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ABSTRACT

In the light of developments in global competitipnivatization is not only an important element finiving
economic activities and achievements; it has alsmoine a common strategy in developed or develauingtries for
reconstruction of national economy. Under the tr@ficcconomic liberalization and globalization, meik have to be
opened to free competition. Government-owned bss@seare forced to consider their competitiveness lzecome
privatized. Taiwan Railways administration is anexprise closely related to the life of the publis. privatization will
undoubtedly attract great concern and disputesdoiety and result in significant change and resist& within the
organization. The intention of this study is todstigate whether the leadership styles of its warimanagement levels
have any influence on the perceptions of theirafiemployees toward privatization, and if the empés’ personal
attributes result in any differences in their pgtiens toward privatization.
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FOREWORD

A significant development that has taken placeha 2f' century is the reshuffling of global competition.
State-owned and monopoly businesses, agencies agahizations are all undergoing privatization. Rsofare
generated from privatization for multinational corations and the emerging market countries in whiskestment
opportunities arise (Hachette & Luders, 1993). 997 alone, incomes resulted from privatization heac153 billion
dollars, coming mainly from the large number ofvptization transactions completed in 1996 and lmoag 55%
increase to the entire privatization statistics hfdaand Hansen, 2000). Apparently, privatizationngg only an
important driving element for economic activitiesdaachievements but also a common strategy in dped| or
developing nations.

However, many countries and governments have adoepdvatize their state-owned business out afatnce
or only when they were no longer able to resisemdl pressures (Abreu & Werneck, 1993; Sarger@9)19n 1990s,
as the public were utterly disappointed with thalijy of services many state-controlled public mpolees provided,
demands for better efficiency and competitivenesshiese businesses began to surface and lead tartheof the
concept that the government should play an appatgpriole in the overall adoption of free market haadsms. In
government transportation agencies, the chief glingeforce behind government reform was finanaekes. Many
pragmatic government offices were confronted witle hecessity to cut public funding and had to spekate
organizations to raise stupendous amounts of dapitainvest in public transportation and moderrizat of
transportation services (Estache, 2001).

Looking back on Taiwan, the main economic system lbag been centered on market economy and several
public businesses have remained monopolies und@rgment management that, over time, has gradbattpme the
target of public criticisms for their inefficien@eUnder the impact of economic liberation and gliation in world
economy, opening up markets to free competitionahetp seem unavoidable and these state-run opesatiad to
reconsider their competitiveness. As the wave ofapization swept across the globe, the Taiwan guwent finally
caught on in 1889 and started pushing privatizatiogovernment-owned businesses.
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Taiwan Railways Administration, however, is an eptise closely related to the life of the publierivatization
will undoubtedly attract great concern and disputesociety and result in enormous change andteesie within the
organization. In particular, strong protests frdra tinion will not only create heavy social burddabpr-management
disputes and insufficient information for the emmes and inadequate communication over privatiaatd! but
deepen employees’ suspicion and worry about timérésts and future prospects. In the absence rdfdemce in
change, the labor-management standoff can be egpazipersist and delay the schedule of privatmatir even affect
the rights of the general public. Obviously, prization cannot begin before a labor-managementesmus is reached.
Aiming at this, this study has the two followingrpases:

1. To investigate whether the leadership stylegagbus management levels in Taiwan Railways Adstiation have
any significant influence on their direct employgesceptions toward privatization and the reacthefinfluence.

2. To determine if the personal attributes of thpleyees of Taiwan Railways Administration resulainy significant
differences in their perceptions toward privatiaati

LITERATURE REVIEW

Issues Related to Privatization of Taiwan Railway#dministration

Regarding privatization of railway operations, Petwh (2003) once said, “Although privatization haseen
the most important event in recent years, it wal/é the function of encouraging commercial managemotrailroad
operations and this apparently had caused a magmge in railway management organizations and a@ghcThe
comment has spoken out the possible approach ofgia railway operations with commercial tacticsréform of
railway management organizations. Vugt (1997) atemtioned that privatization of public goods wagsional policy
tendency in recent years and an improvement meé&ssténulate public transportation management. Gioader view
is that privatization can help develop public trorsation because private management will be ablentke
transportation network operations more efficientl aompetitive, as well as provide better serviaesdansumers
(Clemow 1992 Foreman-Peck and Milward 1994Gomez-lbanez and Meyer 1993).

