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The Structural Relationship between Director's Servant Leadership,
Teacher's Empowerment and Organizational Cynicism Affecting on Teacher’s
Organizational Commitment at Kindergartens and Child Care Centers*
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the structural relationships between of kindergartens
and child care centers director’s servant leadership, teacher’s organizational cynicism, empowerment,
and organizational commitment. The subjects for this study were 760 teachers of kindergartens and child
care centers located in Daegu, Kyoungbuk and Ulsan district. The data collected were analyzed by means
of AMOS 19.0. The results indicated that 1) The director’s servant leadership, teacher’s empowerment
and organizational cynicism have a direct influence on organizational commitment. 2) The director’s
servant leadership directly influences teacher’s empowerment and organizational cynicism. 3) The
director’s servant leadership indirectly influences teacher’s empowerment and organizational cynicism

in terms of the level of organizational commitment.
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Ack BA =232 SPSS 19.0ZF AMOS 0 ZREUO| BAE AX U DAx| £X
19.0= AH&ste] 4 skl 243t
Fx3ARYY vy =3 JbeAl Feldat
I 7%”’5‘/}:]1 o wal FXIARYE = rdy Fxrd
2 Bt A% vy delEskd g wol
1. ZMB0| 70| ASAIISHE Ol J|& EAA|  wel 2w WEge 12 14 A7 3o
A9 ot AR £2 vetsie] Bd 33
29U e JBRBPER 2 2PN 45AS B15AThMoon, 2009, £ 7
of Hit B FFAAE A= A Table 1 Vs AR Az 23wde] }es Ei =
o 2t oAAE AR F7} 7870l FH ok & =

(Table 1) Cross-correlation matrix and descriptive statistics for measured variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 1.00
2 .68 1.00
3 .65 .67 1.00
4 73 .76 73 1.00
5 .68 .69 .67 g5  1.00
6 -54  -56 -53  -60 -56 1.00
7 -56  -58 -55  -63 -57 .80 1.00
8 -49 -50 -48 -54 -50 .70 72 1.00
9 24 24 23 27 24 -18 -19 -16 1.00
10 29 .30 29 33 300 -22 -23 -20 61 1.00
11 49 .50 48 54 S0 -53 -55 -48 25 31 1.00
12 18 .18 .18 20 A8 -19  -20  -17 .09 11 30 1.00

Mean 11.28 11.13 1720 1529 1652 1643 2390 1393 2294 21.09 933 11.28

SD 426 463 514 563 521 643 921 446 398 480 270 299
Skewness 21 d4 0 -48  -05 -36 .28 32 09 -50 -25 -06 -.66
Kurtosis -8 -10 -59 -10 -61 -92 -71 -64 32 -41  -58 -33
n 760

1=Calling, 2=Healing, 3=Wisdom, 4=Persuasion, S5=Stewardship, 6=Cognitive, 7=Emotional, 8=Behavioral,
9=Empower A, 10=Empower B, 11=Affective commitment, 12=Normative commitment.
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Chi-Square(NC: Normed Chi-Square)dk, Steiger-
Lind®] 90% A18]77re] 2AM] o2t BaAlF
(RMSEA), 44 F3= 241 Tucker A

S(TLI Tucker-Lewis Index)®} ¥|mw -3t x|

(CFI: Comparative Fit Index), Z12] 11 H|F-g % %]
Z*(SRMR: Standized Root Mean Aquare Residual)
E Ao Haud As A%skaL )ivk(Moon,
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RIS 7353 A3}, RMSEA(07~.09)5 H| &
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REXE A9 0m 1 A3 Figure 29 2t
o] o

Figure 22 5] AMS1S
199 o2 2

AR A5, 2 So] 44

P

(Table 2) Model fit indices for measurement model

RMSEA(.08)
Model NPAR DF CMIN NC TLI CFI SRMR
LO90 HI90
Measurement
30 48 317.35 6.612 93 95 .038 .07 .09
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Servant
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(Figure 2) Confirmatory factor analysis model for 12 variables
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=4, 9739 AHE gy mrte 23
WaFol(B = -76, p < 05)9F YFHARNE(S =
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ATRAHE(S = 42)BT} wAte] 24 YirFel
(B =-76)°l ZAoZ t] ¥ JaFE S nX
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(¢}

1_

Z1} AT} o] olX| 7% 9] AAE Hile
WAR] A=Yl thigk AR TG = .67, p < .05)
Zg R R A5e BaREe] 27 Fold ABEHB- 30, p < 05) B ohigh T
¢ FZ5e Joz ek} A F2e7 HENB= 36, p < 098 THE Aoz e
wde RE3gsbsAel olgdow geldyl  Weh B @Al 2HBYH N 979 A
o} webd 23" Aol E 7he] olmpA HE 24 1 &d= wAke] 24 Wit
AZ A4 TzIARde] RAES AF (76%-39=29)7F YTIHE42x.16=07)°l ¥]
STk T AT, Table 3014 B uheh o] ¥ 3 AUHeR o w3k olg e AYEw
5w J)FdE F5aHA F3tee AR e o] o)A HAZE Table 69 VFERS ule} 2o
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(Table 3) Model fit indices for structural regression model
RMSEA(.08)
SR NPAR DF CMIN NC TLI CFI SRMR
LO90 HI90
Model
29 49 318.02 6.49 93 95 .037 .07 .09
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(Table 4) Maximum likelihood parameter estimates for SR model
Parameter Unstandardized  S.E CR P Standardized
Direct effects
Servant —,  Oreanizational ~99 04 2096* 001 -75
leadership cynicism
S t %
ervam —  Empowerment 44 06 6.73 001 41
leadership
Servant —,  Organizational 19 03 5.10* 001 30
leadership commitment
Organi.za.ltional . Organiz.ational 19 0 702* 001 _39
cynicism commitment
Organizational N
Empowerment - . .10 .02 3.88 .001 .16
commitment
*p < .05
(Table 5) Effects decomposition for a SR model
Standardized
Parameter
Total effects Direct effects Indirect effects
Sewant. . Orgam.za.monal 75 75"
leadership cynicism
Servant « "
leadership — Empowerment 41 41
Sewant. . Organiz.ational &7 30" 36+
leadership commitment
Orgam.za'monal . Orgamz.atlonal 39 _39*
cynicism commitment
Organizational
Empowerment ~ —> reamzationa 16" 16"
commitment
*p < .05.
(Table 6) Evaluation of indirect effects for a SR model
Standardized
Parameter
Z SE
Servant leadership - Organi.zzfltional — Organjz.ational 8.86" .03
cynicism commitment
Organizational
Servant leadership — Empowerment - rgamz'a fona 4.81* .03
commitment

*p < 05
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