‘.ﬁé%» B o
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http://ndltd.ncl.edu.tw/cgi-bin/gs32/gsweb.cgi/ccd=Aa5hFN/search?q=auc=%22%E6%9E%97%E6%B0%91%E9%A0%A4%22.&searchmode=basic

DI PN T AP A s M G LR E & R 0 - S S
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BT % 52000 - 9 W iR A n%fx’“/‘ TERERREISCRBEL 2 BN A
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R TR N ARBR N2 2 FIvrREFFI RS BRI 8§
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(2) #4L X B a s aF2 K

P"“—*‘?;f Porter(1980:127-129) s £ # v& 13 ffi\i A P H B 96 A
a_‘j\ﬂé ; B R a‘ﬁ\“x’fﬁm}’il”«k}’l/é#ﬁk’m%i ﬁ\gx ,x;ﬂ ,gq, uji’r,q ,_4;-_:‘3J. 11
gy At - RERKE L Ams R ha i g ig s M‘dv B2 s Kk &
WITL AT AREFE N EL R B A#H U T HRERP > T H AR A 250 T o

1.% 3% I§ i & (Segmentation Strategy) : "Lr’ﬁ L B A G ,»ILVUJJ i) 3 3 ]‘\g
? % PRI R B A (Woolf, 2008) o % 2B 5 T M B o 4§ &R RE (BEE)HE RP
2 R P AR BAEE o

2.5%4% ¥ % (Brand-oriented Strategy) : Urde(1994):2 % &4 B¢ ¥ sk 2 55 27 & £ b
PIURE R STE S NEE Y £ R A R R TR T L I R
AL FA AL Rl F s BR g g o % FY 2 F R RE KE T
GRRURNEE G E R R S o

3.f74F W g (Marketing Strategy) : 74 {oi Edp- B 2P k- BEHUIRLBEF
P R R EHEIIEE R fE Y P AT s- 2408 R P (Kotler,
1998) - % ﬁﬂﬁ?]%“'«‘rlpfa&ﬁ'%ﬁ—**f;% sl &R R I A w7 AR eE e

4.9 B 2 ¥ Wk (Strategic Alliance) @ Reg Bp Ripm B s Bt cha f oo p @
o pendE 30 R E IR 5 e mp %&(Murray & Mahon, 1993) - % 2 4
TR A A FHE PR BER BTG > TS S QFIWE S K e

5.% & v 3% W% (Diversification Strategy) : % & it (54 L5 2 74 » ATA &~ #77 3
& ATA Fehde (' (RN 0 20105 Berry, 1975) » 3@ % f % 2@ o Edpfl* 2 TFF R
FREAE? GRS FHETES o

& 3F PR 33 3 v (Supporting Services Strategy) © & # (4 PRFEE K & 3N %0 PRFR - 30
ﬁwmﬁﬁ%.4ﬁﬁ’ﬁMFﬂ%m$’&uﬁJﬁwmﬁﬁ@?m%@ﬁuﬂJ
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Bl enir s JRAF 4 fode 7 108 0 AR R 7 ¢ 35— 7 i RE | AR IRER > B
dodk RO R A F o

7.2 % & F (product quality) X @ 2 Fen®F-k#E > ¢ ERPH 2 SRR RS
% (Porter, 1980) o ** S2F ey & Fi 4 o PHLOF nE F 440 ?i 1HELFAE
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10. & i*(cost position)®wk @ =7
4% & (Porter, 1980) - % 2 [F) "%

11.% & & v (price policy) : 45 A&
BRSSO B R kB REES L8 Bl -

AR A

Se e Bk nig f 3 - (Porter, 1980) -

DAEIE L S L RS B 0 AR F R
45k enfz & (Porter, 1980) - 4 % 2 FIHEF £ 3 A 4F i §F H7