In reality, foreign railroad privatization suchiasJapan, the UK and Germany, has proven ableing leffective
upgrades. At least, improvements in managemertiefity and services have been certain and governinemcial
burdens reduced. In comparison, Taiwan Railways iAthtnation has always been criticized for its dié§ and poor
services. While the government is pushing its pizedion, its employees, in the absence of comnaititio, do not
realize the advantages privatization will bring aar@ afraid and worried they would fall victim tbet upcoming
privatization and get laid off. Plus the rigidityf ¢he organic structure of the organization, Taiwdailways
Administration Workers’ Union and the employeesédeveloped huge resistance against privatizasarasult.

Generally speaking, reform of Taiwan Railways adstiation is inevitable and has to be done quickly.
Unfortunately, the rigid organic structure and the culture of the corporation are making reformeay difficult job.
Despite that the plan of privatization has givea thotivation and opportunity for the Railways Adistration to
reform, it has also created in train riders doutd @nxiety about social problems privatization niagur. More
importantly, the negative sentiment in the emplsygerceptions toward privatization has promptednse resistance
from the union and employees. This is an elemaattulil dominate the fate of the corporation’s m&fo The managers
and leaders at all management levels have the meigility to come to a deep realization and provide employees
with the most truthful information on privatizati@nd communicate with the employees with sincetitpugh every
appropriate channel available to educate the emplkyencourage them to participate in the chandeotfar their
opinions and thus establish positive attitudes tdvgivatization and organizational reform.

Transactional Leadership and Transformational Leadeship

The theory of transactional leadership and transébional leadership come from the basic theoryareseof two
scholars (Burns and Bass). However, between BUi9i83) and Bass (1985) there still exist certainpdeéundamental
conceptual differences (Brain and Lewis, 2004):

118 The Journal of International Management Studiesyivie 4, Number 1, February, 2009



(1) Bass (1985:16-22) modified the subordinates’ needls on Maslow’s hierarchy and added to it “submtés’
needs and expanded the needs.” In other words, Bastership theory included a clear descriptiombht the
subordinates needed to achieve to be rewarded enjlist the use of stimulation to motivate suboatis as
Burns (1978) had discussed.
(2) Bass (1985) thought transformational leadershiplccondeed arouse the “good and bad” of subordinates
whereas Burns (1978:43) asserted that a transfamnahtieader could only bring out the good in sutdoates.
(3) Burns (1978) believed transactional leadership teaisformational leadership were opposite to edbkraand
leaders could only adopt one or the other and ooetio do so. Bass (1985:22), however, advocatdntiost
leaders exhibited both types and only carried tbetrto different degrees.
1. Theoretical Foundation of Transactional Leadersh

A transactional leader will try within the presesytstem or culture (while opposing and attemptingrmiake
changes) to: satisfy subordinates’ current neemtssf on exchange of conditions, emphasize exchangeontingent
reward behavior, pay more attention to subordinategiations, errors and irregularities, and corthese demeanors
(Bass, 1985, Burns, 1978). Bass (1985) definedsa&etional leaders as leaders partial to transadtimeractions
between the leader and the subordinates and tderleauld satisfy the needs of subordinates in &xgé for their
accomplishment of expected performance. (JabnodnAdGhasyah, 2005). This indicates that a trarisaat leader
may prefer to avoid risks and establish subordgiaself-confidence their achievement of expectededtives
(Yammarino, Spangler and Bass, 1993). In additRearce et al. (2003) believed the behavior of &etnsnal leaders
was usually consistent with the elements that nugdine transactional-transformational leadershijagligm.

