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Ozet

Bu arastirmanin amaci, farkli okul kademelerinde gorev yapan okul miidiirlerinin &gretmenler tarafindan
algilanan liderlik stilleri ile Ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 arasindaki iliskiyi belirlemek; okul
miidiirlerinin doniisiimcti, siirdiiriimcii ve serbest birakici liderlik stillerinin, 6gretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm
tutumlarini yordayip yordamadigini tespit etmektir. Arastirmada nicel arastirma modellerinden iliskisel tarama
modeli kullanilmigtir. Aragtirma 2017- 2018 egitim Ogretim yilinda yapilmistir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemini
Tekirdag 11 Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii'ne bagh farkli tiirlerdeki devlet okullari olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmanin
orneklemi belirlenirken kiime Ornekleme yontemi kullanilmistir. Arastirmaya goniilli olarak 732 Ggretmen
katilmistir. Arastirmada Bilgi Formu, Okul Miidiirleri Liderlik Stilleri Olgegi ve Orgiitsel Sinizm Olgegi
kullanilmistir. Verilerin analizinde bagimsiz gruplar t-testi, One-Way ANOVA, korelasyon ve regresyon
analizleri yapilmistir. Analizler sonucunda 6gretmen algilarina gore okul miidiirlerinin doniisiimcii liderlik
stilleri “yiiksek”, 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 “diisiik” diizeyde bulunmustur. Okul miidiirlerinin
Ogretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stilleri ve dgretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar: cinsiyetlerine ve
mesleki kidemlerine gore anlaml farklilik bulunmaz iken; dgretmenlerin gorev yaptiklar: okul tiirlerine gore
anlamli farkliliklar bulunmustur. Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri ile 6gretmenlerin &rgiitsel sinizm tutumlar:
arasinda anlamli iligki saptanmistir. Son olarak okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stillerinin, 6rgiitsel sinizmi yordadig:
bulunmustur.
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Giris

Toplumsal yapilarda goriilen sosyal, ekonomik ve kiiltiirel degisimler ile egitim ve yonetim
bilimlerindeki yeni gelismeler okullara farkli islevler yiiklemistir. Bu dogrultuda yeni yonetim
yaklagimlarmin ve egitim modellerinin benimsenmeye baslamasi okul yoneticilerinin rollerinde ve
yetismelerinde de 6nemli degisiklikler meydana getirmistir (Terzi, 2013). Ugur ve Ugur'un (2014)
belirttigi gibi yoneticilerin bireysel 6zellikleri, yetenekleri, bilgi ve beceri diizeyleri, iletisim becerileri
gibi faktorler, orgiitlerin basarisim1 ve etkinligini etkileyen unsurlardir. Sagir (2018) girdileri ve
ciktilar1 insan olan egitim orgtitlerinin (okul) yoneticiliginin ¢ok 6nemli oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.
Ciinkii mal treten Orgiitlerin yapmis olduklar1 hatalar belki diizeltilebilir, ancak insan yetistiren
okullarda yapilacak hatalarin diizeltilmesi bazen miimkiin olmamaktadir. Bu nedenle okul
yoneticilerinden, okulun insan ve madde kaynaklarini akilct bir sekilde yonetilmesi beklenmektedir.

Bu durum ise ancak onlarin liderlik beceri ve davranislarina sahip olmalari ile miimkiin olmaktadar.

Yonetici ve lider kavramlar1 benzer anlamlar cagristirmasma ragmen, anlamlar: farkliliklar
gostermektedir (Argon, 2004). Eren (2010) tarafindan yapilan tanima gore “Liderlik, insanlar1 énceden
belirlenmis ortak hedefler etrafinda toplama, bu hedefleri gerceklestirebilmek amaciyla insanlar1 ne
yapmalar1 konusunda etkileme ve eyleme gecirebilme, bilgi ve yeteneklerinin tamamidir.” Liderligin
yapilan tanimlamalarinda lider olan insanlarin kisisel 6zellikleri ve davrarmislari, insanlar1 etkileme
giicll, insanlar arasi etkilesim sekli ve rol iligkileri, yonetimsel gorevleri, yetkileri ve gii¢ algilar1 gibi

unsurlarin iizerinde durularak liderlik tanimlarinin yapildig1 goriilmektedir (Yukl, 2010).

Orgiitlerin etkili liderlerle basarili olabilecegine ve hangi durumda hangi tiir liderligin iyi
olacagma iliskin arastirmalarin yapilmasiyla gesitli liderlik yaklagimlar1 gelistirilmeye baslanmaistir.
Bass’a (1990) gore vyeni liderlik yaklasimlarindan dontisiimcii liderler, {istlin performansi
gerceklestirebilmek i¢in ¢alisanlarin menfaatlerini yiikselterek, orgiitiin amag ve misyonlar ile ilgili
farkindalik olusturarak, onlara bu amaglar1 ve misyonlar1 kabul ettirerek, onlarin kendi ¢ikarlar
dogrultusunda, kendi ¢ikarlarini daha da ilerilere gotiirmek icin harekete gegirir. Karizmatik bir
kisilik olarak doniigtimcii liderler, 6rgiitiin amaglarinin 6n planda tutulmas: gerektigini benimsetir,
ortaya koymus oldugu vizyonu ile ilgili olarak takipgilerini bilgilendirir, onlar1 heyecanlandirir,
amagclara ulagsmada izleyicilerin giiven duygularini arttirir. Bir izleyicinin goziinde karizma elde
etmek, doniisiimcii liderligin merkezi konumundadir (Bass, 1990). Siirdiiriimcii liderlik ise lider ile
takipcileri arasinda gerceklesen alis-verise odaklanan liderlik stilidir (Northouse, 2007). Siirdiiriimcii
lider ile takipgileri arasinda bir pazarlik s6z konusudur. Lider, takipgilerine giincel odiiller, 6vgii,
ihtiyaclarinin  karsilanmasi, disiplin ve ceza islemlerinden kacmilmasi karsiiginda takipgilerin
orglitiin amaglar1 ve belirlenen hedefleri dogrultusunda yapilmas: gerekenleri belirterek, onlardan

yliksek performans beklentilerini dile getirir (Bass, Avalio, Jung ve Berson, 2003). Eren’e (2009) gore

1004



KEFAD Cilt 20, Say1 2, Agustos, 2019

bir diger liderlik stili olan tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik ise yonetsel yetkilere fazla ihtiya¢ duymayan,
calisanlar1 kendi hallerinde basibos birakarak gorev ve sorumluluklarii kendi baslarina yapmalarim
bekleyen bir liderlik stilidir. Tam serbestlik taniyan liderin, izleyenlere dogrudan bir etkisi yoktur.
Cok nadir olarak izleyenlerin ne yaptiklarma bakar (Basaran, 2004). Yetkiye sahip ¢ikmazlar ve tiim

yetkiyi kullanma hakkini astlarma birakirlar (Eren, 2009).

