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Abstract. Organizational dissent constitutes the base of democratic processes in
educational organizations. Empoylees who are affected negatively by the
managerial decisions may display adversary behaviors. In the study, it was aimed
to present the perceptions of the teachers working at public and private schools
located in Adapazari, Serdivan and Erenler districts of Sakarya on causes of
organizational dissent. 573 teachers who worked at schools in Adapazari,
Serdivan and Erenler districts participated in the study. As the data collection
tool, “Causes of Dissent Scale”, a subscale of “Organizational Dissent Scale” was
utilized. In the data analysis, means and standard deviations of the responses to
the scale items were calculated. t-test and One-Way ANOVA were utilized to
demonstrate whether the teachers’ perceptions on causes of organizational
dissent showed any significant difference in accordance with different variables.
The results of the study indicated that there is no significant difference in the
teachers’ percepions on causes of organiational dissent according to gender, age,
education level, work experience, marital status, union membership, school size,
and managerial experience. On the other hand, it was found out that there is a
significant difference in teachers’ perceptions on causes of organizational dissent
in accordance with the perceived management style of school principals. The
results of the study showed significant difference in teachers’ dissent reasons
according to the perceived management style.
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1. INTRODUCTION

People have always put forward different and dissenting ideas during their coexistence.
So much so that these contradictions have sometimes led to extremely serious
consequences. However, man did not hesitate to express his discontent in certain
situations, perhaps in secret or openly due to his nature. Today, "dissent" has taken its
place among the concepts frequently used in business life, politics and daily life. The word
“muhalefet” (dissent), which is of Arabic origin, is defined as "dissent to an attitude, an
opinion, a behavior" according to the Turkish Language Association Current Dictionary
(2019). The word is composed of the words "dis" meaning "separate” and "sentire"
meaning "feeling” in Latin and means "feeling apart” (Kassing, 1997: 312). Kassing (1997)
emphasized that there is always some degree of dissent in organizations and that there is
no organization in which there is no dissent. As a matter of fact, in today's world where
continuous change is dominant and developments are experienced in many areas, there
has been dissent and dissent in many important areas of our lives such as education
(Kassing & Armstrong, 2002).

In order to better understand organizational dissent, it will be useful to first examine the
concepts of organizational and intra-organizational communication. Barnard (1938: 73)
defines the organization as "a system of consciously coordinated activities or forces of two
or more people”. Bursalioglu (2015) stated that the organization is an organization of
relations between members and a coalition established by members. Individuals who
make up the organizations adopt different methods or have various ideas, which may
cause dissatisfaction with the decisions taken by the management and thus trigger
organizational dissent. As in all organizations, it is possible that there may be conflicts
between teachers and principals for similar reasons from the point of view of schools. Not
accepting the decisions taken by the school management by teachers, problems in the
general functioning of the school, communication between the principal and teachers may
cause dissent. The triggering situations that lead to organizational dissent behaviors have
been examined and listed Kassing and Armstrong (2002) in nine items as follows;

1. Behavior towards employees (dissent to how employees are treated, justice within the
organization and employee rights),

2. Organizational change (dissent to organizational change and the way these changes are
implemented),

3. Decision making (dissent to the decisions taken within the organization and the way
these decisions are made),

4. Ineffectiveness (dissent to ineffective practices and processes),
5. Role / responsibility (dissent to own or others' job description and responsibilities),
6. Resources (availability of resources and dissent to the use of available resources),

7. Ethics (dissent to unethical behavior within the organizational structure),
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8. Performance evaluation (performance evaluation made to himself or other employees
in the organization and dissent to this process),

9. Preventing harm (the dissent of some practices within the organization to situations
that may pose a danger to the employee himself, other employees and customers).

Today, the rapid development of science and technology causes great changes in our lives.
Being indifferent to the changes can cause organizations to lose their timeliness and be
unable to follow innovations closely. However, it may not be easy for organizations to
adapt to these extremely rapid changes brought about by our age. While organizations
adapt to change, they may disagree within themselves, and these differences of opinion
may lead to dissent within the organization. However, Kassing (1997) stated that not
clearly and precisely stating when and in what way employees can participate in decisions
may also cause dissent within the organization, and dissent may also occur when they are
restricted to the extent to which they can interfere in these issues, as participation in the
decision process increases the issues that employees may be involved in.

Along with the dissent, the concepts of opposition and conflict are also mentioned
frequently. However, Kassing (1997: 312) stated that organizational dissent does not
always mean hostility and that it is possible to understand whether the dissent is hostile
by examining the dissent behavior of employees. Sprague and Ruud (1988: 173)
emphasized that some organizations are more open to dissent when it is aimed at solving
problems or making decisions, but in the same cases other organizations may perceive
such dissent as a serious breach of commitment.

Kassing (1997) defines organizational dissent as "expressing disagreements or dissenting
opinions against organizational practices or policies" in terms of administration. In order
for the organization to achieve its common goals and to function effectively, certain
decisions must be taken and implemented within the organization. However, due to the
nature of human beings, it is accepted in management science that there are different
ideas and understandings within the organization. The emergence of different ideas will
enrich the understanding and development of the organization, as well as cause conflicts
or differences of opinion, and therefore dissent. First of all, it is stated that organizational
dissent is the result of discontent due to the current conditions, that the dissent requires
being in a different position from the organizational status quo, clearly dissenting and
expressing it, naturally becomes disagreement and essentially involves matters of
principle. In addition, it has been emphasized that dissent, as a type of employee voice,
involves the voicing of disagreements and disagreements about organizational practices
and policies (Kassing, 1997). Similarly, it has been stated that there is a common point
between the working voice of the dissent and the organizational influence, a response to
differences of opinion (Garner, 2009). However, Kassing (1998) suggests that dissent is
often thought of as synonymous with employee voice and whistle-blowing, but while
dissent is a subset of employee voice that causes disagreement or conflicting ideas in the
workplace, whistleblowing is also a unique type of dissent. Accordingly, it can be said that
considering the concept of dissent and other related concepts separately, although they
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are often thought to have the same meaning, will facilitate a better understanding of
organizational dissent.

In different studies, it has been suggested by scientists that the dissent has various
benefits in terms of the organization to be more effective. Gorden (1988) defined
principled dissent as an active and constructive type of employee voice. Therefore, it is
possible to say that developing an insight into the causes of organizational dissent can
help school principals to understand the dissent deeply and help eliminate possible
problems between teachers and school management. In this context, Redding (1985)
stated that the quality of decision-making through open discussion and dissent will
increase, and thus freedom of dissent will help the organization to be healthier. In
addition, it was stated that well-functioning organizational democracy prevents
destructive dissent and develops constructive dissent, but the lack of organizational
democracy may cause employees to be unwilling to express their contrary views and
situations they are not satisfied with (Tutar & Sadykova, 2014). On the other hand, it has
been emphasized that increasing the dissent level in an organization causes the
perception of democracy to increase (Ata¢c & Kose, 2017). In addition, Redding (1985)
stated in his study that few companies and even fewer school administrations realized
this contribution that the dissent can make to the organization. Similarly, Kassing (2011)
emphasized that the extent to which organizations allow dissent varies greatly, and the
tolerance shown to organizational dissent affects the subjects dissented by the employees,
and in organizations where dissent is silenced, dissent arises on unethical issues, but in
organizations where there is a necessary environment for the sharing of dissent, the
dialogue between employees and managers has improved. Therefore, it can be said that
the principals' approach to the dissent has a role in the positive or negative effects of the
dissent. The fact that even the issues dissented by the employees are affected by the
attitude towards organizational dissent is an issue that can help managers in many
matters. Ultimately, it has been enlightened by the studies that organizational dissent will
bring benefits in terms of organizational development and internal communication in line
with appropriate approaches.

Types of Organizational Dissent

The process of expressing the dissent begins with the shaping of the dissenting opinions
of the members of the organization and transferring them to others inside or outside the
organization, during this process, employees can express their dissenting views directly,
aggressively or passively (Kassing, 1997). Individual, relational, and organizational
variables play a role in shaping the dissenting behaviors of organization members
(Ozdemir, 2010). Kassing (1997, 1998) stated that speaking out dissent is a risky and
complex communicative behavior that needs careful consideration. Three different types
of dissent are mentioned in expressing the dissent. These are upward dissent, which is
defined as directing dissenting behavior directly to a person who can be influential in the
organization, lateral dissent, which is the implicit expression of dissenting behavior to
people with similar dissenting views within the organization, and displaced dissent is

Volume : 10 e Issue : 3 « December 2020 626



Teachers’ Perceptions on Causes of Organizational Dissent

described as expressing the dissenting views on the unpleasant situation or behavior to a
channel that has no influence or control over it.

Upward Dissent

Expressing the dissent to the right people in a way that can solve the problems or
eliminate the negativities can benefit both the organization and the members of the
organization. Shahinpoor and Matt (2007) emphasized that the response to the dissent,
acting within the organizational structure, without going directly outside the organization
or to the top management level, would have great benefits for the organization rather than
any harm. Another situation that can be shown as an example of upward dissent is the
behavior defined as boat-rocking in the literature. Redding (1985) defined a member of
the boat-rocker organization as a person who clearly expresses his dissenting views
directly within the organization.

Upward dissent, which can also be understood from its name, is the directing of dissenting
views and behaviors directly to the relevant people within the organization (Kassing,
2002). Another name for upward dissent is known as articulated dissent (Kassing, 1998).
It is possible to summarize upward dissent behaviors as openly displayed dissent
behavior towards the top, the manager or the relevant persons. Kassing (2002)
highlighted five different strategies regarding upward dissent strategies;

1. Direct-factual appeal

2. To constantly draw attention to the same situation (solution presentation)
3. To propose a solution to the situation that triggers the dissent (repetition)
4. Circumvention of the manager

5. Threatening with resignation (threatening resignation)

Employees who expressed their dissenting views to their superiors by exhibiting a
upward dissent case were examined in the literature and some characteristics of these
employees were determined;

1. Tendency to debate (Kassing & Avtgis, 1999),

2. Have internal control (Kassing & Avtgis, 2001),

3. Thinking that their relationship with their managers is good (Kassing, 2000),

4. Having a high position in the organization (Kassing & Avtgis, 1999),

5. Thinking that they have a higher influence within the organization (Kassing, 1998),
6. Have a high level of job satisfaction (Kassing, 1998),

7. Thinking that the organization is involved in the decision-making process (Kassing &
McDowell, 2008).

It is possible to say that upward dissent has a proactive character in terms of changing the
decision or behavior that causes discontent within the organization due to its direct
expression. However, as can be seen in the studies in the literature, upward dissent is not
a behavior that every employee should resort to.
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An example of upward dissent is that teachers in schools apply directly to their principals
and express their dissenting views or dissatisfaction with decisions, practices and
situations. Teachers' appeal to upward dissent can be paralleling that they believe they
can change things in their school, trust their relationship with their superiors, and want
to make their school a better place.

Lateral Dissent

Lateral dissent is the employees' expressing their dissenting views on organizational
decisions, practices and situations to the members of the organization who have no
influence on the relevant issues within the organization. (Kassing, 1998). Kassing named
this type of dissent as "antagonistic dissent” in his previous studies, but in his later works,
he called it lateral dissent (Kassing, 1997).

Lateral dissent is also called latent dissent. The reason for this can be shown as the lack of
tolerance of each organization to direct dissent. It is known that the results of
organizational dissent can differ between organizations. Therefore, employees who are
afraid of the negative effects of direct and openly expressed dissenting opinions secretly
share their dissenting views with other disappointed employees like themselves (Kassing
& Avtgis, 1999).

Employees who act in lateral dissent think that they have an advantage such as family ties,
minority status, seniority or expertise that will protect them within the organization. For
this reason, employees who display lateral dissenting behavior often behave dissenting in
matters of personal interest. They share their dissenting views when they come together
with other members of the organization that listen to them (Kassing, 1998). In addition,
it has been determined that members who are not in managerial positions within the
organization prefer lateral dissent more (Kassing & Armstrong, 2001).