The abovementioned makes it evident that transaatiteadership can provide a stable and differtadia
leadership style and, as proven in many studi@soree the transactional-transformational paradigm
2. Theoretical Foundation of Transformational Laatdi

The transformational leadership theory Burns (19@8pduced was an earlier, simpler form. It desedi during
the process of leadership formation through adimatise measures, regardless of whether the lecoldd get any
response, the influence on the behavior of subatdinwas definite (Brain and Lewis, 2004). Burr&7@) insisted a
transformational leader had to be able to arouse rttotive needs of subordinates and then create atiam
transformation in the relations between the sulbatdis, the group and the organization (JabnounAf@ghasyah,
2005). The transformational leadership theory BA€85) introduced was more detailed but complicatedvas an
extension from the study of Burns (1978) from adstiative leadership activity to the broader orgational
leadership activity (Bragin and Lewis, 2004). THew of Mason and Wetherbee (2004) toward transftional
leaders was that a transformational leader perfdrhie leadership by encouraging his subordinateartget at higher
ideals and ethic value. Leaders like this were &bktimulate their subordinates to deal with peotd with innovative
thinking and encourage the subordinates to cori&ibaw solutions.

From the above reflection on the history of transfational leadership and related studies it is rckbat
transformational leadership, like transactionatl&ahip, is also a stable and differentiated lestdprbehavior and will
be able to reinforce the transactional-transforometi leadership paradigm.

Definitions of Organizational Change

Fried and Brown (1974) thought organizational cleangs an approach of change and development t@impr
structure and process (like interpersonal relationles), personnel (like styles, skills), and t@ge (like challenges).
To make it easier to understand, it is an orgaitinat systematic modification of outdated orgartitistures and work
relations in pursuit of survival and positive dex@hent in order to accommodate the process orityctifnew affairs
and new needs (Chen Guang-rong, 1999). Beer (I880)ed organizational change as an organizati@vsion of its
current operating mode in response to demands fnside or outside the organization. Pettigrew ()9B8lieved
change took place in an organization chiefly assponse to business operations, economic incidedtshe process of
management sensitivity, choice and action, whigerttanagement often regarded occurrence of inci@genéssign that
change was needed. Mellina (2002) thought promaifarthange was a complex, messy and difficult pgedbat could
never guarantee success. The challenge arisereiy siuation was one of a kind and change shoeldriplemented
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once the environment was no longer the same. Jah{&04) mentioned that organizational change wasrmamon

issue. When an organization pursued change, there several elements to be considered becauseibfrtiportance
to successful execution of change: whether the gihamas systematic or unsystematic, predicted oregqted,

continuous or intermittent, gradual or dramaticetiter it was transformation of an incident, plarsgstem; and how
far the change should go. In Taiwan, Lin Jin-ro8806) combined the views of scholars in and ouTafvan and

concluded that the aims of organizational changeewe® more than to improve organizational perforoearadapt to
the altering surroundings, accommodate internatisiesatisfy the expectations of the organizatiod i members,
and achieve sustainability.

STUDY METHODS
Study Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: Transformational leaders have sigaifi influence on employees’ perceptions towardapidation
change.
Hypothesis 2: Transactional leaders have signifizg#tuence on employees’ perceptions toward pidedton change.
Hypothesis 3: Personal attributes result in sigaiit differences in employees’ perceptions towaighfization.

DATA ANALYSIS

Descriptive Statistics Analysis
Analysis of basic data of employees’ personallaitds

Table 1. Spread of Sample Structures of Employee$ Gaiwan Railways Administration

Gender Seniority

Male 216 (80.00%) 5 years and under 28 (10.37%)
Female 54 (20.00%) 6-10 years 35 (12.96%)
Marital status 11-15 years 24 (8.89%)
Single 43 (15.93%) 16-20 years 57 (21.11%)
Married 227 (84.07%) 21-25 years 62 (22.96%)
Age 26 years and over 64 (23.70%)

Under 25 2 (0.74%) Job position
26-35 32 (11.85% Deputy chief 0 (0.00%)
36-45 78  (28.89%) Junior level 52 (19.26%)
46-50 54 (20.00%) Elementary level 73 (27.04%)
51-55 61 (22.59%) Assistant level 48 (17.78%)
56 and over 43 (15.93%) Clerk level 70 (25.93%)
Educational background Non-official employee 27 (10.00%)