L YR B

RS BEERR > e e p 3 B
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ip | 6.HLE L | Porter(1980) PR A v ApREFE G DR F HIT & AR
B o mE PHadpms %
- 7.3 # & | Porter(1980) 3 FLR% PREMIT BRI S 8 % QF| L3 F i
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S E RAIRERBEEE 5 M 0 1995 Heskett & 4 (1994)mr;r iﬁ ; éﬁ? dod i P
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FI(H4-5) ~ - 3] % 52 Bl(H4-6) ~ § = # STFI(HA-T) ~ 2 = % sTFI(HA-8) % T > ¥ S w
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A7 % r4 Linclon &2 Guba ihw B R 2c gtk @ 7 G - FRBHE T R T
FER AL 10 5 P2 8 3 R s TR ok ke 7 97 1 (credibility) LA 7 § % R
MAT T 3 0E o MERA 7 SRR n'&if’“‘ﬁ BRI  NE ERIESOERE MR T
B B FA T o TR M (transferability) RAp R X f e NmERA T B
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hZulzesr s T EX T H ARG ¥ Fa7E 1 (confirmability) &4+ 3+ 3k is » ¥
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RN AR CHEEFDEEFRITL IR T A e Sl
o FE AR F A G- R F}i%4ﬂ(55?iiﬂi 2005) o 33 3R niT2 E_ 0 @O
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a.® 3 W & K v (Segmentation Strategy) : 4-f7 Woolf(2008) ~ Dickson ¥ Ginter(1987) %
PRI R s > R B (2004)H % s2Fl s 1T KRB AP - i?“?% for
FrREEF IBHPHI,EFARE  F R ITARKTEZI NI T - BRHW L
B AR HR SR T ARG R ORT AL TP Z AR H e 2 OF7
BT AFIF Az 2 B3 59 o A H A STEEA P £5 .
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c. 7 4 ¥ v& (Marketing Strategy) : 1245 Kotler(1998)4+ = 4 i v% che & 11 2 Gary(1991)
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e. % & it ;5 ¥ K% (Diversification Strategy) : 1345 +k % ¥ (2010) ~ Berry(1975)% % & i
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& ¥4 PR 7% K v% (Supporting Services Strategy) : 1245 Gronroos(2000) %+ £ 4% | PR32 ¢
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0.5 F K v (product quality) : 1245 Porter(1980) srgLgk k S WAL P » 23 F1F A 478 %
EF 3BIHIPHSEFRE e T AFF A IEY AR A ERE D
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .92 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)

IFI(incremental fit index) 94 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)

NFI(normal fit index) .92 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)

NNFI(non- normal fit index) .90 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)

CFl(comparative fit index) 94 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .012 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .98 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 94 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 97 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) .98 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .046 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .95 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .98 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .96 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 97 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFl(comparative fit index) .98 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .064 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) 94 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) 94 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .89 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .92 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) 94 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .08 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) 93 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 92 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 93 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) .96 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .092 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .96 > 90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) 1.00 > 90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .98 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 1.00 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFl(comparative fit index) 1.00 >.95(Bentler,1988)
RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .027 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) 93 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) 97 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 94 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .95 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) 97 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .092 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) 93 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .94 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .90 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 92 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) .94 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .074 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .94 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .98 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .96 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .97 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) .98 > 95(Bentler,1988)
RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .077 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .99 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) 1.00 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .98 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 1.01 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) .95 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .000 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) 93 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 91 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 93 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) .95 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .071 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .97 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .99 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .97 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .98 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) .99 > 95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .049 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) 75 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .50 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) A7 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 22 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) A48 >.95(Bentler,1988)
RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .22 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .90 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .95 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .92 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .92 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) 94 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .11 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) 93 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 93 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) 94 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) .96 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .07 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .99 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) .97 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .99 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) .99 > 95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .045 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .90 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .95 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 91 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .94 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFIl(comparative fit index) .95 >.95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .078 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .95 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 91 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .95 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
CFI(comparative fit index) .96 > 95(Bentler,1988)

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .051 =.08(McDonald & Ho, 2002)
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GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .96 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
IFI(incremental fit index) .99 >.90(Hu & Bentler,1999)
NFI(normal fit index) 97 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
NNFI(non- normal fit index) .99 >.90(Bentler & Bonett,1980)
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Abstract

