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The Impact of a School’s Organizational Learning Ability on Organizational Development
through Metaphors of Chaos: Moderating the Effectiveness of Organization Literacy on
the Mediating Effect

Abstract

Purpose: This study aims to understand the mediating effect of the use of metaphors of chaos
on organizational development through organizational learning ability and the impact of
organizational literacy on the use of metaphors of chaos to understand the role of metaphors in
prompting school reform. Method: In this study, we employed a questionnaire survey in Taiwan’s
middle schools, which were sampled using the stratified random method, and statistically
analyzed from 97 middle schools using structural equation modeling. Findings: (1) The use of
metaphors of chaos in the school has a mediating effect on organizational development through
organizational learning ability and (2) the literacy of school bureaucratic reform has a
moderating effect on metaphors of chaos. Implications: A principal’s leadership can enhance
teachers’ trust in reform and organizational learning abilities, strengthen respect for professional
uniqueness, increase multidisciplinary exchange opportunities, evoke the dissipative structure,
and promote the use of metaphors of chaos while avoiding reforms that are out of sync with the
school’s professional rhythm and affecting organizational development via organizational
learning ability using professional language. Moreover, the literacy of bureaucratic reform can
evoke the use of metaphors of chaos, enhance the service level of experts, drive cultural
transformation, and expand services to students with different needs.

Keywords: organizational learning ability, metaphors of chaos, organizational development,
organizational literacy, middle school
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