Elementary school and below 9 (3.33%) Work division
Junior high school 20 (7.41%) Transportation 47  (17.41%)
High (vocational) school 103 (38.15%) Civil engineering 116 (42.96%)
University (junior college) 134 (49.63%) Mechanical engineering 51 (18.89%)
Graduate school and above 4 (1.48%) Electrical engineering 17 (6.30%)
Job type Personnel 23 (8.52%)
Technical 150 (55.60%) Accounting 4 (1.48%)
Administrative 120 (44.40%) Planning 5 (1.85%)
Civil service qualification Administrative 3 (1.11%)
Yes 200 (74.07%) Supply 4 (1.48%)

No 70 (25.93%)
270 100 270 100

Source: Arrangement for this study
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Regression Analysis
1. Predictive analysis of influence of transforraéil and transactional leadership styles on “cemfie in change”

The regression equation for the influence of tramshtional and transactional leadership styles mplaeyees’
“confidence in change” from privatization: ¥413.143+0.651X1—0.337X2-0.144X3
2. Predictive analysis of transformational andeamional leadership styles’ influence on orgamiraeffectiveness

The regression equation for the influence of tramhtional and transactional leadership styles mplayees’
perceptions toward the organization effectivendgsivatization: Y2=11.108+0.076X3
3. Predictive analysis of transformational and geamtional leadership styles’ influence on “emplay@sterests”

The regression equation for the influence of tramshtional and transactional leadership styles mplayees’
perceptions toward the extent of protection for péogees’ interests” in privatization: ¥313.065+0.245X1—
0.161X2

To sum it up, for transformational leaders, parthef results from verification with regression aiséd supported
Hypothesis 1: “Transformational leaders have sigaift influence on employees’ perceptions towargapization.”
They also reveal that “transformational leadersVehaignificant negative influence on employees’rfidence in
change” from privatization, very significant poegéi influence on employees’ perceptions toward impnoent of
“organization effectiveness,” but no significanflirence on recognition of “employees’ interests.”

For transactional leaders, part of the results framification with regression analysis supportedobtpesis 2:
“Transactional leaders have significant influence employees’ perceptions toward privatization.” g “leaders
adopting contingent reward and active managemerxbgption’ not only have very significant positivéluence on
employees’ “confidence in change” from privatizatiout also have very significant positive influera®e recognition
of “employees’ interests.” However, there is nangfigant influence on “organization effectivenes®i the other hand,
a “passive evasive leader,” also a transactionatlde apparently has negative influence on both l®maps’
“confidence in change” from privatization and reoiign of “employees’ interests,” but has no siggaht influence on
“organization effectiveness.”

In short, “transformational leaders” can help ergpks recognize improvement in organization effectéss that
privatization can bring but at the same time willka them become less confident in privatizatiorcdntrast, a “leader
adopting contingent reward and active managemeeixbgption” will help employees understand theieiiasts will be
protected in the privatization process as wellnaseiase their confidence in privatization. The §das evasive leader,”
however, will not only make employees feel thatirthieterests are not protected, but will also makem develop
worry and anxiety toward privatization.

Apparently, in the three aspects of public businesployees’ perceptions toward privatization, thpet of
“leaders adopting contingent reward and active mameent by exception” are the best leadership $iyecan result
in positive influence on employees’ two change pption aspects (confidence in change and employetesests),
whereas “transformational leaders” have positifRiénce on one change perception aspect (orgamizaffectiveness)
and the worst leadership style is the “passive iegdsaders” who have negative influence on twongeaperception
aspects (confidence in change and employees’ sigre

t-Tests and Variance Analysis
1. Analysis of differences in employees’ perceptitoward privatization as a result of personaltaites
(1) Gender
Analytic results of t-tests on H3-1: “Gender difface results in significant differences in emplay@erceptions
toward privatization,” prove that the hypothesisnist valid. In other words, gender difference does$ result in
significant differences in employees’ perceptiansdrd privatization.
(2) Marital status
Analytic results of t-tests on H3-2: “Marital statwesults in significant differences in employegstceptions
toward privatization,” prove that discretion on tdmence in change” and “organization effectivefiésswo samples
differs conspicuously. The variants of “organizatieffectiveness” show statistical significance, l&hihose of
“confidence in change” and “employees’ interests” bt. In consequence, this study accepts the ialkd H3-2:
“Marital status results in significant differendesemployees’ perceptions toward privatization aein
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(3) Age