This study extended the approach to multi-frame leadership behaviors, as school principals rarely rely on only one type of
leadership behavior, but rather, apply diverse leadership behaviors to promote the development of campus affairs. This
study focused on junior high school and elementary school teachers in Taiwan, with stratified samplings of 3,584 junior
high school and elementary school teachers. A questionnaire survey was conducted to collect practical information on
leadership behaviors, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to construct the validity of the five-frame leadership
behavior model. LISREL software was used to analyze the data. The results showed that in both urban schools and rural
schools, the principals’ human resource leadership approach was found to have a positive influence on teacher morale and a
negative influence on teaching quality. The principals’ political leadership approach had a positive influence on teaching
quality. The principals’ symbolic leadership approach had a negative influence on teaching quality in rural schools. In both
junior high and elementary schools, the principals’ human resource leadership approach and structural leadership approach
had a positive influence on teacher morale.

1. Introduction
Past studies of leadership behaviors in Taiwan have generally taken the analytical approach of singular

leadership behavior and its effects. This study extended the approach to multi-frame leadership behaviors, as
school principals rarely rely on only one type of leadership behavior, but rather, apply diverse leadership
behaviors to promote the development of campus affairs. Previous studies on school leadership have mostly
examined the relationships among situations, contextual differences and different leadership behaviors, and
have focused on whether the various school types and schools in different regions show significant
disparities in school leadership behavior. These studies have focused on whether there are significant
differences between the leadership behavior at rural and urban schools, and whether there are significant
differences between the leadership behavior at junior high schools and elementary schools. However, there
has been insufficient exploration and research on how to select suitable leadership behaviors that fit the
urban, rural, junior high school and elementary school contexts. Thus, this study explored the different
contexts (including urban and rural regions, and junior high and elementary schools), the types of
multi-frame leadership behaviors implemented according to these contexts, the correlation model between
schools of different contexts and multi-frame leadership behaviors, and other related factors.
2. Literature Review

This research project used Bolman and Deal’s multi-frame leadership theory (the four-frame model) as
the foundation and constructed a theoretical model according to the different principals of multi-frame
leadership behaviors under different localized contexts. This leadership behavior included the four-frame
leadership theory, with a structural, human resource, political and symbolic approach. The structure-oriented
central concept emphasizes that the organization establishes management rules, emphasizes the roles and
tasks of the members, and has clear objectives that emphasize the connection between technology and the
environment. The human resource-oriented central concept emphasizes the establishment of the needs and
interpersonal relationships of the organizational members, as well as the delegation of power to the
organization members. The central concept of the political approach emphasizes the leader’s use of power,
and that issues of organizational conflict and competition need to achieve a benefit through negotiation and
compromise. The central concept of the symbolic approach refers to the construction of heroic tales in the
organization, as well as the creation of organizational value, meaning, and ritual [1].

The above multi-frame leadership theory refers to a type of leadership behavior that has received much
attention in recent years. This study hoped to explore the correlations among the multi-frame leadership
theory, teaching quality and teacher morale, as well as to identify which leadership behaviors were more



appropriate in different contexts. The relationships among different contexts and leadership behavior were
explained as follows.
2.1 Different contexts (1)/leadership in rural and urban areas

The city and the countryside present two different life contexts that may cultivate different behaviors.
Harris, Ballenger and Leonard (2004:169) studied the leadership behavior of school principals in urban and
rural areas, finding that principals in urban areas are more likely than those in rural areas to use
standard-based leadership. This indicated that principals in urban and rural areas will choose different
standard-based leadership behaviors [2].

2.2 Different contexts (3)/leadership in junior high and elementary schools

Junior high schools and elementary schools have different attributes. Midgley et al. (1990) used 160
principals, 171 teachers, and 1,492 students in the American state of Illinois as the subjects in an attempt to
compare the leadership behavior used in junior high and elementary schools. It was found that junior high
school teachers perceive the principals as placing more emphasis on accomplishment and affiliation goals
rather than on power goals, while elementary school teachers have the opposite perception [3]. Thus, junior
high school teachers perceive greater leadership behavior than do elementary school teachers. This study
hoped to further explore which types of multi-frame leadership behavior would be suitable for elementary
schools and which types would be suitable for junior high schools.