Displaced Dissent

Displaced dissent can be defined as the behavior of directing dissenting views on the
subject of conflict and dissent to different channels (friends outside of work, spouse and
family members, unrelated foreigners) rather than the people who are the respondents of
the dissent. However, the displaced dissent differs from whistle-blowing behavior since it
does not turn to media or political channels (Kassing & Avtgis, 2001).

Believing that dissident behavior within the organization will have negative consequences
and to avoid these consequences and to reduce the possibility of any retaliation against
them, members of the organization may resort to displaced dissent behavior. In addition,
in situations that do not pose a danger to them, members of the organization may direct
their displaced dissent behavior to colleagues who are not directly addressed to the
dissent (Kassing, 1998).

One of the important and negative effects of the displaced dissent for the organization is
that the organization is deprived of the opportunity to receive direct feedback. Because
the members of the organization who engage in this kind of dissent behavior lead the
people who are not the trigger of the dissent and who do not have any authority or
influence over this situation, causing the people who can make the real change in the
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relevant issue remain unaware. It has been stated that younger, non-managerial and less
experienced members within the organization may engage in displaced dissent behaviors
with lower levels of organizational commitment (Kassing & DiCioccio, 2004).

Whistleblowing

Another concept that can be examined as one of the dissenting behaviors is
"whistleblowing" that emerges when dissenting views against the practices and behaviors
within the organization are transferred to media or political channels outside the
organization. Considering the word meaning, it is possible to state that whistleblowing is
aimed at attracting the attention of external sources rather than those who are in the
position of triggering the dissent within the organization. Whistleblowing is descirbed as
"anyone who has or has had access to data or information within the organization,
intentionally, publicly, without being compulsory, to transmit to sources outside the
organization for the purpose of correcting situations that are under the control of the
organization and involve illegal or unethical action that is real, suspicious, anticipated and
cannot be seen as insignificant” (Jubb, 1999: 83).

Although shaking the boat and whistleblowing are two similar terms frequently
encountered in the literature, Redding (1985) stated that whistleblowing differs from the
behavior of shaking the boat in two ways; He stated that the dissent in whistleblowing is
in the form of a much stronger protest against an intolerable evil and that the member
who is whistling has made his voice heard outside the organizational structure. In
addition, it has been stated that boat rocking behavior occurs at a certain frequency within
each organization within the ideal structure, but whistle-blowing behavior occurs rarely
and only as a last resort (Redding, 1985).

It can be argued that many of the dimensions and reasons for the organizational dissent
explained above are also effective in the management of schools, which are the largest
public organizations. For these reasons, it is thought that school principals consider
organizational dissent not only as a contradiction or conflict, but also as a factor that can
help the organization to increase its efficiency and reach its common goals.

Dissent is a situation that can arise in different ways within the school as an organization,
and it has the potential to have negative consequences for the organization if it is not
approached in a conscious way under any circumstances. Given the current situation in
Turkey, for various reasons there are lawsuits brought by teachers to the school
administrations which accordingly may trigger dissenting behavior (Ozdemir, 2010). It is
thought that dissent can lead to better results in terms of school development when such
situations can be resolved without reaching a level that can harm the functioning and
communication of the school as an organization.

In previous studies, offensive communication (Kassing & Avtgis, 1999), openness to
discussion, freedom of speech at work, organizational identification (Kassing, 2000),
organizational justice (Goodboy, Chory & Dunleavy, 2008), working time, position within
the organization (Kassing and Armstrong, 2001), the relationship of organizational
dissent has been examined. In addition, the initiator and mediator variables affecting
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organizational dissent (Ergiin, 2017), the effects of organizational justice perception on
organizational dissent behavior (Kavak & Kaygin, 2018), the relationship between
organizational power games and organizational dissent (Korucuoglu, 2016), and critical
thinking disposition. the relationship between organizational dissent behaviors
(Puskiilliioglu & Altinkurt, 2018) and the relationship between perceived political
discrimination and exhibited dissent behaviors (Black, 2018), organizational
commitment, cynicism and dissent (Star, 2014), subjects were studied in Turkey.
However, it has been observed that studies on the causes of organizational dissent in the
field of education are limited. There is not enough research on the causes of the dissent in
educational organizations in Turkey and the subject does not appear to have been
adequately studied. It is known that there are situations that cause dissent between
principals and teachers in schools and managerial behaviors (Ozdemir, 2010).
Understanding the behaviors of managers that cause organizational dissent of teachers
can help to approach the process more carefully and to avoid the negative consequences
of organizational dissent for both principals and teachers as much as possible. For this
reason, the main problem of this study is the "managerial behaviors that cause teachers'
dissent". The sub-problems of the research are as follows:

1. What are the teachers' views on the causes of organizational dissent?

2. Is there a significant difference in the opinions of teachers regarding the reasons for
organizational dissent according to gender, age, educational status, seniority, marital
status, union membership, number of teachers at school, management experience, school
type, management style of the principle?

3. Is there a significant difference in "personal causes" and "managerial causes" sub-
dimensions in teachers' dissenting behavior towards school principles?

4.) Do variables related to organizational dissent predict organizational dissent?

2. METHOD

Ethics committee approval for this study was obtained from the Ethics Committee of
Sakarya University Rectorate, dated 24/04/2019 and numbered 12. This research was
carried out with descriptive scanning model. As the research population, teachers
working at primary, secondary and high school levels in the public and private schools in
Adapazari, Serdivan and Erenler districts of Sakarya province in the 2019-2020 academic
year were determined. It has been determined that 6297 teachers work in 259 schools in
Adapazari, Serdivan and Erenler districts. The schools and the number of teachers on duty
were determined as 3615 teachers in 138 schools in Adapazari district, 1686 teachers in
67 schools in Serdivan district and 996 teachers in 54 schools in Erenler district. While
taking the sample, the schools in the districts are categorized as small school, medium-
sized school and large school by using the "stratified sampling" method. As stated by Jones
(1997) (as cited in Ozdemir, 2010: 91), according to the number of teachers, schools with
up to 28 teachers are small schools, schools with 29-39 teachers are medium-sized
schools and schools with more than 40 teachers are categorized as large schools.
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Considering the school size criterion, the number of small schools is 178, the number of
medium-sized schools is 39, and the number of large schools is 42. Based on these
numbers, the proportion of small schools among all schools is 68.7%, the proportion of
medium-sized schools is 15.0% and the proportion of large schools is 16.2%. Considering
the number of school sizes in the population, starting from the highest number, 19 small
schools, 13 large schools and 9 medium-sized schools are included, respectively. While
sampling from the population, at the level of a = .05 significance and 5% error tolerance,
"Theoretical Sample Sizes for Population of Different Sizes" (Balci, 2018: 109) was used
and it was thought that 384 teachers could represent the population of 6277 teachers.
Considering the losses that may occur due to various reasons within the scope of the
research, 800 questionnaires were distributed and 573 of the distributed questionnaires
were returned to be valid and took part in the research. 372 female and 205 male teachers
participated in the study. In terms of age range variable, 124 participants between 31-30
years old, 198 between 31-39 years old, 208 between 40-49 years old, 36 between 50-59
years old, 7 participants aged 60 and over took part in the study. When the educational
status of the participants is examined, it is seen that 13 teachers have associate degree,
445 teachers have undergraduate education and 115 teachers have postgraduate
education. Therefore, it is possible to state that most of the teachers participating in the
research have received education at undergraduate and postgraduate levels. When the
teachers who participated in the study were examined in terms of seniority variable, 111
teachers between 1-5 years, 105 between 6-10 years, 106 between 11-15 years, 115
between 16-20 years and 136 teachers with over 21 years experience were included in
the study. When the seniority variable is considered, it is possible to say that close
numbers of participants from all age groups take part in the study. When the marital
status variable was examined, it was found that married teachers in the study were more
in number than single teachers. It is seen that 455 teachers participating in the study are
married and 118 teachers are single. In terms of union membership, it is understood that
309 of the participants are union members and 264 participants are not union members.
When the school size variable is examined, it is seen that 91 teachers in the study work in
small schools, 113 teachers work in medium-sized schools and 369 teachers work in large
schools. It is understood that 106 of the participants previously served as managers, and
467 of them did not have managerial experience. In terms of school type, it is seen that
426 teachers work in public schools and 147 teachers work in private schools.
Considering the perceived management style of school principals according to the
teachers, 60 teachers who participated in the study stated that the principals in the school
they work in had an autocratic management style, 456 teacher principals were democratic
and 57 teachers stated that their principals were in a liberal management style. It is seen
that a total of 573 teachers participated in the study in numbers and rates in various
variables stated above.

As the data collection tool, "Organizational Dissent Scale" developed by Ozdemir (2010)

was used. The relevant scale includes four subscales: "Personal Traits", "Reasons of

Dissent", "Dissenting Behaviors" and "Consequences of Dissent". Within the scope of this
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study, the "Reasons of Dissent" subscale, one of its subscales, was used as a data collection
tool. In addition, "Personal Information" is included in the first part of the questionnaire
in order to determine the individual and demographic variables of the participants and to
examine their effects on the causes of dissent. In this section, questions such as the
teachers' gender, age, educational status, seniority, professional status, union
membership, number of teachers at their school, management experience, school type
and perceived management style of the school principal were included.

The "Causes of Dissent Scale” was developed to determine in which situations teachers
dissent school principals, in other words, which principal behavior triggers teacher
dissent (Ozdemir, 2010). The scale is 5-point Likert type and includes items related to the
behaviors of the school principal that may trigger dissent. For example; Regarding the
item "Unfair distribution of duties", options such as "Never", "Rarely", "Occasionally",
"Mostly" and "Always" have been presented. A participant who has marked the "Always"
option for this item states that whenever he thinks that the principal distributes the duties
unfairly, the participant displays dissentive behavior. On the other hand, a participant
who responds to the same item with the option "Never", states that he never exhibits
dissenting behaviors and does not object when he thinks that the school principal
distributes duties unfairly. Given weights and limits of choices used in the scale are 1
'Never' (1.00-1.79), 2 'Rarely’ 1.80-2.59), 3 'Occasionally’ (2.60-3.39), 4 'Mostly" (3.40-
4.19) and 5 'Always’ (4.20-5.00) (Balcy, as cited in 2002, Ozdemir, 2010: 98).

The "Causes of Dissent Scale” used within the scope of the research includes 26-item
managerial behaviors that may lead to teachers' dissent behavior. According to the
findings of the confirmatory factor analysis conducted for this study, it is understood from
the factor load values and scree plot that the scale is one-dimensional. The fact that the
items of the scale have no rotated values confirms this. However, when the total variance
values explained were examined, it was seen that the scale had two sub-dimensions and
explained 78.8% of the total variance in the "managerial causes" sub-dimension and
90.1% in the "personal causes" sub-dimension. It was seen that the two factors together
explained 84.8% of the total variance. It was observed that item factor load values were
between .62 and .86 in the managerial causes sub-dimension, and between .76 and .95 in
the personal causes sub-dimension. It was determined that the Cronbach's Alpha internal
consistency value of the managerial causes sub-dimension was .98, and item-total
correlations varied between .76 and .92 (items 20 and 18). Cronbach's Alpha internal
consistency value of the personal causes sub-dimension was found to be .98, and item-
total correlations varied between .84 and .97 (10th and 23rd items).

The data collected in the study were analyzed by statistical package software. Frequency
and percentage values were used to determine the demographic and individual variables
of the participants (gender, age, educational status, seniority, marital status, union
membership, number of teachers at school, management experience, school type,
management style). In order to analyze the items in the "personal” and "managerial” sub-
dimensions of the scale, first of all, the mean and standard deviation of the items were
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calculated by frequency analysis. Considering the Levene Test results, the t-test
(independent sample t-test) was used for variables that were two groups, and one-way
analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) was used for variables with more than two groups,
in the examination of manager behaviors that caused dissent according to various
variables.