Analytic results of one-way analysis of varianceH8-3: “Age difference results in employees’ petaays
toward privatization change,” reveal significansaietion differences in the perception toward “oigation change”
from privatization in 6 samples but no significalifferences in the other two aspects. Further amlysing Scheffe's
posterior comparison shows employees of TaiwanRgit Administration between 26 and 45 years oldagparently
much more positive in their perceptions toward ioygment in “organization effectiveness” from prization than
employees between 51 and 55 years of age. At the sane, employees under 25 years old are moréiyoan their
perceptions toward protection of “employees’ ingtse than those between 26 and 50 years of age. résult, H3-3:
“Age difference results in noticeable differencasemployees’ perceptions toward privatization cledrig regarded
partially valid.
(4) Educational background

Analytic results of one-way analysis of variance l#8-4: “Educational background difference results i
significant differences in employees’ perceptionsvard privatization,” show no obvious discretion timese five
samples, but educational background difference Haes its statistical significance in the threees$p of employees’
perceptions toward privatization. Further analysisig Scheffe’'s posterior comparison shows no Bggmit differences
in "confidence in change” and “organization effgetiess” in employees’ perceptions toward privatizabecause of
educational background difference. However, infbeception toward “employees’ interests,” employess junior
high school level of education are a lot more pasithan those with a college degree in their ccii that
“employees’ interests” will be protected in the @#es of privatization. Consequently, H3-4: “Edumadl background
difference results in noticeable differences in Eypes’ perceptions toward privatization” is regaddas partially
valid.
(5) Seniority

Analytic results from one-way analysis of variané¢di3-5: “Seniority difference results in signifitadifferences
in employees’ perceptions toward privatization,bshno noticeable discretion in these six samplesconfidence in
change” and “employees’ interests” but sample dison on “organization effectiveness” is conspicsioMoreover,
since the variance in “organization effectivenasssignificant, Scheffe posterior comparison isdumted for analysis.
The results reveal that employees with a lengtbeo¥ice less than 10 years are more positive thagethaving served
21 to 25 years or longer in their confidence in iayement in organization effectiveness from prization. In other
words, newer employees are more prone than théér alounterparts to the perception that privatimatian upgrade
organization effectiveness. Therefore, this sturhepts H3-5 as partially valid.
(6) Job position

Analytic results from one-way analysis of variangke H3-6: “Job position difference results in sigcant
differences in employees’ perceptions toward pizadion,” reveal discretion in these six samplesstsxonly on
“organization effectiveness,” but job positions fastatistical significance in the three aspectsenfployees’
perceptions toward privatization. Further analyssig Scheffe posterior comparison shows no sicaniti differences
in employees’ perceptions toward “confidence innded except in the perception toward “organizat@fiectiveness”
non-official employees are much more positive tlamployees of junior, elementary and assistant seveltheir
confidence that privatization will bring better argzation effectiveness. This means the lower tsition, the stronger
the conviction that privation is positive for orgeation effectiveness. At the same time, non-cdfi@mployees also
believe more than employees of higher levels thgileyees’ interests will be protected in the pracekprivatization.
Therefore, H3-6: “Job position difference results moticeable differences in employees’ perceptitoward
privatization,” is regarded partially valid.
(7) Main job types

Analytic results of t-tests on H3-7: “Job positidifference results in significant differences in mayees’
perceptions toward privatization,” show there is significant discretion difference in these two géas and the
variance carries no statistical significance. Imeotwords, employees do not differ in their permsms toward
privatization whether they do technical or admiaistve work. As a result, H3-7: “Job position difface results in
noticeable differences in employees’ perceptiomsatd privatization change,” is invalid.
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(8) Work division

Analytic results from one-way analysis of variarafeH3-8: “Work division difference results in sidicant
differences in employees’ perceptions toward pizadion,” reveal that discretion on “confidence é¢hange” and
“organization effectiveness” in these nine samplases significantly but not on “employees’ intase’s Moreover,
employees from different divisions show statistisédnificance in the three aspects of their peioapt toward
privatization. Further analysis using Scheffe pastecomparison indicates, in the perception towaranfidence in
change” from privatization, employees from the g@ortation, civil engineering and mechanical engiimgy divisions
and the personnel office are much more positive tiheir coworkers from the electrical engineeringsion. This
means the latter are not as confident in the changatization will bring. In upgrading of “orgard#ion effectiveness,”
people from the mechanical engineering division arere positive than those from the transportatidvisin,
connoting that the former are more confident in bfeéterment of organization effectiveness from gtization. In
“employees’ interests,” the members of the civibieeering division exhibit more positive recognitidghan their
electrical engineering associates, meaning therlatte not only less confident in privatization laléo feel less
optimistic about protection of employees’ interastthe privatization process. Therefore, H3-8dsepted as valid.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Study Conclusions
1. Extent of influence of leadership styles on esypes’ perceptions toward privatization