2.3 Leadership behavior and teaching quality and teacher morale

In terms of leadership behavior and teaching quality, Quint, Akey, Rappaport, and Willner (2007)
studied the correlation between leadership behavior and teaching quality in schools, finding that the
principal’s leadership behavior can benefit the teaching quality of the teachers [4].

In terms of leadership behavior and teacher morale, Bhella (1982) showed interest in the correlation
between the principal’s leadership and teacher morale; however, that study only proposed a number of
possibilities, such as the principal’s leadership behavior may be correlated with teacher satisfaction, and
there were no definitive results [5]. Hunter-Boykin, & Evans (1995) hoped to further explore the
relationship between leadership behavior and teacher morale. They chose to use four types of leadership
behavior, including democratic cooperative, autocratic aggressive, autocratic submissive and laissez-faire
behavior, to examine the relationship between leadership behavior and teacher morale; however, the
research results did not gain the expected results. That study found no significant correlation between the
four behaviors and teacher morale [6]. Presently, it is difficult to classify the leadership behaviors of
principals as being democratic, autocratic, or laissez-faire. Thus, Sheppard, Hurley, & Dibbon et al. (2010)
continued the use of quantitative studies to explore the correlation between leadership behavior and teacher
morale, in an attempt to construct a suitable correlation model. This study pointed out that leadership
behavior is related to teacher morale, but that more studies are needed to engage in discussion in this area

[7].

Based on these reasons, this study chose Bolman and Deal’s multi-frame leadership theory (the
four-frame model) to explore the correlation model among leadership behavior, teacher morale and teaching
quality.

3. Research Method

This study focused on junior high school and elementary school teachers in Taiwan, with stratified
samplings of 3,584 junior high school and elementary school teachers. A questionnaire survey was
conducted to collect practical information on leadership behaviors, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
was used to construct the validity of the five-frame leadership behavior model. LISREL software was used
to analyze the data. The data were taken from the questionnaire data on actual school contexts and reflected
the multi-frame leadership behaviors currently used in schools. Statistical analysis was used to extract the
urban school data and analyze the leadership behaviors of urban schools, which was analyzed and clustered
into multi-frame leadership behavior. These multi-frame leadership behaviors were analyzed, and theoretical
models involving the related influential factors were created. Next, rural school data were extracted to
analyze the multi-frame leadership behavior of rural schools, as well as the theoretical models involving the
related influential factors. Other contexts, such as junior high schools and elementary schools, also
underwent this process.

4. Research Results and Discussion

This study compared different types of schools. In both urban schools and rural schools, the principals’
human resource leadership approach was found to have a positive influence on teacher morale and a
negative influence on teaching quality. The principals’ political leadership approach had a positive influence



on teaching quality. The principals’ symbolic leadership approach had a negative influence on teaching
quality in rural schools. In both junior high and elementary schools, the principals’ human resource
leadership approach and structural leadership approach had a positive influence on teacher morale. In
elementary schools, the principals’ political leadership approach had a positive influence on teaching quality,
but their human resource leadership approach had a negative influence. In junior high schools, the
principals’ symbolic leadership approach had a positive influence on teaching quality.

This study constructed a multi-frame leadership behavior theoretical model for four different contexts,
taking academic value as the foundation of the study. The research results could be provided to junior high
school and elementary school principals as a reference for the contextual differences among schools and
could be used to facilitate the selection of suitable multi-frame leadership behaviors, in order to achieve the
goals of school management.
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Exploration of the relationship between the individual competitiveness of the private

kindergartens’ teachers and teachers’ effectiveness
Yigean Chen,

Department of Early Childhood Caring and Education, Chung Hwai University of Medical Technology, Taiwan

Abstract

It is shocking due to the lower birthrate that the private kindergartens eliminate the class-scope or close
the classes so many kindergartens’ managers are worried about how to select the more competitive teachers
to stay to keep up with the kindergarten’s competitiveness. On the other side, the teachers hope to
understand the individual competitiveness so that they can stay with the kindergartens that they enjoy
working for. But the question is how to understand teachers’ competitiveness. The study developed a ‘scale
of individual competitiveness’ for teachers, based on Porter’s five forces model. The results are as followed. 1.
The teachers’ competitiveness were the exceeding ability of position (EP), the impressive management (IM),
the curriculum and teaching ability (CT), the special talent (SP), the good teachers’ characteristics (GC), the

professional ability (PA). 2. The good teachers’ characteristics are the most important variable to improve