Table 1.

Skewness and Kurtosis Values Regarding the Dimensions of 'Personal’ and 'Managerial’
Causes

Personal Causes Managerial Causes
N 573 573
X 2.33 2.32
Ss 1.63 1.32
Skewness 674 .603
Kurtosis -1.390 -1.099

[t was aimed to determine whether the reasons for the dissent differ according to various
groups. In order to determine the tests to be used in this context, the kurtosis and
skewness values of the data distributions were examined through the statistical package
software (Table 1.) and it was assumed that the relevant values were between -1.5 and
+1.5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Accordingly, t-test for gender, marital status, union
membership, management experience and school type variables; ANOVA test was used to
examine age, educational status, seniority, number of teachers, management style
variables. When a significant difference was found, LSD test was applied to determine the
source of the difference. Taking the p value into account as a result of the tests, it was
expressed that there was a significant relationship when the p value was <.05.

3. FINDINGS

The findings of the 'Causes of Dissent Scale’, which consists of two dimensions as' personal
causes' and 'managerial causes' of dissent, were examined in order to determine the items
in these dimensions’ teachers applied to the dissent, and the arithmetic mean of the
teachers' responses in the Likert-type scale was taken from the highest score to the lowest
score.

Findings Regarding the Managerial Causes of Dissent

The 'managerial causes' sub-dimension of the scale consists of 15 items in itself. In Table
2, managerial behaviors that cause dissent to teachers in the "managerial causes" sub-
dimension are given.
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Table 2.

Managerial Behaviors Causing Teacher Dissent Due to Managerial Causes

[tem No Manager Behaviors X Ss

1 Making decisions on matters that concern me without 2.67 1.469
consulting me

8 Favoritism of some teachers 2.58 1.512
16 Discrimination among teachers for various reasons 2.55 1.517
3 Unfair distribution of duties 2.54 1.497
12 Being insensitive to the problems communicated to him 2.39 1.465
14 Does not create an environment where [ can work 2.34 1.448
efficiently
18 Being insensitive to the problems [ have at school 2.31 1.512
2 Unfair distribution of resources 2.31 1.441
17 Talking to me in an informal way 2.29 1.637
19 Using his powers for personal gain 2.19 1.575
15 If my registry score is lower than [ deserve 2.19 1.571
7 Doing his job without care 2.15 1.410
11 Inefficient use of school resources 2.14 1.395
20 Clearly expressing his political views 2.11 1.431
5 Using school equipment for personal purposes 2.05 1.497

As it can be seen in Table 2, "the principals make decisions without consulting them" (X =
2.67) is seen in the first place in the dissent of teachers to school principals for managerial
causes. When the weight limits are examined, the average score of "2.67" corresponds to
the "Occasional" frequency by finding between "2.60-3.39". Then, it is followed by
'favoritism of some teachers' (X = 2.58), 'discrimination among teachers for various
reasons' (X = 2.55), 'unfair distribution of tasks' (X = 2.54), which corresponds to the
frequency of 'Rarely’ in the range of '1.80-2.59', ‘being insensitive to the problems
communicated to him’ (X = 2.39), 'not creating an environment where I can work
efficiently’ (X = 2.34), 'being insensitive to the problems I experience at school' (X = 2.31),
'unfair distribution of resources' (X = 2.31), 'speaking to me in an informal manner' (X =
2.29), 'using his powers for personal gain' (X = 2.19), 'giving my record score lower than
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I deserve' (X = 2.19), 'doing his job without care' (X = 2.15), 'using school resources
inefficiently' (X = 2.14), 'expressing his political views clearly' (X = 2.11) and 'using school
tools for personal purposes' (X = 2.05).

Findings Regarding the Personal Causes of Dissent

The 'personal causes' sub-dimension of the scale consists of 9 items in itself. In Table 7,
manager behaviors that cause dissent in the "personal causes” sub-dimension of teachers
are given.

Table 3.

Managerial Behaviors That Cause Teacher Dissent Due to Personal causes

Item No Manager Behaviors X Ss

9 Trying to prevent me from exercising my legal rights 2.39 1.695
10 Interferes with the way [ do my job 2.39 1.505
23 Verbally abusing me 2.37 1.824
24 Actually harassing me 2.34 1.847
4 Insulting me 2.34 1.803
22 Trying to suppress me because [ don't think like him 2.34 1.706
13 Asking me to do an illegal job 2.32 1.799
21 Trying to impose his own political view 2.27 1.717
6 Doing his business illegally 2.25 1.630

When Table 3. is examined, it is seen that the average scores of all items regarding the
personal causes of the dissent are in the range of "1.80-2.59" corresponding to the
frequency of "Rarely”. Among the related items, it has been observed that "trying to
prevent me from exercising my legal rights" (X = 2.39) is the leading item that causes
teachers to dissent for personal causes. Then it is followed by 'interfering with my way of
doing my job’ (X = 2.39), 'verbally abusing me' (X = 2.37), 'actually harassing me' (X =
2.34), 'insulting me' (X = 2.34) ), 'Trying to pressure me because I don't think like him' (X
= 2.34), 'asking me to do an illegal job' (X = 2.32), 'trying to impose his own political view'
(X =2.27) and ' doing itillegally '(X = 2.25).
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Table 4.

Examining the Personal causes of Dissent According to the Management Style Variable

Groups N X sd
Autocratic (1) 60 2.62 1.51
Democratic (2) 456 2.24 1.64
Laissez-faire (3) 57 2.72 1.64
ANOVA
Source of Sum of df Mean . Source of
Variance Squares Square P Difference
[«5]
&B; Between 16.741 2 8.371 3.136 .044 2-3
= Groups
[«5]
gE,D Within Groups  1521.516 570 2.669
3]
5 Total 1538.258 572
=

When Table 4. is analyzed according to perceived the management style, there is a
significant difference in the personal causes of the dissent [F (2.570) = 3.136; p <.05].
Accordingly, it is possible to say that the perceived management style of the school
principal may lead teachers to dissent for personal causes. When the LSD test conducted
to determine which management styles differ significantly according to the management
style variable, the dissent levels of teachers working with principals with democratic (X =
2.24) and laissez-faire style (X ve = 2.72) are different due to personal causes. The relevant
difference indicates that teachers dissent to principals with a democratic management
style less than they do to laissez-faire style principals.

Table 5.

Examining the Managerial causes of Dissent According to the Management Style Variable

Groups N X sd

Autocratic (1) 60 2.83 1.24

Democratic (2) 456 2.18 1.32

Laissez-faire (3) 57 2.86 1.13
ANOVA
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Source of Sum of df Mean F Source of
Variance Squares Square P Difference
Between 41.328 2 20.664 12.247 .000 1-2,3-2
Groups

Within Groups 961.758 570 1.687
Total 1003.086 572

Management Style

When Table 5. is analyzed according to the management style, there is a significant
difference in the personal causes of the dissent [F (2.570) = 12.247; p <.05]. In this context,
it is possible to say that the perceived management style of the school principal may lead
teachers to dissent them for managerial causes. According to the results of the LSD test
conducted to determine the source of the difference, the dissent levels of teachers who
work with principals with autocratic (X = 2.83) and democratic style (X = 2.18) differ due
to managerial causes. In addition, a significant difference was found in the dissent levels
of teachers working with laissez-faire (X = 2.86) and democratic (X = 2.18) principals.
These differences indicate that democratic principals are less dissented for managerial
causes than autocratic and laissez-faire principals.

4. RESULTS, DISCUSSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

In the research findings, it was determined that the order of the items was similar to
Ozdemir (2010), but the average values, that is, the frequency of dissent, was lower. It can
be said that this finding is lower than the relevant study due to the sample group or the
changes in our education system in the past period.

As it can be understood, the primary reason for teachers to exhibit dissenting behaviors
is that they are not included in the decision-making process. This item coincides with the
results of Ozdemir (2010). In addition, it was emphasized that the problems that may
occur between teachers and principals may be based on expert and principal conflicts
(Bursalioglu, 2015). Therefore, as a specialist, the teacher may want to be active in the
decision-making process in the light of the education, knowledge and skills he has in his
field. However, as can be seen, the school principal’s decision making without consulting
leads to the dissent of the teachers.

Insensitivity to problems, lack of efficient working environment, sloppy manager's job are
examples of inadequate management behavior. When the findings are examined, it is seen
that the teachers also dissent managerial behaviors that they perceive as unethical,
inadequate and ineffective. It is possible to say that these findings are in parallel with
Ozdemir (2010) and support other studies in the literature. It has been suggested by
Kassing and Armstrong (2002) that unethical behaviors of managers and inadequate
managerial behavior may cause dissent within the organization. In addition, Redding
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(1985) stated that managerial decisions that are illegal, ineffective, disturbing and
unenforceable caused dissent. The dissent of teachers to unethical behavior coincides
with Gorden's (1988) concept of "principle-based dissent".

The unfair behaviors of principals such as not giving the registration score that teachers
deserve, unfair distribution of resources and duties, discrimination and favoritism are
among the unfair behaviors. Kara (2015) stated that discrimination in managerial matters
can lead to latent dissent. In addition, Goodboy, Chory, and Dunleavy (2008) found a
significant relationship between organizational dissent and organizational justice in their
studies. Kavak and Kaygin (2018) stated that the perception of organizational justice and
organizational dissent behavior are related. Titrek (2009) stated that because of
comparing the results obtained by members in the organization with other members
within the organization, the members can evaluate the distribution of resources as just or
unfair. The findings of the research revealed in parallel with this statement that teachers
can dissent unfair managerial behaviors.

In the findings of the study, a significant difference was found in both personal and
managerial dimensions of the reasons for teachers' dissent according to the management
style of school principals perceived by teachers. When the personal causes dimension was
examined, it was seen that teachers dissented principals they thought to be laissez-faire
more than principals they perceived as democratic. In terms of managerial causes, it was
determined that teachers dissented principals they regarded as democratic less than both
autocratic and laissez-faire principals. When the relevant findings are evaluated, it is
understood that teachers see both personal and managerial causes as reasons for dissent
less with principals they perceive as democratic. These findings can be interpreted as
organizational democracy is effective in terms of the causes of dissent. On the other hand,
the significant difference in the managerial causes dimension indicates that teachers want
to have a say in the decisions taken within the organization. These findings are supported
by the findings of Redding's (1985) that the bad managerial decisions taken push the
limits of tolerance and trigger dissent. Also, according to Kassing and Armstrong (2002),
decision making is a process that can lead to dissent. The statistical differences in the
reasons for teachers' dissent to principals according to their perceived management
styles in both dimensions support that they think that when they work with a democratic
manager, they can prevent bad decisions by being involved in the decision-making
process. The findings of this study showed that in the managerial dimension, teachers
displayed the least dissenting behaviors to principals they perceived as democratic.
Therefore, it was observed that teachers did not prefer the administrations that they felt
very rigid or uncertain, but that a general framework was determined by the principal and
they are included in the decisions, their legal rights were not denied, and they dissented
less in a fair school climate. In other words, it can be claimed that teachers expect school
principals to perform their duties correctly and be effective. Kassing and Armstrong
(2002) also emphasized that ineffective management is a reason for dissent.
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It is understood that teachers exhibit dissent behaviors within the organization based on
the management style they perceive. In this context, it is possible to say that the attitudes
and behaviors of school principals play a role in shaping teachers' perceptions of their
management style and thus the level of organizational dissent. The results regarding the
dimensions of personal and managerial causes indicated that teachers working with
principals perceived as democratic have lower levels of dissent. Therefore, it can be said
that school principals’ adoption of a democratic management style will facilitate
managerial processes by reducing the level of organizational dissent.
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1. GIRIS

Insanlar bir arada yasadiklar1 siire boyunca her zaman farklh ve karsit fikirler éne
stirmiislerdir. Oyle ki bu karsitliklar kimi zaman son derece ciddi sonuglara yol acmigtir.
Ancak, insan belki de dogasi geregi gizli ya da acik bir sekilde bazi durumlar karsisinda
hosnutsuzlugunu disa vurmaktan kacinmamistir. Giiniimtizde “muhalefet” genel olarak is
yasamy, politika ve gilinliik yasamda oldukea sik kullanilan kavramlarin arasinda yerini
almistir. Arapga kokenli olan muhalefet kelimesi Tiirk Dil Kurumu Giincel Sozliigii'ne
(2019) gore “bir tutuma, bir gorise, bir davranisa karsi olma durumu, aykirilik” olarak
tanimlanmistir Muhalefetin ingilizce karsihig1 “dissent” ise Latince kokenli bir kelimedir.
Sozciik Latince’de “ayr1” anlamina gelen “dis” ile “hissetmek” anlamina gelen “sentire”
kelimelerinden olusarak “ayri hissetmek” anlamini tasimaktadir (Kassing, 1997: 312).
Kassing (1997), orgiitlerde muhalefetin bir dereceye kadar her zaman bulundugunu ve
mubhalefetin olmadig1 bir érgiitiin olmadigini vurgulamistir. Nitekim, siirekli degisimin
hakim oldugu, bircok alanda gelismelerin yasandigi glinimiiz diinyasinda karsithgin
yasanmasi ve muhalefetin de hayatimizin egitim gibi 6nemli bir¢ok alaninda yer almasi
s6z konusu olmustur (Kassing ve Armstrong, 2002).