Empirical evidence shows that neither the transétional nor transactional leadership style can hheeough
influence on employees’ perceptions toward pridion in the three aspects of “confidence in chdnlggganization
effectiveness,” and “employees’ interests,” butuafce varies along with change of the leaderdtyip.dt is also clear
that “transformational leaders” can have positifieats on employees’ recognition that privatizatioan improve
organization effectiveness but may have negatifl@eénce on employees’ confidence in change fromgpization.
“Leaders adopting contingent reward and active mamgnt by exception” can be positive for both empés’
confidence in protection of employees’ interestd aonfidence in change from privatization. In castr “passive and
evasive leaders” are negative influences on botpl@rees’ confidence in protection of employeeseiasts and
change from privatization.

In comparison, “Leaders adopting contingent rewand active management by exception” seem to bédke
leadership style for Taiwan Railways Administratioremployees’ perceptions toward privatization. yhmake
employees’ particularly care about whether thetieriests will be protected, help remove employe@styand anxiety
about privatization, and alleviate employees’ tagise against privatization. On the contrary, “passvasive leaders”
make the worst leadership and will receive justctyahe opposite results from “leaders adoptingtcment reward
and active management by exception.” This typesaflérship should be avoided. On the other harahstormational
leaders” may be able to wield their individual ahar stimulate and encourage employees to usepihtentials, and
have significant influence on employees’ recognitidd organization effectiveness improvement froiwatization; yet
they may also cause employees’ to lose their cenfid in change from privatization and worry abdtrt and the
organization’s future. Therefore, “transformation@hders” are really not the best leadership styteemployees’
perceptions toward privatization. Privatization miblic businesses may have better results if then&formational
leadership” style is adopted after the style ofdjgithg contingent reward and active managementxogion” has
achieved its effects.

2. Significant differences in perceptions towariygtization change as a result of employees’ pexisattributes

Empirical evidence shows (in Table 2) that differesm in the variants in employees’ perceptions tdwar
privatization as a result of personal attributesrast consistent. The results and findings arelésas:

(1) Gender: There are no significant differences in leyges’ perceptions of toward privatization as auteof
gender difference.

(2) Marital status: Single employees are more posifig married ones in their recognition that prizatiion can
improve organization effectiveness, revealing thiigle employees are more confident than their iethrr
counterparts that organizational change is gooth®organization.
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(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Age: Employees between 26 and 45 years old are ocwrénced than those between 51 and 55 yearseothed
privatization can make the organization more efffectwhile those under 25 years of age are apfsremire
positive than the ones between 26 and 50 in beliegmployees’ interests will be protected in thegiization
process. This means younger workers have a mortvpaattitude than older ones toward privatization
Educational background: In the perception towarlifisue of employees’ interests in the privatizafoocess,
employees with junior high school level of educat@are noticeably more positive than those with kege
degree This is an indication that the higher thecatdonal background, the deeper the worry whethguloyees’
interests will be protected.

Seniority: In the perception toward organizatiofeetiveness in the privatization process, employeéh less
than 10 years of service are apparently more pesitian those having served between 21 and 25.yEhis
signifies that, among the employees of Taiwan RaysvAdministration, the ones with shorter lengthsasvice
are more optimistic than the ones with longer lbagbf service toward whether privatization can aplgr
organization effectiveness.

Job position: Non-official employees are obviouslgre positive than employees of the assistant, exiéamny and
junior levels in their perceptions toward betteringihorganization effectiveness as a result ofgtibation. They
are also more positive than employees of the eleang@and junior levels in their perceptions towardtection
of employees’ interests. This indicates non-offievarkers have a stronger reaction than higheriraptorkers.
At the same time, in the perception toward priatan, low-ranking people are more positive thasirth
higher-ranking colleagues. It is therefore reastmab conclude that employees in higher positiore more
concerned than the ones in lower positions abauintipact privatization will bring.