2

the teachers’ effectiveness and the second is the professional ability. What are the good teachers
characteristics? They are insistence to their job, positive attitude, and active concern to their students.
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Note: the exceeding ability of position (EP), the impressive management (IM), curriculum and teaching ability (CT), special talent (SP), good

teachers’ characteristics (GC), professional ability (PA), teachers’ effectiveness(TE).
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Abstract: Private kindergartens have been impacted by the low birth rate, and there are fewer children enrolled each
year. Some principals of good private kindergartens believe that this is an opportunity for poor kindergartens without
competitiveness to disappear. However, what is kindergarten competitiveness? Or how should kindergarten
competitiveness be measured? This study found that kindergarten competitiveness includes five auxiliary dimensions:
perceived competitiveness, flexible service quality, evaluation performance, student performance, and low ratio of
problem students. These five dimensions all have predictive power for kindergarten efficacy.

1. Introduction

In many industrialized countries, the fertility rate of women has declined, resulting in the problem of
low birth rate. Private kindergartens have been impacted by the low birth rate, and there are fewer children
enrolled each year. Different kindergartens face serious competition in recruitment, resulting in crises for
sustainable operations. In terms of statistics in Taiwan, in 2004 academic year, there are a total of 1904
established private kindergartens in Taiwan, but the number declined to 1651 in the 2008 academic year.
Over five years, 253 private kindergartens ceased to exist [1], with a decline rate of 13.3%. This shows that
the operations of private kindergartens are becoming more difficult. In these difficult circumstances, some
principals of good private kindergartens believe that this is an opportunity for poor kindergartens without
competitiveness to disappear. However, what is kindergarten competitiveness? Or how should kindergarten
competitiveness be measured? The construction of a kindergarten competitiveness scale can be based on the
APP competitiveness measurement model (Asset-Process-Performance Model) as a theoretical basis.



2. Literature Review

Based on literature review, this study found that there are only a few scales that measure kindergarten
competitiveness. Most studies explore the competitiveness in the food, service, medical care, manufacturing,
steel, and aviation industries [2,3,45,6,7]. Although there are some studies that explore school
competitiveness, including universities, high and vocational, junior high, and elementary schools [8,9,10],
only a very few studies have researched kindergarten competitiveness. Most of these focus on the
measurement indicators for kindergarten quality or how parents select early education institutions [11,12,13].
Thus, there needs to be further exploration on the competitiveness of kindergartens.

Competitiveness refers to attempts to defeat other competitors to win something[14], so the
competitiveness of a company is to be more outstanding in product and service performance than other
companies[15]. Thus, this study suggests that competitiveness involves products or services that meet
consumer demands or produce satisfaction. If these definitions are converted for private kindergartens, then
competitiveness for private kindergartens refers to the ability to provide more excellent educational quality
and services for the early education market.

The construction of a kindergarten competitiveness scale can be based on the APP competitiveness
measurement model (Asset-Process-Performance Model) as a theoretical basis [16]. The APP
competitiveness model uses assets, processes, and performance to serve as the three major frameworks for
measuring competitiveness. Some studies have developed it into a measurement scale for
competitiveness[17,18,19], and modified the APP model into a four-dimensional competitiveness scale —
assets, competitive priorities, processes, and performance[20]. The scale’s measurement items are very
definitive. Thus, this study used the APP model to develop a competitiveness scale for private kindergartens,
combining with the scale dimensions of Garg and Jain (2008), which are used to form the framework for the
competitiveness scale for private kindergartens[20].