Orgiitsel muhalefetin daha iyi anlasilabilmesi acisindan oncelikle 6rgiit ve orgiit ici
iletisim kavramlarini incelemek faydali olacaktir. Barnard (1938: 73) orgiiti “iki ya da
daha fazla insanin bilingli bir sekilde koordine olmus faaliyetlerinin ya da gii¢lerin bir
sistemi” olarak tanimlamistir. Bursalioglu (2015), 6rgiitiin iiyelerin arasindaki iliskilerin
bir 6rgiisii ve liyeler tarafindan kurulan bir koalisyon oldugunu ifade etmistir. Orgiitleri
olusturan bireylerin de farkli yontemleri benimsemeleri ya da cesitli fikirlere sahip
olmalar1 yénetim tarafindan alinan kararlardan hosnut olmamalarina sebep olabilir ve
dolayisiyla orgiitsel muhalefeti tetikleyebilir. Tiim orgiitlerde oldugu gibi okullar
acisindan bakildiginda da 6gretmenler ve yoneticiler arasinda da benzer nedenlerle
anlasmazliklar olmasi miimkiindiir. Okul yonetiminin aldig1 kararlarin 6gretmenler
tarafindan kabul gérmemesi, okulun genel isleyisindeki aksakliklar, yonetici ve
ogretmenler arasindaki iletisim muhalefete sebep olabilir. Orgiitsel muhalefet
davranislarina yol acan tetikleyici durumlar1 Kassing ve Armstrong (2002) incelesmis,
sirasiyla asagidaki gibi dokuz maddeyle listelemistir;

1. Calisanlara kars1 davranislar (¢alisanlara nasil davranildigina, dérgiit icinde adalet ve
¢alisan haklarina iliskin muhalefet),

2. Orgiitsel degisim (érgiitsel degisime ve bu degisimlerin uygulanma sekline karsi
muhalefet),

3. Karar alma (orgiit icinde alinan kararlara ve bu kararlarin alinma sekline iliskin
mubhalefet),

4. Etkisizlik (etkisiz uygulamalar ve siireglere yonelik muhalefet),

5. Rol/sorumluluk (kendi ya da baskalarinin is tanimi ve sorumluluklarina dair
mubhalefet),
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6. Kaynaklar (kaynaklarin bulunmasi ve mevcut kaynaklarin kullanimina iliskin
mubhalefet),

7. Etik (6rgiitsel yapi icerisinde etik olmayan davranislara yonelik muhalefet),

8. Performans degerlendirme (kendine ya da orgiit i¢cindeki diger ¢alisanlara yapilan
performans degerlendirme ve bu siirece karsi muhalefet),

9. Zarar1 o6nleme (orgiit icinde yer alan bazi uygulamalarin calisanin kendisi, diger
calisanlar ve miisterilere yonelik tehlike olusturabilecek durumlara dair muhalefet).

Giiniimiizde bilim ve teknolojinin hizla gelisimi yasamlarimizda biiyiik degisimlere sebep
olmaktadir. Degisimlere kayitsiz kalmak orgiitlerin giincelligini kaybetmesine, yenilikleri
yakindan takip edememesine neden olabilir. Ancak ¢agimizin getirdigi son derece hizli
gerceklesen bu degisimlere uyum saglamak da orgiitler agisindan kolay olmayabilir.
Orgiitler degisime uyum saglarken kendi iclerinde fikir ayriliklarina diisebilir ve bu fikir
ayriliklar1 da orgiit icinde muhalefete yol acabilir. Bununla birlikte Kassing (1997)
calisanlarin kararlara ne zaman ve hangi sekilde katilabileceginin net ve kesin bir bicimde
belirtiimemesinin de o6rgiit icinde muhalefete sebep olabilecegini ve karar siirecine
katilmanin ¢alisanlarin dahil olabilecegi konular1 arttirdigi i¢cin bu konulara ne derecede
karisabilecekleriyle ilgili kisitlandiklarinda da muhalefetin s6z konusu olabilecegini ifade
etmistir.

Muhalefet ile birlikte Kkelime anlami olarak halihazirda Kkarsithk ve c¢atisma
kavramlarindan sikca bahsedilmektedir. Ancak Kassing (1997: 312) érgiitsel muhalefetin
her zaman ¢atisma anlamina gelmeyecegini ve muhalefetin diismanca olup olmadigin
anlamanin ¢alisanlarin muhalif davranislarinin incelenmesiyle miimkiin oldugunu ifade
etmisitr. Sprague ve Ruud (1988: 173) baz1 orgiitlerin problem ¢dézmeye ya da karar
vermeye yoOnelik oldugunda muhalefete karsi daha agik olduklarini ancak ayni
durumlarda baska orgiitlerin bu tarz bir muhalefeti ciddi bir baghlik ihlali olarak
algilayabileceklerini vurgulamistir.

Kassing (1997) orgltsel muhalefeti yonetsel acidan “Orgiitsel uygulamalara ya da
politikalara karsi anlasmazliklarin ya da karsit fikirlerin ifade edilmesi” olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Orgiitiin ortak amaclarina ulagabilmesi ve etkili bir bicimde
isleyebilmesi agisindan orgiit icinde birtakim kararlarin alinmasi ve bu kararlarin
uygulanmasi gerekir. Ancak insanin dogasi geregi orgiit icinde farkl fikirler ve anlayislar
olmas1 yonetim biliminde kabul gérmiistiir. Farkh fikirlerin ortaya cikmasi orgiitiin
anlayisim1 ve gelisimini zenginlestirecegi gibi diger yandan catismalara ya da goriis
ayriliklarina, dolayisiyla da muhalefete sebep olabilir. Oncelikle érgiitsel muhalefetin
mevcut kosullardan otlirii bir hosnutsuzlugun sonucu oldugunu, muhalefetin orgiitsel
statiikodan farkli bir konumda olmayi, acik sekilde karsi ¢ikma ve ifade etmeyi
gerektirdigini, dogal olarak anlagsmazlik haline geldigini ve esasinda prensip meselelerini
icerdigini ifade etmistir. Ayrica, c¢alisan sesinin bir tiirii olarak muhalefetin, 6rgiitsel
uygulamalar ve politikalarla ilgili anlasmazlik ve fikir ayriliklarinin dile getirilmesini
icerdigi vurgulanmistir (Kassing, 1997). Benzer olarak, muhalefetin ¢alisan sesi ile
orgiitsel etki arasinda ortak bir noktada, fikir ayriliklarina verilen bir yanit oldugu da ifade
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edilmistir (Garner, 2009). Bununla birlikte, Kassing (1998), muhalefetin ¢ogunlukla
calisan sesi (employee voice) ve bilgi ugurmakla (whistle-blowing) es anlamli olarak
diisliniildiigiini ancak muhalefetin calisan sesinin isyerinde anlasmazlik ya da gatisan
fikirlere sebep olan bir alt kiimesi iken, bilgi ucurmanin da muhalefetin benzersiz bir tiirii
oldugunu vurgulamistir. Buna bagli olarak, ¢cogu zaman ayni anlami tasidiklar: diisiiniilse
de muhalefet kavrami ve ilgili diger kavramlari ayr1 olarak ele almanin orgiitsel
mubhalefetin daha iyi anlasilmasinda kolaylik saglayacagi soylenebilir.

Orgiitiin daha etkili olabilmesi agisindan muhalefetin cesitli faydalar1 oldugu bilim
insanlari tarafindan farkl calismalarda 6ne siiriilmiistiir. Gorden (1988), prensibe dayali
muhalefeti, calisan sesinin aktif ve yapici bir tiirii olarak tanimlamistir. Dolayisiyla
orgutsel muhalefetin nedenlerine iliskin bir icgori gelistirilmesinin okul yoneticilerinin
muhalefeti derinlemesine kavramalarina yardimci olarak, 6gretmenler ve okul yonetimi
arasindaki olast problemlerin giderilmesinde yardimci olabilecegini sdylemek
miimkiindiir. Bu baglamda Redding (1985), acik tartisma ve muhalefet yoluyla karar
vermenin kalitesinin yiikselecegini ve boylelikle muhalefet 6zgiirliigiintin 6rgiitiin daha
saglikli olmasina yardimci olacagini ifade etmistir. Ayrica, saglikh isleyen orgiitsel
demokrasinin yikici muhalefeti 6nledigi ve yapici muhalefeti gelistirdigi ancak orgiitsel
demokrasinin eksikliginin isgorenlerin aykir1 goriislerini ve memnun olmadiklari
durumlar1 ifade etme konusunda isteksiz davranmalarina neden olabilcegi ifade
edilmistir (Tutar ve Sadykova, 2014). Diger yandan, bir orgiitte muhalefet diizeyinin
artmasinin, demokrasi algisinin da artmasina neden oldugu vurgulanmistir (Atac¢ ve Kose,
2017). Buna ek olarak Redding (1985) calismasinda muhalefetin érgiite saglayabilecegi
bu katkiy1 az sayida sirketin ve hatta daha da az sayida okul yonetiminin fark ettigini ifade
etmistir. Benzer sekilde Kassing (2011), orgiitlerin muhalefete ne derecede izin
verdiginin blyiik ol¢lide degisiklik gosterdigini vurgulamis ve oérgiitsel muhalefete karsi
gosterilen toleransin calisanlarin muhalefet ettigi konular etkileyerek muhalefetin
susturuldugu orgiitlerde etik dis1 konularda muhalefetin ortaya c¢iktigin1 fakat
muhalefetin paylasilmasi icin gerekli ortamin oldugu orgiitlerde ise galisanlarin ve
yoOneticilerin arasindaki diyalogun gelistigini ifade etmistir. Dolayisiyla, yoneticilerin
mubhalefete olan yaklasimlarinin 6rgiitin muhalefetten olumlu veya olumsuz olarak
etkilenmesinde rolii oldugu sdylenebilir. Calisanlarin muhalefet ettigi konularin dahi
orgiitsel muhalefete karsi gosterilen tutumdan etkileniyor olmasi yoneticilere bircok
konuda yardimci olabilecek bir husustur. Nihayetinde, orgiitsel muhalefetin uygun
yaklasimlarin dogrultusunda orgiitsel gelisim ve orgiit i¢i iletisim agisindan faydalar
getirecegi yapilan calismalar ile aydinlatilmistir.