Yoneticinin sectigi liderlik stili, liderin rol davranislarini, izledikleri stratejileri ve taktikleri,
Orgiitsel gorevlerin basarilmasini, orgiitteki ahengin saglanmasimi ve takipgilerin deger, inang ve
davramglarini etkiler (Arslantas ve Dursun, 2008). Orgiitlerin yonetsel faaliyetlerini yerine getiren
liderlerin bilingsiz, hatali, yanli, sert veya basarisiz uygulamalari sonucunda orgiit iginde bir¢ok
olumsuzluklar meydana gelmekte ve bu olumsuzluklarin sonucunda calisanlarin, kendi orgiitlerine
yonelik giivensizlik, tedirginlik, stiphecilik ve benzeri bir takim olumsuz tutum ve davraruslar
sergilemelerine yol agmaktadir. Bu olumsuz tutum ve davranislarin en ¢ok goriilenlerinden biri de
sinizmdir (Gil ve Agiréz, 2011). Giiniimiiziin kiiresellesen Orgiitlerinde, liderlerine ve orgiitiine
glivenen, canla basla calisan, sorumluluk ve goérevlerini 6z veri ile yerine getiren isgorenlerin yani sira
orgiit icinde yonetimine giivenmeyen, liderlerinin iki yfiizlii ve ¢ikarct olduguna, kurumlarin
glivenilmez ve adaletten uzak olduguna inanan ve kendilerinden beklenen hizmetleri yerine
getirmedigi gibi dik kafal1 davrams ve tutum sergileyen g¢alisanlarinda bulundugu bir gergektir.
Modern diinyanin sinikleri, otoriteye giivensizliklerinin yami sira, herkesin kendi g¢ikarlarim
diisiindiigiine inanmakta ve kendilerini sinirlayan bu tutumlan ile alayci ve mizahi yollarla basa

¢ikmaya ¢alismaktadir (Dean, Brandes ve Dharwadkar, 1998; Kart, 2014).

Sinizm kelimesinin kokeni antik Yunan felsefesine kadar dayandirilmaktadir. Kelime,
Yunanca “kopek” anlamina gelen “kyon” kelimesinden veya Atina'nin yakinlarindaki, siniklerin
okullarinin oldugu varsayilan, “Cynosarges” kasabasindan tiiretilmistir (Dean, Brandes ve
Dharwadkar, 1998). Orgﬁtsel sinizm kavramu ise ilk olarak Mirvis ve Kanter tarafindan 1989 yilinda
yayimnlanan “Combatting Cynicisim in The Workplace” adli kitapla ortaya atilmistir (James, 2005).
“Bireylerin, yalmzca kendi ¢ikarlarini gozettiklerine inanan ve bu sebeple herkesi ¢ikarci kabul eden
kimseye” sinik, bu davranis bi¢imini agiklayan diisiinceye ise sinizm denilmektedir (Govez, 2013).
Dean, Brandes ve Dharwadkar (1998) yapmis olduklar: arastirmalarla orgiitsel sinizm kavramin
genisletmislerdir. Dean, Brandes ve Dharwadkar’a (1998) gore oOrgiitsel sinizm, kisilerin calistiklar
orgiite karsi gelistirmis olduklar1 negatif tutumlar olup ve orgiitlerinde diiriistliik ilkelerinin olmadig:
yoniindeki inanglari, Orgiitlerine karst negatif duygular ve diisiinceler ile Ortiisen, orgiitlerini
asagilayan ve acimasizca elestiren davranig egilimleridir. Abraham (2000) orgiitsel sinizmi, bireylerin
calistiklar1 orglite karst olumsuz tutumlarmin oldugunu ve bu tutumlarin orgiitlerine karsi negatif

duygularla ve orgiitlerin acimasizca elestirme davranislarini kapsadigimi vurgulamistir. Andersson
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(1996) orgiitsel sinizmi; kisilere, gruplara, ideolojilere, sosyal yeteneklere veya kurumlara kars:
gelistirilen, kuskuculuk, giivensizlik, hayal kirikliklari, kizginhk, timitsiz olma gibi negatif veya
olumsuz tutum ve davraniglar olarak belirtmektedir. Andersson, orgiitii yoneten liderlerin, kendi
¢ikarlar1 dogrultusunda bu iligkileri goz ard: etmesine bagli olarak da oOrgiit icinde gizli ve hileli
davraniglarin ortaya c¢ikmasma sebep oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bu tutumlar, isgérenlerde
gerceklere dayanmayacak yiiksek beklentilerin olusmasina ve karsilanamamalari durumunda ise
hayal kiriklig1 yasanmasina ve bu hayal kiriklig1 sonucunda da isgorenin hiisrana ugramasi sonucu

orgiitsel sinizm olusur (Andersson, 1996).

FitzGerald’a (2002) gore Orgilitsel sinizmin ortaya c¢ikmasinda isgorenlerin karakteristik
ozellikleri 6n plandadir. Insanlar genel olarak iyimser insanlar ve kotiimser insanlar olarak ikiye
ayrilir. fyimser insanlar drgiitleri ile ilgili olumlu duygular beslerler. Is yasaminda olusacak herhangi
bir olumsuzlukta, olay1 i¢sellestirerek iyimser taraflariyla olaya bakar ve kendilerine bir sorumluluk
c¢ikarirlar. Kotiimser insanlar ise boyle durumlar karsisinda ya orgiitiin yoneticilerini ya da diger grup
iiyelerini suglarlar. Yapilan arastirmalarda kotiimser tutumlu insanlarda orgiitsel sinizm goriilme
olasiligy, iyimser tutumlu insanlara gore daha yiiksektir. Kisaca orgiitsel sinizm, {i¢ boyutlu negatif bir
tutumdur. Bunlar; (i) diiriistliikten yoksun bir orgiit inanci, (ii) orgiite kars1 olumsuz duygu, (iii)
elestirel, alayci ve asagilayici davraniglardir (Dean, Brandes ve Dharwadkar, 1998). Orgiitsel sinizm ile
ilgili yapilan arastirmalarda yanlis yonetilen degisim cabalari, rol ¢atismasi, ¢ok uzun g¢alisma saatleri,
mobbing, yetersiz sosyal destek, dengesiz gii¢ dagilimi, orgiit igi yetersiz iletisim, terfide adaletsizlik,
geleneksel is degerleri, amag catismasi, Orgiitsel karmasiklik, kararlara katihm diizeyi, istihdam
eksikligi, isten ¢ikarma, tutulmayan sozler ve yoneticilerin liderlik stilleri 6rgiitsel sinizme neden olan

unsurlar arasindadir (Eaton, 2000; Pelit ve Pelit, 2014).

Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri ile ilgili bir¢ok ¢alismada, okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri
liderlik stillerinin, egitim kurumlarinda meydana gelen tutum ve davranislarla iliskili oldugu ileri
siriilmektedir (Cemaloglu ve Dasgi, 2015). Literatiir incelendiginde yoneticilerin liderlik stillerinin,
orgiitsel bagliligi, orgilitsel vatandasligi is doyumunu, 6rgiit ici informal iligkileri, 6rgiit iklimini, orgiit
kiiltiiriinti ve etkinligini, motivasyonu, Orgiitsel giiveni, yasam doyumunu, Orgiitsel adanmighgs,
calisanlarin ahlaki gelisimlerini, drgiitsel degisimi ve performansi, is tatminini ve is birligini etkiledigi
goriilmektedir (Bass, Avolio, Waldman ve Bebb, 1987; Cansiingii, 2016; Dos, 2016; Epitropaki ve
Martin, 2005; Lowder, 2009; Mulla ve Krishnan, 2012; Ozyigit, 2012; Saridemir, 2015; Saylik, 2012;
Sahin, 2003; Tozal, 2015; Vural, 2016). Bununla birlikte Kalagan ve Aksu (2010) orgiitsel sinizm ile
orgiitsel politika, Orgiitsel adalet, psikolojik sozlesme ihlalli, orgiitsel destek, stres, oOrgiitsel
vatandaslik, calisan performansy, is tatmini, orgiitsel baglhlik, orgiitsel yabancilasma ve tiikenmislik

davraniglar1 ile yakindan iligkili oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ornegin, orgiitsel sinizmin orgiitsel
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bagliligy, orgiitsel vatandashgy, orgiitsel tiikenmisligi, orgiitsel giiveni, orgiitsel adaleti, is doyumunu,
orgiit kiiltiirtinii, is performansini ve motivasyonu olumsuz yonde etkiledigini ortaya koyan bir¢ok
arastirmaya rastlanmaktadir (Abraham, 2000; Aydin, 2017; Dean, Brandes ve Dhardwadker, 1998;
Demirgelik, 2017; FitzGerald, 2002; James, 2005; Jhonson ve O’Leary Kelly, 2003; Mahmood, 2018;
Supriadi ve Sefnedi, 2017; Sirin, 2011; Thompson ve digerleri, 2000; Yasin, 2015). Ancak okul
miidiirlerinin doniistimcti, serbest birakici ve siirdiirtimcii liderlik stilleri ile 6gretmenlerin orgtitsel
sinizm tutumlar1 arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesine yonelik smirh sayida ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Bu
nedenle okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stillerinin, 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarmi yordayip
yordamadigimi  belirlemenin alana katki saglayacag1 distliniilmektedir. Buradan hareketle
arastirmanin amaci, okul miidiirlerinin Ogretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stillerinin,
Ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarmi yordayip yordamadigini belirlemektir. Bu amaca

ulasabilmek i¢in asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmaistir.

1- Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stilleri ve 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel

sinizm tutumlar: hangi diizeydedir?

2- Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stilleri ve dgretmenlerin orgiitsel
sinizm tutumlari cinsiyetlerine, kidemlerine ve oku tiirlerine gére anlamli farklilik gostermekte
midir?

3- Okul miidiirlerinin dgretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stilleri ile 6gretmenlerin Orgiitsel

sinizm tutumlar1 arasinda anlamli bir iliski var midir?

4- Okul midiirlerinin 6gretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stilleri, 6gretmenlerin Orgiitsel

sinizm tutumlarin yordamakta midir?
Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu arastirmada, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenler tarafindan algilanan liderlik stillerinin,
Ogretmenlerin drgiitsel sinizm tutumlarini yordayip yordamadigini belirlemek amaclandigindan nicel
arastirma modellerinden iliskisel tarama modeli tercih edilmistir. Iliskisel tarama modeli, iki ya da
daha fazla degisken arasinda iligkinin olup olmadigini belirleyen tarama modelidir (Biiyiikoztiirk ve

digerleri, 2017).
Evren ve Orneklem

Aragtirmanin evreni, 2017-2018 6gretim yilinda Tekirdag ili genelinde farkh tiirlerdeki resmi
okullarda gorev yapmakta olan toplam 10.806 kadrolu 6gretmenden olusmaktadir (Tekirdag MEM,

2017). Bu arastirmada, ornekleme yontemlerinden kiime O6rnekleme yontemi esas alinmustir. Kiime
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Ornekleme yontemi, seckisiz olarak secilen ve evreni temsil edebilecek gruplarin secildigi bir
yontemdir (Giil ve Ozen, 2007). Arastirmaya katilan dgretmenlerin demografik bilgilerine iligkin

frekans ve yiizde dagilimlar1 Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Ogretmenlerin demografik bilgileri frekans ve yiizde degerleri

Gruplar f %
Kadin 435 59,4
Cinsiyet Erkek 297 40,6
Toplam 732 100,0
5 yil ve alt1 242 33,1
6-10 y1l 179 24,5
. 11-15 y1l 122 16,7
Mesleki Kidem 16-20 yil 9% 13,1
21 yil ve iistii 93 12,7
Toplam 732 100,0
Anaokulu 83 11,3
Tlkokul 233 31,8
Okul Turi Ortaokul 168 23,0
Lise 248 33,9
Toplam 732 100,0

Tablo 1’de goriildiigii {izere 6rneklem grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerin 4351 (%59,4) kadin,
297’si (%40,6) erkektir. 242’si (%33,1) 5 yil ve alti, 179'u (%24,5) 6-10 yil arasi, 122’si (%16,7) 11-15 yil
arasi, 96’s1 (%13,1) 16-20 yil arasi, 93’11 (%12,7) 21 yil ve iizeri kideme sahiptir. 83’11 (%11,3) anaokulu,
2331 (%31,8) ilkokul, 168’1 (%23,0) ortaokul ve 2481 (%33,9) lise diizeyinde bir okulda gorev

yapmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araglan

Arastirma verilerinin toplanmasinda Kisisel Bilgiler Formu, Okul Miidiirleri Liderlik Stilleri
Olgegi (OMLSO) ve Orgiitsel Sinizm Olgegi (OSO) olmak {izere toplam iig boliimden olugan bir &lgek
kullanilmugtir. Olgeklerin izinleri énceden almmis ve uygulanmistir. Olgeklerin uygulanmasinda

tamamen goniilliiliik esas alinmaistir.