3. Research Method

This study carries out the following few stages to develop a competitiveness scale for private
kindergartens. In the first stage, literature review is conducted on the measurement of competitiveness,
including school competitiveness items, industrial competitiveness items, and relevant kindergarten
competitiveness items. The assets, processes, and performance in the APP competitiveness are used as the
foundation, adding the competitiveness scale dimensions of “competitive priorities” developed by Garg and
Jain (2008)[20], with a total of four competitiveness dimensions: assets, competitive priorities, processes,
and performance. The APP model is used as the basis for cross-reference with the literature review to form
the preliminary content and question items for the kindergarten competitiveness scale. In the second stage,
the perspective of benchmark learning is applied; the case with the best performance and achievement
among peers is used as the model for learning. Among the well-recognized outstanding private kindergartens,
8 are selected as benchmark schools®. Observation, interviews, documentary data analysis are used to
discover competitiveness items for private kindergartens, in order to supplement the insufficiency of items
derived by previous literature analysis as the basis for developing the “competitiveness scale for private
kindergartens.” In the third stage, after completion of the “competitiveness scale for private kindergartens,”
a total of eight early education scholars and experts, kindergarten principals or heads, and educational testing
and statistics scholars are invited to establish expert validity. In the fourth stage, the results of actual scale

! The benchmark schools (benchmark kindergartens) must conform to the following definitions: the Education Bureau
recommended it as a benchmark kindergarten, and other kindergartens also recommended it as a benchmark kindergarten.



testing are analyzed through exploratory factor analysis and structural equation modeling (SEM) to verify
the fitness of the scale theoretical model (content of kindergarten competitiveness). In the fifth stage, since
past studies have shown a significant correlation between operational performance and competitiveness.
Thus, this study also plans to use structural equation modeling to test the correlation between kindergarten
efficacy and kindergarten competitiveness. If the “competitiveness scale for private kindergartens”
developed by this study has a significant and positive correlation with “kindergarten efficacy,” it means that
the “competitiveness scale for private kindergartens™ has the effect of predicting kindergarten efficacy; this
would also explain that the “competitiveness scale for private kindergartens” in this study has applicable
academic significance.

This study used survey research, and the research population included the persons in charge of private
kindergartens that are recognized by the government. According to statistical data for the 2008 academic
year, there were a total of 1651 private kindergartens in Taiwan (Department of Statistics, Ministry of
Education, 2009)[1]. The 1:4 ratio was used for sampling, with a target sample number or 400 people. In
order to make the research sample representative, stratified random sampling was used. First, the number of
private kindergartens in northern/central/southern/eastern Taiwan was calculated, then the ratio of each area
was used to determine the sample to be extracted. Based on the computation results, the ratio for northern
Taiwan was 44%, central Taiwan was 24%, southern Taiwan was 30%, and eastern Taiwan was 2%. Thus,
the numbers of samples that should be extracted from each area were 176 in northern Taiwan, 96 in central
Taiwan, 120 in southern Taiwan, and 8 in eastern Taiwan. Sampling were conducted by making all the
names of private kindergartens in regions into paper lots, then the kindergartens were drawn in different
regions until the sample number fulfilled the quota for the region. After contacting the kindergartens, 341
questionnaires were sent out 239 questionnaires were retrieved, for a retrieval rate of 70.1%, and there were
205 valid questionnaires. The structural equation modeling (SEM) verified the fitness of the scale theoretical
model (content of kindergarten competitiveness).

4. Research Results and Discussion

This study found that kindergarten competitiveness includes five auxiliary dimensions: perceived
competitiveness, flexible service quality, evaluation performance, student performance, and low ratio of
problem students (see Figure 1, Table 3). These five dimensions can correspond to the theoretical basis of
this study, the APP competitiveness model by Momaya (2004)[15]: assets and performance, as well as the
competitive priority added by Garg and Jain (2008) in extending the APP competitiveness[20]. The results of
this study included “A” assets: perceived competitiveness; “P” competitive priorities: flexible service quality,
evaluation performance; “P” performance: student performance and low ratio of problem students (see
Figure 1). These five dimensions all have predictive power for kindergarten efficacy (see Figure 1). Thus,
the results of this study conform to the APP model by Momaya and Garg, Jain, and this study finds that the
dimensions that are part of kindergarten competitiveness.