Orgiitsel Muhalefet Tiirleri

Orgiit iiyelerinin, muhalif diisiincelerinin sekillenmesi ve orgiit icinde ya da disinda
baskalarina aktarilmasiyla muhalefetin dile getirilmesi siireci baslar, bu siirecte calisanlar
mubhalif gorislerini direk (a¢ik), saldirgan (aggressive) ya da pasif (passive) bir sekilde
ifade edebilirler (Kassing, 1997). Orgiit liyelerinin miuhalif davraniglarin sekillenmesinde
bireysel, iliskisel ve orgiitsel degiskenler rol oynamaktadir (Ozdemir, 2010). Kassing
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(1997, 1998) muhalefetin dile getirilmesinin dikkatlice diisiiniilmesi gereken riskli ve
karmasik bir iletisimsel davranis oldugunu ifade etmistir. Muhalefetin dile getirilmesinde
ti¢c farkli muhalefet tliriinden s6z edilmektedir. Bunlar muhalif davranisin dogrudan érgiit
icinde etkili olabilecek kisiye yoneltilmesi olarak tanimlanan dikey (upward) muhalefet,
muhalif davranisin orgiit icinde benzer muhalif goriislere sahip olan kisilere ortiik bir
bicimde ifade edilmesi olan yatay (lateral) muhalefet ve muhalif goriislerin hosnut
olunmayan durum ya da davranis iizerinde etkisi olmayan bir kanala ifade edilmesi olarak
aciklanan yer degistirmis (displaced) muhalefettir.

Dikey Muhalefet

Sorunlara ¢6ziim olabilecek ya da olumsuzluklari giderebilecek sekilde, muhalefetin
dogru Kkisilere karsi dile getirilmesi hem o6rgiite hem de oOrgiit iiyesine fayda
saglayabilmektedir. Shahinpoor ve Matt (2007) direkt olarak orgiit disinda ya da
yoOneticinin tstlindeki (iist yonetim) kademeye gidilmeden, orgiitsel yap1 icerisinde
hareket ederek yapilan muhalefete verilen yanitin 6rgiite herhangi bir zarardansa biiyiik
faydalar1 olacagini vurgulamistir. Dikey muhalefete 6rnek olarak gosterilebilecek bir
durum da alanyazinda tekneyi sallamak (boat-rocking) olarak ifade edilen davranistir.
Redding (1985), tekne sallayan (boat-rocker) orgiit iiyesini, muhalif goriislerini dogrudan
orgut icinde acik bir sekilde ifade eden kisi olarak tanimlamistir.

Dikey muhalefet (upward dissent) adindan da anlasilabilecegi muhalif goriislerin ve
davranislarin 6rgiit icinde direkt olarak ilgili kisilere yoneltilmesidir (Kassing, 2002).
Dikey muhalefetin diger bir ad1 dile getirismis muhalefet (articulated dissent) olarak da
bilinmektedir (Kassing, 1998). Dikey muhalefet davraniglarini liste, yoneticiye ya da ilgili
kisilere karsi acik bir sekilde gosterilen muhalif davraniglar olarak o6zetlemek
miimkindir. Kassing (2002), dikey muhalefet stratejilerine iliskin bes farkl stratejiye
dikkat ¢cekmistir;

1. Direkt olarak ger¢gek durumu ortaya koyarak karsi ¢ikma (direct-factual appeal)
2. Siirekli olarak ayni1 duruma dikkat ¢ekmek (solution presentation)

3. Muhalefeti tetikleyen duruma ¢6ziim 6nerisinde bulunmak (repetition)

4. Yoneticinin bir listiine bagvurmak (circumvention)

5. Istifa ile tehdit etmek (threatening resignation)

Dikey muhalefet davanisi sergileyerek muhalif goriislerini iistlerine dile getiren calisanlar
alanyazinda incelenmis ve bu ¢alisanlarin bazi 6zellikleri saptanmistir;

1. Tartismaya egilimli olmalar1 (Kassing ve Avtgis, 1999),

2. I¢-denetim sahibi olmalar1 (Kassing ve Avtgis, 2001),

3. Yoneticileriyle iliskilerinin iyi oldugunu diisiinmeleri (Kassing, 2000),

4. Orgiit icinde yiiksek bir pozisyona sahip olmalar1 (Kassing ve Avtgis, 1999),

5. Orgiit icinde daha yiiksek bir etkiye sahip oldugunu diisiinmeleri (Kassing, 1998),
6. Yiiksek diizeyde is doyumuna sahip olmalar1 (Kassing, 1998),
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7. Orgiitiin karar verme siirecine kendilerini dahil ettigini diisiinmeleri (Kassing ve
McDowell, 2008).

Dikey muhalefetin, dogrudan ifade edilmesi sebebiyle orgiit icinde hosnutsuzluga sebep
olan karar ya da davranisin degismesi agisindan proaktif bir nitelik tasidigin1 séylemek
miimkiindiir. Ancak dikey muhalefet alanyazindaki calismalarda da goriildiigi gibi her
calisanin basvuracagi bir davranis degildir.

Okullarda 6gretmenlerin direk olarak yoneticilerine basvurmalari ve muhalif goriislerini
ya da memnun olmadiklar1 kararlari, uygulamalar1 ve durumlari dile getirmeleri dikey
muhalefete 6rnek olarak gosterilebilir. Ogretmenlerin dikey muhalefete bagvurmalari,
okullarinda bir seyleri degistirebileceklerine inanmalari, istleriyle iligkilerine
giivenmeleri ve okullarim1 daha iyi bir yer haline getirmeyi istemeleriyle paralellik
gosterebilir.

Yatay (Ortiik) Muhalefet

Yatay mubhalefet, ¢alisanlarin oOrgltsel karar, uygulama ve durumlara dair muhalif
goriislerini orgiit icinde ilgili konularda etkisi olmayan orgiit liyelerine anlatmasidir.
(Kassing, 1998). Kassing daha dnceki yillarda yaptig1 calismalarda bu muhalefet tiiriinii
“antagonistik muhalefet” olarak isimlendirmis ancak sonraki calismalarinda yatay
(lateral) muhalefet olarak adlandirmistir (Kassing, 1997).

Yatay muhalefet ayn1 zamanda gizli (latent) muhalefet olarak de adlandirilmaktadir.
Bunun sebebi her 6rgiitiin dogrudan muhalefete toleransinin ayni diizeyde olmamasi
olarak gosterilebilir. Orgiitsel muhalefetin sonuclarinin érgiitler arasinda farklhihik
gosterebildigi bilinmektedir. Dolayisiyla dogrudan ve acgik bir sekilde dile getirilen
muhalif diisiincelerin olumsuz etkilerinden ¢ekinen ¢alisanlar muhalif diisiincelerini gizli
bir sekilde kendileri gibi hayal kirikligina ugramis diger calisanlarla paylasirlar (Kassing
ve Avtgis, 1999).

Yatay muhalefet davranisinda bulunan galisanlar kendilerini 6rgiit icinde koruyacak aile
baglary, azinlik statlisii, kidem ya da uzmanhk gibi bir avantaja sahip olduklarini
distintrler. Bu sebeple yatay muhalefet davranisi sergileyen ¢alisanlar cogunlukla kisisel
cikarlarina yonelik konularda muhalif davranislarda bulunurlar. Orgiit icinde kendilerini
dinleyen diger orgiit liyelerle bir araya geldiklerinde muhalif goriislerini paylasirlar
(Kassing, 1998). Ayrica, orglt icinde yonetici konumunda olmayan liyelerin yatay
mubhalefeti daha fazla tercih ettikleri tespit edilmistir (Kassing ve Armstrong, 2001).

Yer Degistirmis Muhalefet

Yer degistirmis muhalefet (displaced dissent) anlagsmazlik ve karsitlik olan konudaki
muhalif goriislerin muhalefetin muhatabi olan kisilerden farkli kanallara (is disindaki
arkadaslar, es ve aile liyeleri, konuyla ilgisi olmayan yabancilar) yonlendirilmesi davranisi
olarak tanimlanabilir. Ancak yer degistirmis muhalefet medya ya da politik kanallara
yonelmedigi icin haber ugurma (whistle-blowing) davranisindan farkhidir (Kassing ve
Avtgis, 2001).
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Orgiit icindeki muhalif davramglarin olumsuz sonuglari olacagina inanan ve bu
sonuclardan kacinmak, kendilerine yapilacak herhangi bir misillemeye maruz kalma
ihtimallerini diisiirmek i¢in orgiit liyeleri yer degistirmis muhalefet davranislarina
basvurabilir. Ayrica kendileri acisindan tehlike olusturmayan durumlarda 6rgiit iiyeleri
yer degistirmis muhalefet davranislarini dogrudan muhalefetin muhatab1 olmayan is
arkadaslarina da yonlendirebilirler (Kassing, 1998).

Yer degistirmis muhalefetin 6rgiit agisindan 6énemli ve olumsuz etkilerinden birinin
orgltiin dogrudan geridoniit alabilme firsatindan mahrum kalmasidir. Ciinkii bu tarzdaki
mubhalefet davranislarinda bulunan 6rgiit tiyeleri muhalefetin tetikleyicisi olmayan ve bu
durum lizerinde herhangi bir yetki ya da etki sahibi olmayan kisilere muhalif goriislerini
yonlendirerek orgit icinde ilgili konuda asil degisikligi gerceklestirebilecek kimselerin
habersiz kalmalarina yol agmaktadir. Orgiit icinde daha geng yastaki, yénetici konumunda
olmayan ve az tecriibeli liyelerin drgiitsel baglilik seviyelerinin daha az olmasiyla birlikte
yer degistirmis muhalefet davranislarinda bulunabilecekleri ifade edilmistir (Kassing ve
DiCioccio, 2004).

Haber Ucurma Davranisi (Whistleblowing)

Muhalif davranislardan biri olarak incelenebilecek diger bir kavram da “whistleblowing”
olarak ifade edilen ve Tiirkce ‘de “ishk calmak” anlamina gelen orgiit igindeki
uygulamalara ve davranislara karsi olan muhalif goriislerin 6rgiit disindaki medya ya da
siyasi kanallara aktarilmasiyla ortaya c¢ikan “haber ucurma” davranisidir. Kelime
anlamina bakildiginda da haber ugurmanin o6rgiit icinde muhalefetin tetikleyicisi
konumundaki kisilerdense dis kaynaklarin dikkatini toplamaya yonelik oldugunu ifade
etmek miimkiindir. Haber ugurma, “zorunlu olmaksizin, kasitli, kamuya acik bir sekilde
orgiit icindeki veri veya enformasyona erisim sahibi olan ya da olmus bir kimsenin gergek,
siipheli veya dngoriilen 6nemsiz olamayacak derecede illegal ya da etik dis1 eylemi
kapsayan ve orgiitiin kontroliinde olan durumlar1 diizeltme amaciyla orgiit disindaki
kaynaklara iletmesi” olarak tanimlanmistir (Jubb, 1999: 83).

Tekneyi sallama ve haber ugurma davranislar1 alanyazinda sik¢a rastlanan benzer iki
terim olmalariyla birlikte Redding (1985), haber ugurmanin, tekneyi sallama
davranisindan iki agidan farkhilik gosterdigini; haber ugurmada muhalefetin tolere
edilemez bir kotiilige karsi ¢ok daha guclii bir protesto seklinde oldugunu ve haber
ucuran Uyenin sesini orgilit yapisi disindaki yerlere duyurdugunu ifade etmistir. Ayrica,
ideal yap1 icerisinde tekneyi sallama (boat rocking) davranisinin her orgiit icerisinde
belirli bir siklikta oldugu ancak haber ugurma (whistle-blowing) davranisinin nadiren ve
ancak son care olarak ortaya ¢iktig1 belirtilmistir (Redding, 1985).