Akan, Yildirnm ve Yalgin (2014) tarafindan gelistirilen OMLSO toplam {i¢ alt boyuttan
olusmaktadir. Olgekte toplam 35 madde bulunmaktadir. Olgegin alt boyutlar1 doniisiimcii liderlik
stili, stirdiriimcii liderlik stili ve serbest birakici liderlik stili olarak tasarlanmistir. Dontistimcii
liderlik boyutunda 20 madde, siirdiiriimcii liderlik boyutunda 7 madde, serbest birakici liderlik
boyutunda ise 8 madde bulunmaktadir. Olgek 51i likert tiirii bir 6lgektir. Akan, Yildirim ve Yal¢in
(2014) OMLSO alt boyutlarindan doniistimcii liderlik stili Cronbach's-Alfa katsayismi 0.94,
sirdiirimcii liderlik Cronbach's-Alfa katsayisini 0.84 ve serbest birakici liderlik Cronbach's-Alfa
katsayisini 0.82 olarak hesaplamistir. Bu arastirmada ise doniistimcii liderlik stili Cronbach's-Alfa
katsayis1 0.94, stirdiiriimcii liderlik Cronbach's-Alfa katsayisi 0.80 ve serbest birakici liderlik

Cronbach's-Alfa katsayis1 0.84 olarak hesaplanmustir.
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0OSO, Sagir ve Oguz (2012) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Caliganlarin kararlara ve uygulamalara
katilimi, calistig1 orgiitten (duyussal ve davranissal) uzaklasma, performans: diisiiren etkenler ve
okula karst olumsuz tutum olmak {izere toplam dort alt boyut ve 25 maddeden olusmaktadir.
Orgiitsel Sinizm Olgegi de 5'1i likert tipinde gelistirilmistir. Sagir ve Oguz’a (2012) gore yapmig
olduklar1 “Ogretmenlere Yonelik Orgiitsel Sinizm Olgegi” calismalari sonucunda Cronbach’s Alfa i¢
tutarlilik giivenilirlik katsayis1 birinci faktor igin 0,86, ikinci faktor icin 0,88, tiglincii faktor igin 0,85,
dordiincti faktor icin 0,68 olarak bulduklarimi belirterek Olgegin tiimii igin Cronbach’s Alpha
Katsayisinin 0,89 olarak tespit edildigini aktarmislardir. Bu dlgekten alinabilecek puanlar ise 25 ile 125
arasinda degismektedir. Burada alan yiiksek puanlar, 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarinin
yliksek, alman diisiik puanlar ise 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarinin diisiik oldugunu ifade

etmektedir. Bu arastirmada 6lgegin Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayisi 0,87 olarak hesaplanmistir
Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmada kullanilan 6lgekler vasitasiyla toplanan veriler bilgisayar ortamina aktarilmistir.
Elde edilen veriler SSPS 22.0 paket programi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Her iki 6l¢egin alt boyut
frekanslari, ortalamalar1 ve standart sapmalari hesaplanmistir. Hangi tiir analizlerin yapilacagina
karar vermek amaciyla verilerin normallik degerleri incelenmistir. Dagilimlarin normal ¢ikmasi
lizerine parametrik testler yapilmaya karar verilmistir. Gruplar arasinda anlamli farkhilik olup
olmadigini belirlemek ic¢in bagimsiz gruplar icin t testi ve One-Way ANOVA testi kullanilmistir.
Liderlik stilleri ile sinizm arasindaki iliskiyi olup olmadiginin belirlenmesi amaciyla Pearson
Korelasyon Analizi yapilmistir. Arastirmanin bagimsiz degiskeninin (liderlik stilleri), bagimh
degiskeni (sinizm) anlamli bir sekilde yordayip-yordamadigini tespit etmek amaciyla regresyon

analizi yapilmistir. Tiim analiz sonuglarinda anlamlilik diizeyi p<.05 olarak alinmistur.
Bulgular

Ogretmenlerin liderlik stilleri algilaria ve rgtiisel sinizm tutumlarima ait aritmetik ortalama

ve standart sapma degerleri Tablo 2’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2. Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri dlgegi ve Orgiitsel sinizm 6lgegi puanlarina ait aritmetik ortalama ve
standart sapma degerleri

Puan n X Ss
Sinizm toplam 732 2,44 ,53
Calistigi kurumdan uzaklasma 732 2,10 45
Performansi diisliren etkenler 732 2,34 ,86
Kararlar1 uygulamaya katilim 732 4,12 ,65
Okula kars1 olumsuz tutum 732 1,73 72
Dontisiimcti liderlik 732 3,76 ,72
Surdirimct liderlik 732 2,73 ,61

Serbest birakic liderlik 732 2,17 ,76
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Tablo 2'de goriildiigii tizere 6rneklem grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerin, okul miidiirlerinin
liderlik stilleri ile orgiitsel sinizm 6lgeklerine ve alt boyutlarina ait analizlerde sinizm toplam puanlar1
ortalamas1 X=2,44 (ss=0,53); calisanlarin kararlar1 uygulamaya katilim puanlar1 ortalamasi X= 4,12
(ss=0,65); okula karsi olumsuz tutum puanlari ortalamasi X=1,73 (ss=0,72); performansi diisiiren
etkenler puanlarinin ortalamasi X=2,34 (ss=0,86); calistigi kurumdan uzaklasma puanlarinin
ortalamas1 X=2,10 (ss=0,45); stirdiiriimcii liderlik puanlarinin ortalamasi X=2,73 (ss=0,61); serbest
birakici liderlik puanlarinin ortalamas: X=2,17 (ss=0,76) ve dontisiimcti liderlik puanlar: ortalamasinin

X=3,76 (ss= 0,72) olarak bulunmustur.