This study suggests that managers of kindergartens can refer to the items in the summary of
kindergarten competitiveness in Table 2 of this study, filling it out with the Likert five-point scale method,
ranging from 5 (highly agree) to 1 (highly disagree), to self-evaluate kindergarten competitiveness. They can
also refer to the means of kindergarten competitiveness (see Table 1), to see the scores in the
competitiveness dimensions for the kindergarten, to verify the kindergarten’s competitiveness in terms of
perceived competitiveness, flexible service quality, evaluation performance, student performance, and low
ratio of problem students.



The kindergarten competitiveness scale developed by this study can also provide for a foundation of
further research into kindergarten competitiveness, and can be used to continue exploring the foundations
that influence factors for kindergarten competitiveness.

Table 1: Summary of the sub-dimensions of kindergarten competitiveness and kindergarten efficacy

regression analysis and means

B SE Beta P MEAN
perceived competitiveness 507" 135 221 .000 16.30
flexible service quality 453 153 157 .003 12.17
evaluation performance 676" 130 299 .000 15.76
student performance 826" A47 315 .000 17.13
low ratio of problem * 16.27
students 223 087 128 012
(constact) 7.908 3.035 -- .010 --
R? 52 - — - -
F 42.76* - -- -- -
Dependent variable: kindergarten efficacy * p < .05
Table 2: Scale of the kindergarten competitiveness items

Number Item

B14 Teachers of our kindergarten strongly understand the current severe competition of private kindergartens.

B15 Teachers of our kindergarten are extremely concerned about whether our kindergarten can be more prominent and competent

than other kindergartens.

B16 Teachers of our kindergarten work hard to enhance or maintain the competitiveness of our kindergarten.

B17 Teachers of our kindergarten are willing to do their best for sustainable development of the kindergarten.

B24 With many facilities, the children of our kindergarten enjoy going to school.

B26 For the convenience of parents, our kindergarten provides more flexible service hours and items.

B27 The administration of our kindergarten is flexible and treats parents” demands as priority.

B32 Our kindergarten has won Excellence Awards of many evaluation items.

B33 The administration of our kindergarten is highly efficient.

B34 Teachers of the kindergarten are highly efficient at work.

B35 Many educational measures implemented in our kindergarten are effective.

B68 Children in our kindergarten excel in intellectual learning.

B69 Children in our kindergarten properly adapt to life.

B70 Children in our kindergarten have prominent interpersonal interactions.

B71 Generally speaking, in our kindergarten, the children have excellent learning performance.

B80 In our kindergarten, many children cannot adapt to school life.

B81 In our kindergarten, many children have learning problems.

B82 In our kindergarten, many children have behavioral problems.

B83 In our kindergarten, there are many mischievous children.




-vs
""'&__ﬁ_n,el
o.91
E17_1
ras—-——ma
caare[meea e Boso

0.7E o.za
czs=[[Ed]——oler—= — 078

TH_1 =0 _aa

0_75 - e SO 1 0_4a6
_'?4 o_320
0. =0
o

0.33 TO_1 0. 38
-14“’79

o_53

0.6

2

2,

Chi-Sguare=343.00, d£f=19%4, P—walues=0.00000, RMSEA=O0.0&1

o o 0o o o o o 0 Q0 Qo 2o 2 9O 0o o o o

Figure 1: The private kindergarten competitiveness and kindergarten

efficacy model (final model)
X 2=343.00 p=0.00 NFI=92 NNFI=95 CFI=96 IFI=96 GFI=.87 RMSEA=.061
note: COMP= perceived competitiveness FSQ= flexible service quality EP= evaluation performance
SP= student performance DBT= low ratio of problem students
KE= kindergarten efficacy

Table 3 Fitness indicators of the final model for private kindergarten competitiveness and
operational efficacy

Name of indicator Test Determination values
results

Chi square values 343.00 p>.05
GFI(goodness-of-fit index) .87 >.90

IFI(incremental fit index) .96 >.90

NFI(normal fit index) .92 >.90

NNFI(non- normal fit index) .95 >.90

CFI(comparative fit index) .96 > .95

RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) | .061 =.08
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