Yukarida agiklanan 6rglitsel muhalefete iliskin boyutlar ve nedenlerin bir¢ogunun en
biiylik kamusal orgiit olan okullarin yonetiminde de etkili oldugu one siiriilebilir. Bu
sebeplerle okul yoneticilerinin de 6rgiitsel muhalefeti yalnizca bir aykirilik ya da karsi
cikma olarak degil, ayni zamanda orgiitiin verimliliginin arttirilmasina ve ortak
amaglarina ulasmasina yardimci olabilecek bir etken olarak degerlendirmesinin okul
gelisimine katki saglayabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.
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Muhalefet, bir o6rgiit olarak okul icinde de farkl sekillerde ortaya ¢ikabilen bir durumdur
ve ne kosulda olursa olsun bilincli bir sekilde yaklasilmadiginda 6rgiit agisindan olumsuz
sonuclar dogurabilme potansiyeline sahiptir. Tiirkiye’deki mevcut durum goéz Oniine
alindiginda, 6gretmenler tarafindan yonetime doniik cesitli sebeplerle agilmis davalar
bulundugu ve buna bagh olarak okullarda 6gretmenlerin muhalefetini tetikleyecek
etkenler oldugu bilinmektedir (Ozdemir, 2010). Bu gibi durumlar érgiit olarak okulun
isleyisini ve iletisimini zedeleyebilecek boyutlara ulasmadan ¢6zlimlenebildiginde
mubhalefetin, okul gelisimi agisindan daha iyi sonuclara yol acabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Daha 6nce yapilan calismalarda saldirgan iletisim (Kassing ve Avtgis, 1999), tartismaya
aciklik, is yerinde konusma ozgiirliigii, orgiitsel 6zdeslesme (Kassing, 2000), orgiitsel
adalet (Goodboy, Chory ve Dunleavy, 2008), calisma siiresi, 6rgiit icindeki mevki (Kassing
ve Armstrong, 2001) gibi kavramlarla orgiitsel muhalefetin iliskisi incelenmistir. Ayrica,
orgiitsel muhalefete etki eden baslatici ve araci degiskenler (Ergiin, 2017), 6rgiitsel adalet
algisinin 6rglitsel muhalefet davranisi iizerindeki etkileri (Kavak ve Kaygin, 2018),
orgltsel giic oyunlar1 ve 6rgiitsel muhalefet arasindaki iliski (Korucuoglu, 2016), elestirel
diistinme egilimi ile 6rgiitsel muhalefet davranislar1 arasindaki iligki (Piiskiilliioglu ve
Altinkurt, 2018) ve algilanan siyasi ayrimcilik ile sergilenen muhalefet davranislar
arasindaki iliski (Kara, 2018), orgiitsel baghlik, sinizm ve muhalefet (Yildiz, 2014),
konular: Tiirkiye’de de ¢alisilmistir. Ancak egitim alaninda yapilan ¢alismalarda o6rgiitsel
muhalefetin nedenlerine iliskin ¢alismalarin kisith oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Tirkiye'de
egitim orgiitlerinde muhalefetin nedenlerine iliskin yeterli sayida arastirma olmadigi ve
konunun yeterli derecede irdelenmedigi goriilmektedir. Okullarda yoénetici ve
Ogretmenler arasinda da muhalefete neden olan durumlarin ve yonetici davranislarinin
varligi bilinmektedir (Ozdemir, 2010). Ogretmenler agisindan érgiitsel muhalefete neden
olan yonetici davranislarinin anlasilmasi, siirece daha 6zenli yaklasilmasina ve okullarda
orgltsel muhalefetin yonetici ve 68retmenler agisindan olumsuz sonuc¢larindan miimkiin
oldugunca kacinilmasina yardimci olabilir. Bu nedenle “6gretmenlerin mubhalefet
etmelerine neden olan baslica yonetici davranislar’” bu arastirmanin temel problemini
olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin alt problemleri ise asagidaki gibidir:

1. Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel muhalefetin nedenlerine iliskin gériisleri nelerdir?

2. Ogretmenlerin 6rgiitsel muhalefetin nedenlerine iliskin gériislerinde, cinsiyet, yas,
egitim durumu, kidem, medeni durum, sendika iyeligi, okuldaki O6gretmen sayisi,
yoneticilik tecriibesi, okul tiirii, yoneticinin yonetim tarzi, degiskenlerine gére anlamli bir
fark var midir?

3. Ogretmenlerin okul yéneticilerine yonelik muhalif davranislarinda “kisisel nedenler” ve
“yonetsel nedenler” alt boyutlarinda anlamli farklilik var midir?

4.) Orgiitsel muhalefete iliskin degiskenler 6rgiitsel muhalefeti yordamakta midir?
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2. YONTEM

Bu calisma icin etik kurul izni 24/04/2019 tarih ve 12 sayih Sakarya Universitesi
Rektorliigii Etik Kurulu'ndan alinmistir. Arastirma betimsel tarama modeli ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirma evreni olarak Sakarya iline bagh Adapazari, Serdivan ve
Erenler ilcelerinde devlet okullarinda ve o6zel okullarda ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise
kademelerinde 2019-2020 egitim-68retim yilinda goérev yapan Ogretmenler
belirlenmistir. Adapazari, Serdivan ve Erenler ilgelerinde toplam 259 okulda 6297
O0gretmenin gorev yaptigl tespit edilmistir. Okullar ve gorev yapmakta olan 6gretmen
sayllar1 Adapazar ilgesinde 138 okulda 3615 6gretmen, Serdivan ilcesinde 67 okulda
1686 Ogretmen ve Erenler ilgesinde de 54 okulda 996 6gretmen olarak belirlenmistir.
Orneklem alinirken ‘tabakali 6rnekleme’ yénteminden faydalanilarak ilcelerdeki okullar
kiigiik okul, orta biiytikliikte okul ve biiyiik okul olarak tabakalara ayrilmistir. Jones'un
(1997) ifade ettigi sekilde (aktaran Ozdemir, 2010: 91) 6gretmen sayilarina gore
O6gretmen sayilar1 28’e kadar olan okullar kiiciik okul (KO), 6gretmen sayist 29-39
arasinda olan okullar orta biiytkliikte okul (OBO) ve 68retmen sayilari 40’dan fazla olan
okullar da biiyiik okullar (BO) olarak kategorilere ayrilmistir. Okul biiytikliigii 6l¢iitii goz
ontine alindiginda toplamda kiigiik okullarin (KO) sayis1 178, orta biiytikliikteki okullarin
(OBO) sayist 39 ve biiyiik okullarin (BO) sayisi ise 42 olarak tespit edilmistir. Bu sayilara
baglh olarak tiim okullarin icinde kii¢iik okullarin orani %68.7 orta biiytikliikteki okullarin
orani %15.0 ve biiylk okullarin orani1 %16.2 olarak saptanmistir. Okul biiytikliiklerinin
evrendeki sayilar dikkate alinarak en yiiksek sayidan baslanarak sirasiyla 19 kiigiik
okula, 13 biiyiik okula ve 9 orta biiytikliikteki okula yer verilmistir. Evren igerisinden
orneklem alinirken a= .05 anlamlilik ve %5 hata tolerans diizeyinde ‘Farkli Biiytikliikteki
Evrenler I¢in Kuramsal Orneklem Biiyiikliikleri’ (Balci, 2018: 109) cizelgesinden
yararlanilmis ve 6277 6gretmenin dahil oldugu evren icerisinden 384 6gretmenin evreni
temsil edebilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Arastirma dahilinde cesitli sebeplerle olusabilecek
kayiplar da g6z oniinde bulundurularak 800 anket dagitilmis ve dagitilan anketlerin 573
tanesine gecerli olacak sekilde doniis yapilmis ve arastirmada yer almistur.

Arastirmaya 372 kadin ve 205 erkek 6gretmen katilim saglamistir. Yas araligi degiskeni
acisindan bakildiginda 31-30 yas aras1 124, 31-39 yas arasi 198, 40-49 yas arasi1 208, 50-
59 yas arasi 36, 60 yas ve lizerinde ise 7 katilimci arastirmada yer almistir. Katilmcilarin
egitim durumu degiskeni incelendiginde 13 o6gretmenin 6n lisans mezunu, 445
O6gretmenin lisans ve 115 6gretmenin ise lisansiistii egitime sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.
Dolayisiyla arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin biiyiik cogunlugunun lisans ve lisanstistii
seviyede egitim aldiklarini ifade etmek miimkiindiir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenler
kidem degiskeni yoniinden incelendiginde 1-5 y1l arasinda 111, 6-10 yi1l arasinda 105, 11-
15 yi1l arasinda 106, 16-20 yil arasinda 115, 21 ve yil lizerinde gérev yapmis olan 136
O6gretmen arastirmada yer almistir. Kidem degiskeni ele alindiginda, birbirine yakin
sayilarda her yas grubundan katilimcinin arastirmada yer aldigini soylemek miimkiindiir.
Medeni durum degiskeni incelendiginde arastirmadaki evli o6gretmenlerin bekar
Ogretmenlere gore sayica oldukea fazla oldugu saptanmistir. Calismaya katilim saglayan
455 ogretmenin evli, 118 6gretmenin ise bekar oldugu goriilmektedir. Sendika tiyeligi
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bakimindan katilimcilarin 309’unun sendika tyesi oldugu, 264 katilimcinin ise sendika
tiyesi olmadig1 anlasilmaktadir. Okul biiytikligii degiskeni incelendigindea arastirmada
yer alan 91 6gretmenin kiiciik okullarda, 113 6gretmenin orta biiytlikliikte okullarda ve
369 6gretmenin biiytlik okullarda gorev yaptiklar gérilmektedir. Katilimcilarin 106’sinin
daha oOnce yoneticilik yapmis oldugu 467’sinin ise yoneticilik tecriibesi olmadigi
anlasilmaktadir. Okul tiirii agisindan bakildiginda, 426 6gretmenin resmi okullarda, 147
ogretmenin ise 6zel okullarda gérev yaptifi goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlere gore okul
yoneticilerinin algilanan y6netim tarzlarina bakildiginda, calismaya katilan 60 6gretmen
gorev yaptiklar1 okuldaki yoneticilerin otokratik yonetim tarzina sahip oldugunu, 456
O0gretmen yoneticilerinin demokratik oldugunu ve 57 Ogretmen ise yoOneticilerinin
serbestiyet¢i yonetim tarzinda olduklarini ifade etmislerdir. Arastirmaya yukarida
belirtilen cesitli degiskenlerdeki say1 ve oranlarda toplam 573 6gretmenin katilim
gosterdigi goriilmektedir.

Veri toplama araci olarak Ozdemir (2010) tarafindan gelistirilen ‘Orgiitsel Muhalefet
Olgegi’ nden yararlamilmistir. ilgili 6lcek ‘Kisisel Ozellikler’, ‘Muhalefetin Nedenleri’,
‘Muhalif Davranislar’ ve ‘Muhalefetin Sonuclar1’ seklinde dort alt dlcegi icermektedir. Bu
calisma kapsaminda veri toplama araci olarak alt dlgeklerinden biri olan ‘Muhalefetin
Nedenleri’ alt 6lcegi kullanmilmistir. Ayrica katilimcilara dair bireysel ve demografik
degiskenleri saptamak ve muhalefetin nedenleri iizerindeki etkilerini inceleyebilmek
adina anketin birinci bolimiinde ‘Kisisel Bilgiler’ kismi yer almaktadir. Bu kisimda
O6gretmenlerin cinsiyet, yas, egitim durumu, kidem, mesdeni durum, sendika iiyeligi, gérev
yaptiklar1 okuldaki 6gretmen sayisi, yoneticilik tecriibesi, okul tiirii ve okul yoneticisinin
algilanan y6netim tarzi gibi sorulara yer verilmistir.