Arastirmada kullanilan Olgeklerden Okul Midirleri Liderlik Stilleri ve Orgﬁtsel Sinizm
olgeklerine ait puanlarin demografik bilgilerde yer alan degiskenlerden cinsiyetlere gore yapilan
bagimsiz gruplar t-testi analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 3'te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri dlcegi ve drgiitsel sinizm 6lgegi puanlarimin cinsiyet degiskenine
gore t testi analiz sonucu

Puan Gruplar n X SD f daf p

e e a1l . Kadin 435 74,47 14,34

Dontisiimcti liderlik Erkek 297 76,30 14,58 -1,68 730 ,742
e . . Kadin 435 18,94 4,23

Surdirtmect liderlik Erkek 297 19,38 431 -1,37 730 ,949
. . Kadin 435 17,23 6,01

Serbest birakic liderlik Erkek 297 17,45 6.26 -,49 730 ,254
. o Kadin 435 60,97 12,96

Orgiitsel Sinizm Toplam ,245 730 ,806
Erkek 297 60,73 13,59

Tablo 3’teki bulgular incelendiginde Ogretmenlerin doniisiimcii liderlik (#=-1,68; p>05);
siirdiirtimcii liderlik (#=-1,37; p>,05) ve serbest birakici liderlik stili algilar1 (t=-,49; p>,05) ve orgiitsel

sinizm tutumlari (t=,245; p>,05) cinsiyetlerine gore anlamh farklilik bulunmadig: goriilmektedir.

Okul Miidiirleri Liderlik Stilleri ve Orgiitsel Sinizm toplam puanlariin demografik bilgilerde
yer alan degiskenlerden mesleki kidem degiskenine gore yapilan One-Way ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo

4’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 4. Liderlik stilleri 6lceli ve orgiitsel sinizm 6lcedi puanlarinin mesleki kideme gore One-Way ANOVA
sonuglar

Puan  Grup n X Ss  Var.K. KT Sd KO F p  Anlamhlik
1-5 y1l 242 76.60 13.41 G.Arasi 1871.99 4 468.00
6-10 y1l 179 7596 13.73 G.ci 150908.76 727 207.58
11-15 y1l 122 73.03 15.84 Toplam 152780.75 731 2.255 062 —

16-20 y1l 9% 7252 14.44
21 yil iist 93 75.82 16.09
Toplam 732 7521 14.46

Dontistimctii
liderlik

5 1-5 y1l 242 16.68 6.17 G.Arasi 271.98 4 68.00
%’:3 L 610yl 179 1712 6.00 G.i 27008.49 727 37.15
£ 115yl 122 1843 674 Toplam 2728047 731 1.830 121
g2 16-20y1 9 1754 5.08
5 2lylist 93 1767 6.19
@ Toplam 732
1-5yi1l 242 1857 420 G.Aras1 159.89 4 3997
6-10 y1l 179 19.04 4.06 G.ci 13127.24 727 18.06
11-15 y1l 122 19.36 4.72 Toplam 13287.13 731 2214 .066 —

16-20 y1l 9% 1956 4.32
21 yil iist 93 1991 3.99
Toplam 732 19.12  4.26
1-5yil 242 61.31 12.87 G.Aras1 387.66 4 9692

Surdirtimcu
liderlik

g X
=S 610yl 179 6056 1312 Glgi 12712208 727 17486
28 1115yl 122 6138 1467 Toplam 127509.69 731 e eon
BE 1620y 9% 6139 1276 S
O 2 2iylust 93 5917 1278
wn

Toplam 732 60.88 13.20

Tablo 4'te gortldiigii tizere okul miidiirlerinin Ogretmenler tarafindan algiladiklar
doniistimctii (F=2,255; p>,05), serbest birakict (F=1,830; p>,05) ve siirdiiriimcii liderlik stilleri (F=2,214;
p>,05) ile 6gretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 (F=,554; p>,05), mesleki kidemlerine gore anlamli

farklilik gostermemektedir.

Arastirmada kullanilan Olgeklerden Okul Miudurleri Liderlik Stilleri ve Orgﬁtsel Sinizm
Olgeklerine ait puanlarin demografik bilgilerde yer alan degiskenlerden okul tiirlerine gore yapilan

One-Way ANOVA ve tamamlayic1 post hoc testlerinin analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 5'te verilmistir.
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Tablo 5. Okul miidiirleri liderlik sitilleri 6lcegi ve orgiitsel sinizm Olcegi puanlarimin okul tiirlerine gore One-
Way ANOVA ve LSD analizi sonuglar

Puan Grup n X Ss  Var.K. KT Sd KO F p  Anlamlilik

Anaokulu 83 7755 14.55 G.Arast  3906.87  31302.29
flkokul 233 7528 14.67 G.ci 148873.88 728 204.50
Ortaokul 168 71.26 14.99 Toplam 152780.75 731 6.36. .000 C<A-B-D
Lise 248 77.04 13.36
Toplam 732 7521 14.46
Anaokulu 83 16.28 5.60 G.Aras1 649.41 3 21647
Serbest Ilkokul 233 16.34 5.84 G.ci 26631.06 728 36.58
birakict  Ortaokul 168 18.67 6.68 Toplam 2728047 731 591 .001 C>A-B
liderlik Lise 248 17.67 5.93
Toplam 732 17.32 6.11
Anaokulu 83 18.02 458 G.Arasi 265.23 3 8841
Ikokul 233 18.61 3.93 G.ci 13021.90 728 17.89
Ortaokul 168 19.70 447 Toplam 13287.13 731 494 .002 C>A-B
Lise 248 19.56 4.21
Toplam 732 19.12 4.26
Anaokulu 83 59.96 12.06 G.Arast 281574 3 938.58
Orgiitsel ~ lkokul 233 5835 13.08 G.ici 124693.95 728 171.28
Sinizm Ortaokul 168 63.32 14.96 Toplam 127509.69 731 5.48 .001
Toplam Lise 248 61.90 12.02
Toplam 732 60.88 13.21

Dontistimctii
liderlik

Surdirimcii
liderlik

C>A,
D>A

Tablo 5'te goriildiigii One-Way ANOVA sonucunda doniisiimcii liderlik puanlar1 (F=6,368;
p<,001), serbest birakici liderlik puanlar1 (F=5,918; p<,01) ve siirdiiriimcii liderlik puanlarinda (F=4,943;
p<,01) gruplar arasindaki farklilik anlamli bulunmustur. Post hoc LSD testi sonucunda anlamliligin
dontistimcii liderlik stilinde anaokulu ile ortaokul arasinda anaokulu lehine; ilkokul ile ortaokul
arasinda, ilkokul lehine; lise ile ortaokul arasinda, lise lehine; serbest birakici liderlik alt boyutunda
anaokulu ile ortaokul grubu arasinda ortaokul grubu lehine; ilkokul ile ortaokul grubu arasinda
ortaokul grubu lehine; ilkokul grubu ile lise grubu arasinda, lise grubu lehine; stirdiirtimcti liderlik alt
boyutunda ise anaokulu ile ortaokul arasinda ortaokul lehine; anaokulu ile lise arasinda lise lehine;
ilkokul ile ortaokul arasinda, ortaokul lehine; ilkokul ile lise arasinda, lise lehine anlamli farklilik

saptanmistir (p<,01).