Job type: There are no significant differencesmployees’ perceptions toward privatization becaafdhe types
of work they perform.

Work division: Employees from the mechanical engiivgg, civil engineering, transportation and perssn
divisions are much more confident than their cowoskfrom the electrical engineering division in ithe
perceptions toward the change privatization wilingr Mechanical engineering division workers arereno
positive than transportation division workers irittrecognition that the organization will becomermeffective
as a result of privatization. Simultaneously, empks of the civil engineering division are moreipes than
those of the electrical engineering division in fierception that employees’ interests will be poted in the
privatization process. Hence, significant differendecause of work division difference do exisemployees’
perceptions toward privatization, especially amtregfour major divisions.

Civil service qualification: There are no signifitadifferences in employees’ perceptions towardgiization as
a result of civil service qualification difference.

Table 2. Differences in Employees’ Perceptions towa Privatization Due to Personal Attributes

Variant Employee’s personal attribute

Variant Aspect Gender

Civil
service
qualification

MaritaIAeEducationa eniorit Job Job Work
Status 9 backgroundS yposition type division

Employee’s

Confidence in change --- ok

perception Organization x kkk ok — ok
toward effectiveness

privatization Employees’ interests --- - RRR ke il il

Note: * represents P<0.05. ** represents P<0.01r&presents P<0.001
Source: Arrangement for this study

Suggestions
1. Suggestions for the government
(1) Appropriate transfer and execution of governmels ro

When transferring public assets to private managéniesides strict openness and transparencyoiermgment
should also change its role from a controller todmee an investor and relax related legal restnstim help the public
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business in concern reorganize itself to reallyrimp its structure and efficiency to provide theblpu with better
services and quality. Increase of financial revestuauld never be the chief motive for privatizateord the welfare of
the people should never be sacrificed.
(2) Careful evaluation of privatization plans and regukviewing of completed transactions
Privatization should be regarded as an importastrument for upgrading the management efficiencg an
effectiveness of a public business, not a goal.r8fbee, the feasibility of a privatization projestiould be closely
examined to assess its economic, financial andakacists. Once the transaction is completed, redgoliow-up
inspections should be conducted to review the dzgsion’s efficiency and effectiveness after prization.
2. Suggestion for Taiwan Railways Administration
Privatization will certainly create worry and artyimmong the employees. As mid- and high-level grams| are
even more worried than lower-ranking employees tlloe future, they naturally will not be able tolghalleviate
employees’ resistance against the change. Quitedhary, they may even take the initiative and adal to the fire
of protests against privatization. Therefore, thw®mye must begin with the high-ranking managemeamt A
systematic approach must be formulated for comnatioic with employees and carried on by offeringrgpsncere
and most updated information to ensure effectiv@roanication with the aim of removing their doubtamorry and
defusing uncalled-for fights. At the same time, \®@ying a common organization prospect that is taegviable and
worthy of the employees’ efforts may help mobilthe entire organization.
3. Suggestions for future studies
(1) Study variants
This study has cut in primarily from the anglestlod personal attributes of employees and supesriaod the
leadership styles of the supervisors to discussirifteence on employees’ perceptions toward prasgton. Future
studies aimed at exploring the causes of employs&rgeptions toward privatization can begin by siigating the
reasons behind employees’ resistance against aggamal change or the circumstances in which epage fight
against change and become the obstacle. If thatioteis to examine the consequences of employgageptions
toward privatization, studies can start with empley attitudes toward change, organization comnmtroe promises,
job satisfaction, service quality, and so on.
(2) Study instruments
In fact, employees’ perceptions toward privationl éime leadership styles of their supervisors regaitot more
than just a few words to explain or give a full cigstion. The closed questionnaires used in thidystlo not guarantee
employees’ true feelings about privatization canstbhe measured. Furthermore, as the sensitive afsleadership
styles was involved, it is not impossible that draployees did not express their true feelings. dopensate, future
studies can also supplement with interviews in otd@robe deeper.
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