‘Muhalefetin Nedenleri’ 6lcegi 6gretmenlerin hangi durumlarda okul ydneticilerine
muhalefet ettiklerini diger bir deyis ile 6gretmen muhalefetini hangi ydnetici
davranislarinin tetikledigini saptamak amaciyla gelistirilmistir (Ozdemir, 2010). Olgcek
5’li Likert tipinde olup, okul yoneticisinin muhalefeti tetikleyebilecek davranislarina ait
maddeleri icermektedir. Ornegin; ‘Gorevleri adaletsiz dagitmas’ maddesiyle ilgili olarak
‘Hi¢bir zaman’, ‘Nadiren’, ‘Ara sira’, ‘Cogunlukla’ ve ‘Her zaman’ seklinde secenekler
sunulmustur. Bu madde i¢cin ‘Her zaman’ segenegini isaretleyen bir katilimcinin, okul
yoneticisinin gorevleri her adaletsiz dagittigin1 disiindiigii her durumda yoneticiye
mubhalif davranislarda bulundugunu belirtmis olmatadir. Ayn1 maddeye diger bir segenek
olan ‘Hi¢cbir zaman’ segenegi ile yanit veren bir katiimcinin ise tam tersine okul
yOneticisinin gorevleri adaletsiz dagittigini diisiindiigi durumlarda hi¢cbir zaman muhalif
davranislar sergilemedigini ve itiraz etmedigini ifade etmis olmaktadir. Olgekte kullanilan
seceneklerin verilen agirliklari ve sinirlar1 1 ‘Hi¢cbir zaman’ (1.00-1.79), 2 ‘Nadiren’ 1.80-
2.59), 3 ‘Ara sira’ (2.60-3.39), 4 ‘Cogunlukla’ (3.40-4.19) ve 5 ‘Her zaman’ (4.20-5.00)
olarak ifade edilmistir (Balci, 2002’den aktaran Ozdemir, 2010: 98).

Arastirma kapsaminda kullanilan ‘Muhalefetin Nedenleri’ alt 0Olgegi 6gretmenlerin
muhalefet davranislarina yol acabilecek 26 maddelik yonetici davranislarini
kapsamaktadir. Bu ¢alisma i¢in yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizi bulgularina gore 6lgegin
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tek boyutlu oldugu faktor yiik degerleri ve ¢izgi grafiginden (scree plot) anlagilmaktadir.
Olcegin maddelerinin doéndiiriilmiis (rotated) degerlerinin olmamasi da bunu
dogrulamaktadir. Ancak aciklanan toplam varyans degerleri incelendiginde ise 6lgegin iki
alt boyuta sahip oldugu ve “yonetsel nedenler” alt boyutunda toplam varyansin %78.8 ‘ini,
“kisisel nedenler” alt boyutunda ise %90.1 ‘ini agikladig1 goriilmiistiir. iki faktoriin birlikte
toplam varyansin %84.8 ‘ini acikladig1 gorilmiistiir. Yonetsel nedenler alt boyutunda
madde faktor ylik degerlerinin .62 ve .86 araliginda, kisisel nedenler alt boyutunda ise .76
ve .95 aralifinda oldugu goérulmiistiir. Yonetsel nedenler alt boyutuna ait Cronbach’s
Alpha i¢ tutarlilik degerinin .98 oldugu, madde-toplam korelasyonlarinin .76 ve .92
araliginda degisim gosterdikleri tespit edilmistir (20. ve 18. madde). Kisisel nedenler alt
boyutuna ait Cronbach’s Alpha i¢ tutarhilik degerinin ise .98 oldugu, madde-toplam
korelasyonlarinin .84 ve .97 araliginda degisim gosterdikleri tespit edilmistir (10. ve 23.
madde).

Arastirmada toplanan veriler, istatistik paket yazilimi ile analiz edilmistir. Katilimcilarin
demografik ve bireysel degiskenleri (cinsiyet, yas, egitim durumu, kidem, medeni durum,
sendika iiyeligi, okuldaki 6gretmen sayisi, yoneticilik tecriibesi, okul tiirii, yonetim tarzi)
saptamak icin frekans ve yiizde degerleri kullanilmistir. Olgegin ‘kisisel’ ve ‘yonetsel’ alt
boyutlarindaki maddelerin analiz edilmesi icin 6ncelikle frekans analizi ile maddelerin
ortalamasi ve standart sapmasi hesaplanarak siralanmistir. Muhalefete neden olan
yoOnetici davranislarinin cesitli degiskenlere gore incelenmesinde Levene Testi sonugclari
dikkate alinarak iki grup olan degiskenler icin t-testi (independent sample t-test), ikiden
fazla grup olan degiskenlerde ise tek yonli varyans analizi (one way ANOVA)
kullanilmistir.

Tablo 1.
'Kigisel' ve 'Yonetsel' Nedenler Boyutlarina Dair Carpiklik ve Basiklik Degerleri

Kisisel Nedenler Yonetsel Nedenler
N 573 573
X 2.33 2.32
Ss 1.63 1.32
Carpiklik .674 .603
Basiklik -1.390 -1.099

Muhalefetin nedenlerinin ¢esitli gruplara gore farklihik gosterip gostermedigi tespit
edilmeye ¢alisilmistir. Bu baglamda kullanilacak testlerin saptanmasi amaciyla istatistik
paket yazilimi lizerinden veri dagilimlarinin basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri incelenmis
(Tablo 1.) ve ilgili degerlerin -1.5 ve +1.5 arasinda oldugu goriilerek verilerin normal
dagilim gosterdigi varsayllmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Buna bagh olarak, cinsiyet,
medeni durum, sendika tliyeligi, yoneticilik tecriibesi ve okul tiirii degiskenleri icin t-test;
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yas, egitim durumu, kidem, 6gretmen sayisi, yonetim tarzi degiskenlerinin incelenmesi
icin ise ANOVA testi kullanilmistir. Anlaml farklilik bulundugunda farkin kaynagini tespit
etmek amaciyla LSD testi uygulanmistir. Testlerin sonucunda p degeri dikkate alinarak p
degerinin < .05 ¢cikmas1 anlamli iliski oldugu seklinde ifade edilmistir.

3. BULGULAR

Muhalefetin ‘kisisel nedenleri’ ve ‘yonetsel nedenleri’ olmak iizere iki boyuttan olusan
‘Muhalefetin Nedenleri Olgegi'nin bulgular1 6gretmenlerin bu boyutlardaki hangi
maddelere baglh olarak muhalefete bagvurduklarini belirlemek amaciyla incelenmis ve
Ogretmenlerin likert tipi 6lcekteki yanitlarinin aritmetik ortalamasi alinarak maddeler en
yliksekten en diisiik puana gore siralanmistir.

Muhalefetin Yonetsel Nedenlerine iligkin Bulgular

Olgegin ‘yonetsel nedenler’ alt boyutu kendi icinde 15 maddeden meydana gelmektedir.
Tablo 2."de 6gretmenler acisindan ‘yonetsel nedenler’ alt boyutunda muhalefete neden
olan yonetici davranislari verilmistir.

Tablo 2.

Yénetsel Nedenlere Bagh Olarak Ogretmen Muhalefetine Neden Olan Yénetici Davranislart

Madde No Yonetici Davranislari X Ss
1 Beni ilgilendiren konularda bana danismadan karar 2.67 1.469
almasi
8 Baz1 6gretmenleri kayirmasi 2.58 1.512
16 Ogretmenler arasinda cesitli nedenlerle ayrimclk 2.55 1.517
yapmasl
3 Gorevleri adaletsiz dagitmasi 2.54 1.497
12 Kendisine iletilen sorunlara karsi duyarsiz olmasi 2.39 1.465
14 Verimli ¢calisabilecegim bir ortam yaratmamasi 2.34 1.448
18 Okulda yasadigim sorunlara duyarsiz olmasi 2.31 1.512
2 Kaynaklar1 adaletsiz dagitmasi 2.31 1.441
17 Benimle gayri-ciddi bir iislupla konusmasi 2.29 1.637
19 Yetkilerini kisisel cikarlari icin kullanmasi 2.19 1.575
15 Sicil puanimi hak ettigimden diisiik vermesi 2.19 1.571
7 Isini 6zen géstermeden yapmasi 2.15 1.410
11 Okul kaynaklarini verimsiz kullanmasi 2.14 1.395
20 Politik goriislerini acik secik belli etmesi 2.11 1.431
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5 Okul arag gerecini kisisel amaglari i¢cin kullanmasi 2.05 1.497

Tablo 2. ‘de goriildiigli lizere o0gretmenlerin yonetsel nedenlerle okul yoneticilerine
muhalefet etmelerinde ‘6gretmenleri ilgilendiren konularda yoéneticinin kendilerine
danismadan karar almas’ (X = 2.67) birinci sirada goriilmektedir. Agirhk simnirlar
incelendiginde, ‘2.67’ puan ortalamasi 2.60-3.39’ araliginda bulunarak ‘Ara sira’ siklifina
karsilik gelmektedir. Ardindan ‘1.80-2.59’ araliginda bulunarak ‘Nadiren’ sikligina
karsilik olan sirasiyla ‘bazi ogretmenleri kayirmasi’ (X = 2.58), ‘6gretmenler arasinda
cesitli nedenlerle ayrimcilik yapmasi’ (X=2.55), ‘gorevleri adaletsiz dagitmasi’ (X = 2.54),
kendisine iletilen sorunlara karsi duyarsiz olmasi (X = 2.39), ‘verimli ¢calisabilecegim bir
ortam yaratmamas1’ (X = 2.34), ‘okulda yasadifim sorunlara duyarsiz olmas’ (X = 2.31),
‘kaynaklar1 adaletsiz dagitmasi’ (X = 2.31), ‘benimle gayri-ciddi bir iislupla konusmas1’ (X
= 2.29), ‘yetkilerini kisisel ¢ikarlar icin kullanmast’ (X = 2.19), ‘sicil puamim hak
ettigimden diisiik vermesi’ (X = 2.19), ‘isini 6zen gdéstermeden yapmasi’ (X = 2.15), ‘okul
kaynaklarini verimsiz kullanmasr’ (X = 2.14), ‘politik goriislerini acik secik bellli etmesi’
(X = 2.11) ve ‘okul arag gerecini kisisel amaglar icin kullanmas’ (X = 2.05) maddeleri
gelmektedir.

Muhalefetin Kisisel Nedenlerine Iligkin Bulgular

Olgegin ‘kisisel nedenler’ alt boyutu kendi icinde 9 maddeden meydana gelmektedir.
Tablo 7.’de 6gretmenler acgisindan ‘kisisel nedenler’ alt boyutunda muhalefete neden olan
yOnetici davranislari verilmistir.

Tablo 3.

Kisisel Nedenlere Bagh Olarak Ogretmen Muhalefetine Neden Olan Yénetici Davranislar
Madde No  Yonetici Davranislari X Ss
9 Yasal haklarimi kullanmami engellemeye ¢alismasi 2.39 1.695
10 Is yapma bicimime miidahale etmesi 2.39 1.505
23 Bana karsi1 sozlii tacizde bulunmasi 2.37 1.824
24 Bana karsi fiili tacizde bulunmasi 2.34 1.847
4 Bana hakaret etmesi 2.34 1.803

Kendisi gibi disiinmedigim icin beni baski altina 2.34 1.706

22 almaya ¢alismasi

13 Benden yasa dis1 bir is yapmami istemesi 2.32 1.799
21 Kendi politik goriisiinii kabul ettirmeye ¢alismasi 2.27 1.717
6 Islerini yasalara aykir1 bir bicimde yapmasi 2.25 1.630
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Tablo 3. incelendiginde muhalefetin kisisel nedenlerine dair tiim maddelerin ortalama
puanlar1 ‘Nadiren’ sikligina karsilik gelen ‘1.80-2.59’ araliginda oldugu goriilmektedir.
Ilgili maddeler arasindan 6gretmenlerin kisisel nedenlerle muhalefet etmesine yol acan
maddelerin basinda ‘yasal haklarimi kullanmami engellemeye calismast’ (X = 2.39) oldugu
gorillmiistiir. Ardindan sirasiyla ‘is yapma bicimime miidahale etmesi’ (X = 2.39), ‘bana
kars1 sozlii tacizde bulunmas’ (X = 2.37), ‘bana karsi fiili tacizde bulunmasi’ (X = 2.34),
‘bana hakaret etmesi’ (X = 2.34), ‘Kendisi gibi diisiinmedigim igin beni baski altina almaya
calismast’ (X = 2.34), ‘benden yasa dis1 bir is yapmamu istemesi’ (X = 2.32), ‘kendi politik
goriisiinii kabul ettirmeye calismast’ (X = 2.27) ve ‘islerini yasalara aykir1 bir bicimde
yapmas!’ (X = 2.25) maddeleri gelmektedir.