Tablo 5'te goriildiigii iizere, drneklem grubunu olusturan ogretmenlerin OSO toplam
puanlarmin gorev yaptiklar: okul tiirlerine anlamli farkliliklar bulunmustur (p<,01). Yapilan post hoc
LSD testi sonucunda anlamliligin ilkokul ile ortaokul gruplarinda ortaokul grubu lehine; ilkokul ile

lise gruplarinda, lise grubu lehine anlaml farklilik oldugu bulunmustur.

Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri ile orgiitsel sinizm arasindaki iliskinin belirlenmesine

yonelik olara yapilan Pearson korelasyon analizi sonuglar: Tablo 6’da gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 6. Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik sitilleri ile Orgiitsel sinizm arasindaki korelasyon analizi sonuglar:

Okul Miidiirlerinin Liderlik Sitilleri Orgiitsel Sinizm Toplam
Olgeginin Alt Boyutlari N R p
Dontistimcti Liderlik 732 -,644 ,000*
Serbest Birakici Liderlik 732 ,573 ,000%*
Surdirimci Liderlik 732 ,423 ,000*

Tablo 6'da goriildiigii lizere, 6gretmenlerin algiladiklar1 doniisiimcii liderlik stili ile orgiitsel
sinizm arasinda negatif yonde ve orta diizeyde (r=-,644; p<,001); serbest birakici liderlik stili ile
orgilitsel sinizm arasinda pozitif yonde orta diizeyde (r=573; p<,001); siirdiiriimcii liderlik stili ile
orgilitsel sinizm arasinda pozitif yonde ve orta diizeyde (r=423; p<,001) anlaml iliskiler oldugu

saptanmusgtir.

Okul midirlerinin dontisiimcii, serbest birakici ve siirdiirimcti liderlik stillerinin,
Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarini yordayip yordamadigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan basit
regresyon analizi sonuglari Tablo 7’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7. Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stillerinin orgiitsel sinizmi yordayip yordamadi§ina iliskin regresyon
analizi sonuglar

Bagimsiz  Bagimh B Sh. B t p R R? F p

Degisken  Degisken

e Orgiitsel
Dontis. .
. . Sinizm -,59 ,03 -644 22,760  ,000* ,644 414 518,002 ,000*
Liderlik
Toplam

Serbest Orgiitsel
Birakic Sinizm 1,24 07 ,573 18,881  ,000* 573 /327 356,492 ,000*
Liderlik Toplam

Siirdii Orgiitsel
UrGUT- Sinizm 131 10 423 12,596 000+ 423 177 158,647 ,000*
Liderlik

Toplam

Tablo 7'de goriildiigii iizere, bagimsiz degiskenlerden doniisiimcii liderlik stili, bagimli
degisken Orgiitsel sinizmi %41 oraninda negatif yonde anlaml bir sekilde yordarken; serbest birakict
liderlik stili orgiitsel sinizmi %32 ve stirdiiriimcii liderlik stili 6rgiitsel sinizmi %17 oraminda pozitif
yonde yordamaktadir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, 0gretmenler tarafindan algilanan oOrgiitsel sinizmdeki
toplam varyansin %41’ini okul miidiirlerinin doniistimcii liderlik stili, %32 serbest birakici liderlik stili

ve %17’sini stirdiirtimcii liderlik stili agiklamaktadir.
Sonucg ve Tartisma

C)rgiitiinde sinizm algilayan birey otoriteye giivenmemekte, herkesin kendi c¢ikarlarin

diistindiigline inanmakta ve kendisini sinirlayan bu tutumu alayci ve mizahi yollarla bas etmeye
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calismaktadir (Dean, Brandes ve Dharwadkar, 1998; Kart, 2014). Bu anlamda okul yoneticileri lider
olarak hem oOrgiitsel sinizmin ortaya ¢ikmasinin nedeni hem de O6nlenmesinin aktorii olabilir. Bu
nedenle bu arastirmada, okul miidiirlerinin &gretmenlerin tarafindan algilanan liderlik stilleri ile
Ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 arasindaki iliskiyi ve okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stillerinin
Ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarini yordayip yordamadigini belirlemek amaglanmstir.
Arastirmada elde edilen bulgulara gore 6gretmenler okul miidiirlerini “yiiksek” diizeyde doniisiimcii
lider olarak algilamaktadir. Ogretmenler tarafindan okul miidiirlerinin siirdiiriimcii liderlik stili
“orta” diizeyde; serbest birakici liderlik diizeyi ise “diisiik” diizeyde algilanmaktadir. Bunun sebebi
olarak son yillarda diinyada yasanan hizli degisimlerle birlikte okullarinda yeni degisimlere ayak
uydurabilmesi i¢in okul miidiirlerinin yogun c¢aba gosterdikleri ve bu cabalarin &gretmenler
tarafindan dogru algilandig1 gosterilebilir. Bu sonug Sahin (2003), Ozyigit (2012), Cansiingii (2016),
Bardakg1 (2017), Vural (2016), Abu Tineh, Khasawneh ve Omary (2009) tarafindan yapilan arastirma

sonuglari ile drtiismektedir.

Cinsiyet degiskenine gore Okul Miidiirleri Liderlik Stilleri puanlarinda gruplar arasinda
anlaml farklihik bulunmamistir. Bu sonu¢ Vural (2016), Abu Tineh, Khasawneh ve Omary (2009),
Dalgic (2015) ve Tozal'in (2015) arastirma sonuglari ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Aritmetik
ortalamalar: incelendiginde ise erkeklerin ortalamalarinin kadinlarin ortalamalarindan daha yiiksek
oldugu goriilmektedir. Bunun sebebi olarak kadin ogretmenlerin degisen ve ani gelisen olaylar
karsisinda erkelere gore daha hassas davrandiklari sdylenebilir. Saylik (2012), Ozyigit (2012) ve
Bardakg1 (2017) da ayn1 sonucu saptarken; Dos (2014), Cansiingii (2016), Can (2014) ve Sahin’in (2003)
yapmis oldugu arastirmalarda ise kadinlarin aritmetik ortalamasi erkek dgretmenlerden daha ytiiksek
¢itkmistir. Bunun sebebi olarak da yapilan aragtirmanin zaman, mekan veya bdlge bakimindan

Orneklem grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerin ¢alisma ortamlarimin farklilik gdstermesi olabilir.