Tablo 4.

Mubhalefetin Kisisel Nedenlerinin Yénetim Tarzi Degiskenine Gére Incelenmesi

Gruplar N X SS
Otokratik (1) 60 2.62 1.51
Demokratik (2) 456 2.24 1.64
Serbestiyetci (3) 57 2.72 1.64
ANOVA
Varyarism Kareler Sd Kareler F b Farklnv
_ Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi Kaynagi
Evs Gruplar aras1  16.741 2 8.371 3.136 .044 2-3
E  Grupig 1521.516 570  2.669
§ Toplam 1538.258 572

Tablo 4. ‘te yonetim tarzina gore incelendiginde, muhalefetin kisisel nedenleri boyunda
anlamli bir fark gorilmektedir [F(2.570)= 3.136; p<.05]. Buna bagh olarak, okul
yoOneticisinin algilanan yonetim tarzinin 6gretmenlerin kisisel nedenlerle muhalefet
etmelerine yol agabilecegini s6ylemek miimkiindiir. Yonetim tarzi degiskenine gore hangi
yonetim tarzlari1 arasinda anlaml fark oldugunu tespit etmek amaciyla yapilan LSD testi
incelendiginde, demokratik (X = 2.24) ve serbestiyetci tarzdaki (X = 2.72) yéneticilerle
calisan dgretmenlerin kisisel nedenlerle muhalefet diizeyleri farkhdir. ilgili farklilk,
demokratik ydnetim tarzindaki idarecilere, serbestiyetci idarecilerden daha az muhalefet
edildigini isaret etmektedir.
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Tablo 5.
Muhalefetin Yénetsel Nedenlerinin Yénetim Tarzi Degiskenine Gére Incelenmesi
Gruplar N X SS
Otokratik (1) 60 2.83 1.24
Demokratik (2) 456 2.18 1.32
Serbestiyetci (3) 57 2.86 1.13
ANOVA
Varyarzsm Kareler Sd Kareler F b Farklnv
_ Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi Kaynagi
Evs Gruplar aras1  41.328 2 20.664 12.247 .000 1-2,3-2
E  Grupig 961.758 570 1.687
:ES Toplam 1003.086 572

Tablo 5. ‘te yonetim tarzina gore incelendiginde, muhalefetin kisisel nedenleri boyunda
anlaml bir fark goriilmektedir [F(2.570)=12.247; p<.05]. Bu baglamda, okul y6neticisinin
algilanan yonetim tarzinin 6gretmenlerin yonetsel nedenlerle muhalefet etmelerine yol
acabilecegini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Farkin kaynagini1 saptamak amaciyla yapilan LSD
testi sonuclarina goére, otokratik (X = 2.83) ve demokratik tarzdaki (X = 2.18) yéneticilerle
calisan 6gretmenlerin yonetsel nedenlerle muhalefet diizeyleri farklilik gostermektedir.
Ayrica, serbestiyetci (X = 2.86) ve demokratik tarzdaki (X = 2.18) yoneticilerle ¢alisan
O0gretmenlerin de yonetsel nedenlerle muhalefet diizeylerinde anlamlhi farklihk
saptanmistir. Bu farkliliklar, otokratik ve serbestiyetci idarecilerle kiyaslandiginda,
demokratik yoneticilere yonetsel nedenlerle daha az muhalefet edildigini gostermektedir.

4. SONUC, TARTISMA VE ONERILER

Arastirma bulgularinda maddelerin siralamasinin Ozdemir (2010) ile benzerlik tasidig
ancak ortalama degerlerin yani muhalefet etme sikliginin daha diisiik oldugu
saptanmistir. Bu bulgunun ilgili galismadan daha diisiik ¢ikmasi 6rneklem grubundan ya
da egitim sistemimizde gectigimiz slre icerisinde gerceklesen degisimlerden
kaynaklandigi séylenebilir.

Anlasilacagl tlizere Ogretmenlerin muhalif davranislar sergilemesine neden olan
maddelerin basinda karar alma stirecine dahil edilmemeleri gelmektedir. Bu madde
Ozdemir (2010) ‘in sonuclar ile értiismektedir. Ayrica égretmenlerin, yéneticiler ile
aralarinda olusabilecek sorunlarin temelinde uzman ve yonetici ¢atismalar: olabilecegi
vurgulanmistir (Bursalioglu, 2015). Dolayisiyla, bir uzman olarak 6gretmen kendi
alaninda aldig1 egitim, bilgi ve becerisi 1s18inda karar alma siirecinde etkin olmak
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isteyebilir. Ancak bu silirecte okul yoneticisinin kendisine danismadan karar almasi
gorildiigi iizere 6gretmenlerin muhalefetine yol agmaktadir.

Sorunlara duyarsizlik, verimli ¢calisma ortaminin saglanmamasi, yoneticinin isini 6zensiz
yapmasl, yetersiz yonetici davranislarinin ornekleridir. Bulgular incelendiginde
O6gretmenlerin de etik disi, yetersiz, etkisiz olarak algiladiklar1 yonetici davranislarina
muhalefet ettikleri gériilmektedir. Bu bulgularin Ozdemir (2010) ile paralellik
gosterdigini ve alanyazindaki diger calismalar1 destekledigini sdylemek miimkiindiir.
Yoneticilerin etik olmayan davranislarinin ve yetersiz yonetici davranislarinin 6rgiit
icinde muhalefete neden olabilecegi Kassing ve Armstrong (2002) tarafindan 6ne
stiriilmiistiir. Ayrica, Redding (1985), yasalara ve ahlaka aykiri, etkili olmayan, rahatsiz
edici ve uygulanamaz yonetici kararlarinin muhalefete yol ac¢tigini ifade etmistir.
Ogretmenlerin etik olmayan davranislara muhalefet etmeleri Gorden (1988) ‘in ‘prensibe
dayali muhalefet’ kavramiyla da ortiismektedir.

Ogretmenlerin hak ettigi sicil puaninin verilmemesi, kaynaklarin ve gorevlerin adaletsiz
dagitilmasi, ayrimcilik ve kayirmacilik seklindeki yonetici davramislar1 adil olmayan
davranislar arasindadir. Kara (2015) yonetsel konularda ayrimciligin 6rtiik muhalefete
yol acabilecegini ifade etmistir. Ayrica, Goodboy, Chory ve Dunleavy (2008)
calismalarinda orglitsel muhalefet ve 6rgiitsel adalet kavramlari arasinda anlaml bir iliski
oldugunu saptamislardir. Kavak ve Kaygin (2018) orgltsel adalet algis1 ve orgiitsel
mubhalefet davraniglarinin ilisikili oldugunu ifade etmistir. Titrek (2009), orgiit icinde
tiyelerin aldiklar1 sonuglari diger orgiit liyeleriyle kiyaslamalari sonucunda kaynaklarin
dagitimin1 adaletli ya da adaletsiz olarak degerlendirebileceklerini ifade etmistir.
Arastirma bulgular1 bu ifade ile paralel olarak 6gretmenlerin adil olmayan yoénetici
davranislarina muhalefet edebileceklerini ortaya koymustur.

Arastirma bulgularinda okul yoneticilerinin 6gretmenler tarafindan algilanan ydnetim
tarzina gore oOgretmenlerin muhalefet nedenlerinin hem kisisel hem de yonetsel
boyutlarinda anlamh farklilik saptanmistir. Kisisel nedenler boyutu incelendiginde
O0gretmenlerin serbestiyetci tarzda oldugunu diisiindiikleri yoneticilere demokratik
olarak algiladiklar1 yoneticilerden daha fazla muhalefet ettikleri goriilmustiir. Yonetsel
nedenler boyutunda ise 6gretmenlerin demokratik olarak gordiikleri yoneticilere hem
otokratik hem de serbestiyetci tarzdaki idarecilerden daha az muhalefet ettikleri
saptanmistir. Ilgili bulgular degerlendirildiginde &égretmenlerin demokratik olarak
algiladiklar yoneticilerle hem kisisel hem de yonetsel nedenleri daha az muhalefet nedeni
olarak gordiiklerini anlasilmaktadir. Bu bulgular o6rgiitsel demokrasinin muhalefetin
nedenleri acisindan etkili oldugu seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ote yandan, yénetsel nedenler
boyutundaki anlamli fark 6gretmenlerin 6rgiit icinde alinan kararlarda s6z hakki sahibi
olmak istediklerini de isaret etmektedir. Bu bulgular Redding ‘in (1985) alinan kotii
yonetimsel kararlarin tahammiil sinirlarini zorlayarak muhalefeti tetiklemesi tespiti ile
desteklenmektedir. Ayrica Kassing ve Armstrong ‘a (2002) gore de karar alma muhalefete
yol acabilecek bir siirectir. Ogretmenlerin algiladiklar1 yénetim tarzlarina gore
yoneticilere muhalefet etme nedenlerinin istatistiksel olarak her iki boyutta da farklilik
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gostermesi demokratik bir yonetici ile ¢alistiklarinda karar alma siirecine dahil olarak
kotii kararlar alinmasina engel olabileceklerini disiindiiklerini destekler niteliktedir. Bu
arastirmanin bulgular1 yonetsel boyutta o6gretmenlerin en az muhalif davranislari
demokratik olarak algiladiklar yoneticilere sergilediklerini gostermistir. Dolayisiyla da
o0gretmenlerin ¢cok kat1 veya belirsizlik icinde hissettikleri yonetimleri tercih etmedikleri
ancak yonetici tarafindan genel bir ¢ercevenin belirlenip kararlara kendilerinin de dahil
edildikleri, yasal haklarinin engellenmedigi, adil bir okul ikliminde daha az muhalefet
ettikleri goriilmustiir. Diger bir deyisle, 68retmenlerin okul ydneticilerinin gérevlerini
dogru bir sekilde yapmasini ve etkili olmasini bekledigi sodylenebilir. Kassing ve
Armstrong ‘da (2002) etkisiz yonetimin muhalefet nedeni oldugunu vurgulamistir.

Ogretmenlerin algiladiklar1 yonetim tarzina dayali olarak érgiit icerisinde muhalefet
davranislarn sergiledikleri anlasilmaktadir. Bu baglamda okul yoneticilerinin tutum ve
davranislarinin 6gretmenlerin yonetim tarzina dair algillarimi ve dolayisiyla orgiitsel
muhalefet diizeyini sekillendirmede rol oynadigini séylemek miimkiindiir. Kisisel ve
yonetsel nedenler boyutlarina iliskin sonuclar demokratik olarak algilanan yoneticilerle
calisan 6gretmenlerin muhalefet diizeylerinin daha diisiik olduguna isaret etmistir.
Dolayisiyla, okul yoneticilerinin demokratik bir yonetim tarzi benimsemesinin, orgiitsel
muhalefetin diizeyini azaltarak yonetimsel siirecleri kolaylastiracagi sdylenebilir.
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