Mesleki kidem degiskenine gore Okul Midiirleri Liderlik Stilleri puanlarinda gruplar
arasinda anlamli farklilik olmadigi belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglar Bardak¢ (2017), Dos (2014), Vural
(2016), Dalgi¢ (2015), Saylik (2012) ve Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh ve Omary (2009) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmalarla Ortiismektedir. Ancak gruplarin puanlarinin aritmetik ortalamalar: incelendiginde 11-
15 yil kideme sahip olan 6gretmenlerin siirdiirtimcii liderlik ve serbest birakici liderlik puanlari diger
gruplarin ortalamalarindan daha yiiksek diizeydedir. Bu sonug, $Sahin (2003), Ozyigit (2012) ve
Cansiingii’'niin (2016) arastirma bulgular: ile benzerdir. Yapilan bu arastirmada kidem degiskenine
gore gruplar arasinda anlamli farkliigin olmamasinin sebebi Ogretmenlerin gorevleri geregi
ulagilmasi gereken hedefler ile okul yonetiminin beklentileri ortak oldugundan ve okul yonetiminin
de bu beklentilere benzer yaklagimlar sergilemesinden dolay1 kidem degiskenine gore 6gretmenlerin

liderlik algilar: farklilik gostermemis olabilir.
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Okul tirti degiskenine gore Okul Midiirleri Liderlik Stilleri puanlarinda gruplar arasinda
anlamli farkliliklar tespit edilmistir. Anaokulu, ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise gruplar1 arasinda,
ortaokullarda gorev yapan ogretmenlerin doniisiimcii liderlik stili ortalamalar1 diger okullara gore
daha diisiik iken; stirdiirtimcii liderlik ve serbest birakici liderlik puanlarimin daha yiiksek oldugu
gorilmiistiir. Bu sonu¢ Vural (2016) ve Cansiingii'niin (2016) arastirma bulgular1 ile paralellik
gostermektedir. Ortaokul ve lise gruplarinda siirdiiriimcii liderlik ve serbest birakici liderlik
puanlarinin  anaokulu ve ilkokul gruplarina gore yiiksek ¢ikmasinin nedeni, ortaokullarda
Ogrencilerin ergenlik donemine 6zel olumsuz tutum ve davramslar ile velilerden kaynaklanan
olumsuz tutum ve davramglar karsisinda okul miidiiriiniin yeterli tedbirler alamadig1 ve olaylara
zamaninda miidahil olamadigi, mevcut yonetmelik ve sartlarin okul idaresinin tutum ve
davranislarini kisitladig inanci, ders programlarinin ve ders yiiklerinin diger 6gretmenlere gore daha
dezavantajli olmasi gosterilebilir. Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh ve Omary (2009) tarafindan Urdiin’de
yapilan arastirmada ise ilkokullar lehine ¢ikmistir. Bunun sebebi tilkeler arasindaki egitim anlayislari,

takip edilen miifredat programlari ve 6gretmenden beklentilerin farkli olmasi olabilir.

Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar (¢alistig1 kurumdan uzaklasma-performans: diisiiren
etkenler- okula karst olumsuz tutum ve kararlar1 uygulamaya katilim) “diisiik” diizeyde
bulunmustur. Bu sonug Ozer (2014), Mahmood (2018), Aydin (2017), Karademir (2017), Arslan (2016),
Kalagan ve Giizeller (2010), Demir (2017), Sirin (2011), Giines (2017), Demirgelik (2017) ve James (2005)
tarafindan yapilan arastirma bulgulari ile 6rtiismektedir. Bu sonuca gore 6gretmenlerin gorev yapmis
olduklar1 okullarda 6gretmenlik mesleginin gereklerini yerine getirmeyi okulda veya cevresinde
ortaya ¢ikan olumsuz durumlara ragmen asli gorevlerini yerine getirme isteklerinin 6n planda oldugu

sOylenebilir.

Orgiitsel sinizm alt boyutlarindan performansi diisiiren etkenler boyutunun puanlari diger
boyutlarin puanlarina gore daha yiiksek, okula karsi olumsuz tutum boyutunun puan ortalamasi ise
en diisiik diizeyde ¢ikmistir. Arastirmanin bu sonuglar1 Karademir (2017), Arslan (2016), Demir (2017)
ve Kalagan ve Giizeller'in (2010) arastirma bulgular1 ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Bu sonug
neticesinde 6gretmenlerin herhangi bir olumsuzluk ve problem karsisinda orgiitsel sinizm diizeyleri
ylikseldiginde oncelikle performanslarinin diistiigiinii ve son asamada okula karst olumsuz tutum
sergilediklerini ve her seye ragmen kurumlar1 ve &grencileri igin 6zveride bulunduklar1 soylenebilir.
Farkli meslek gruplar ve Orgiitler izerinde orgiitsel sinizmin etkileri ile ilgili olarak ¢aligmalar yapan
Dean, Brandes ve Dhardwadker (1998), FitzGerald (2000), Thompson ve digerleri (2000), Nous (2007)
ve Jhonson ve O’leary Kelly (2003) orgiitsel sinizmin Orgiitsel adalet, giiven, is tatmini, ise katilim,
performansi etkileyen faktorler, ise uyum, orgiitsel vatandashk, orgiitsel baglilik ve titkenmislik gibi

davranislar1 olumsuz olarak etkiledigini ortaya koymuslardir.
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Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetlere gore orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 gruplar arasinda anlaml farklilik
bulunmamustir. Demirgelik (2017), Giines (2017), Sirin (2011), Kalagan ve Giizeller (2010) ve Aydin'in
(2017) yapmus oldugu arastirma sonuglarinda da cinsiyet degiskenine gore gruplar arasinda anlaml
fark bulunamamaistir. Bu sonuca bakarak egitim orgiitlerinde gorev yapan ogretmenlerde okul ile ilgili
herhangi bir sorun yasandiginda hem kadin hem erkek 6gretmenlerin ayn1 yaklasimlar sergiledigi ve
ayn sekilde etkilendigi soylenebilir. Egitim orgiitleri disindaki orgiitlerde, Bommer, Rich ve Rubin
(2005), Nous (2007), Thompson ve digerleri (2000), Ropledo, Martinez ve Merlano’nun (2018) orgiitsel
sinizm ile ilgili yaptiklar1 arastirma sonuglarinda da kadinlarla erkekler arasmmda anlamli farklilik

tespit edilememistir.

Ogretmenlerin mesleki kidemlere gore orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarinda gruplar arasinda anlaml
farklilik olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Arastirma bulgular1 ayni zamanda Ozer (2014), Mahmood (2018),
Demirgelik (2017), Arslan (2016) ve Karademir'in (2016) yapmis oldugu arastirma sonuglar: ile
paralellik gostermektedir. Ancak gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 incelendiginde 11-15 yil arasi
mesleki kideme sahip Ogretmenlerin toplam sinizm tutumlar1 diger gruplardaki &gretmenlerin
tutumlarindan daha yiiksek diizeyde ¢ikmistir. Bu bulgular da Giines (2017), Demir (2011) ve Kalagan
ve Giizeller’in (2010) arastirma sonuglari ile desteklenmektedir. Ayni sekilde meslekikideme gére 11-
15 y1l mesleki kideme sahip grubs 6gretmenlerin okul miidiirlerinin siirdiiriimcii ve serbest birakici
liderlik stilleri de diger gruplardan daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Yine burada okul miidiirlerinin
algilanan liderlik stillerinin 11-15 yil kideme sahip Ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm diizeyini
ylikselttigini gostermektedir. Genel olarak bakildiginda ise degisen sart ve kosullarda 6gretmenlerin

hepsinin mesleki kidemlere bakilmaksizin ayni sekilde etkilendigi soylenebilir.

Okul tiirlerine gore Ogretmenlerin oOrgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 gruplar arasinda anlamli
farkliliklar tespit edilmis olup; ortaokul ve liselerde gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin oOrgilitsel sinizm
tutumlar1 anaokullarinda gorev yapan 0gretmenlerin drgiitsel sinizm tutumlarindan daha yiiksektir.
Bu sonuglar Arslan (2016), Demir (2017) ve Giines'in (2017) arastirmalar1 Ortiisiirken Kalagan ve
Giizeller'in (2010) arastirmasinda lise grubu lehine ¢ikmustir. Ancak Kalagan ve Giizeller'in (2010)
arastirmasinda okul diizeyi olarak ortaokul grubu bulunmayip onun yerine ilkdgretim grubu yer
aldigindan sonuglar farkli ¢ikmis olabilir. Kararlar1 uygulamaya katilim boyutunda ise anaokullar
lehine yiiksek ¢ikmistir. Baska bir anlatimla, anaokullar1 ve okuldncesi 6gretmenleri okulda alinan
kararlara katiim ve uygulama asamasinda kendilerinin pasif birakildig1 inancin tasiyor olabilirler.
Bunun sebebi ise anaokullar1 ve anasiniflarinin gretim programi, 6gretim sekli ve isleyis bakimindan
diger kurumlardan farkli bir yapiya sahip olmasi, bazi okullarda anasinifi 6gretmenleri igin
Ogretmenler odasmin olmayisi okul icinde 6grenci ile ilgili yasanan gelisme ve sorunlarin diger

okullardan daha farkli sekilde uygulanmasi sonucu alinan kararlara katiim ve uygulama
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asamasindaki isleyisten dolayi farkh diisiiniiyor olabilirler. Ortaokullarda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin
Orgiitsel sinizm diizeyinin yiiksek ¢ikmasmin sebebi ise Ogretmenlerin sik¢a smav sistemi
degisimlerinde hem okul yoneticileri hem de veliler tarafindan yapilan baskilar ile 6grencilerin yas

grubu itibari ile ergenlik donemi davranislarindan kaynaklanabilir.

Arastirmanin bir diger sonucunda orgiitsel sinizm ile doniisiimcii liderlik stili arasinda
negatif yonlii, orgiitsel sinizm ile siirdiiriimcii liderlik ve serbest birakici liderlik stilleri arasinda ise
pozitif yonlti anlamh iliski oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu sonuca gore okul yoneticilerinin doniistimcii
liderlik stili orgiitsel sinizm diizeyini azaltirken; stirdiirtimcii ve serbest birakici liderlik stilleri ise
orgiitsel sinizm diizeyini arttirmaktadir. Bu bulgular Ozer (2014), Arslan (2016), Giines (2017) ve
Demirgelik’in (2017) egitim orgiitlerinde yaptiklar1 arastirma bulgular: ile Ortiismektedir. Egitim
orgiitleri disinda Thompson ve digerleri (2000) ve Bommer, Rich ve Rubin (2005) tarafindan yapilan
arastirma bulgulari da yoneticilerin liderlik stilleri ve davranislari ile 6rgiitsel sinizm arasinda anlaml

iligkiler oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Arastirmada elde edilen son bulguya gore okul miidiirlerinin doniistimcii, siirdiiriimcii ve
serbest birakici liderlik stilleri, 6gretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarini anlamli bir sekilde
yordamaktadir. Bagka bir anlatimla, doniisiimcii liderlik stili, O0gretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm
tutumlarmi olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir. Buna gore okul miidiirleri dontistimcii liderlik stillerini
tercih ettiklerinde 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarinin azalacagi soylenebilir. Bu sonuglar
dontistimcti liderli stilinin alt boyutlar: olan liderle 6zdeglesme, paylasma, kararlara katilim, bireysel
ilgi ve destek, olumlu yonde giidiilenme ve motive edilme gibi davranislar gosterdiginde,
Ogretmenlerin sinizm davraniglarinin diistiigiinti gostermektedir. Serbest birakici liderlik stilinin
Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutumlarini olumlu yonde etkiledigi goriilmiistiir. Okul miidiirlerinin
serbest birakici liderlik uygulamalar1 arttiginda Ogretmenlerin orglitsel sinizm tutumlar1 da
artmaktadir. Bu sonuca gore 6gretmenler i-galistiklar: okullarda yasadiklar: sorunlar karsisinda okul
miidiirlerinin kendilerini yalniz birakmak yerine desteklemesini istemektedir. Son olarak siirdiiriimcii
liderlik stilinin 6gretmenlerin 6rgiitsel sinizm tutumlarmi olumlu yo6nde etkiledigi goriilmiistiir. Okul
miidiirlerinin stirdiirtimctii liderlik davranislar: arttikca 6gretmenlerin orgilitsel sinizm tutumlar1 da
artmaktadir. Bu sonuca gore okul miidiirlerinin olumsuz tutumlari, her seyi pazarlik meselesi
yapmasi, 6gretmenleri yasal makam ile tehdit etmeleri, yeniliklere ve degisimlere sicak yaklasmamasi,
kanun ve yonetmeliklere asir1 bagliligi, risk almamasi, ortak bir okul kiiltiirii veya iklimi
olusturamamasi, kararlar1 alma ve uygulamada &gretmenleri dahil etmemesi, denetim konusunda
kati tutum sergilemesi gibi davranmiglarinin Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm tutum diizeylerinin

artmasina sebep oldugu ve ogretmenlerin bu davranmiglardan rahatsizhk duydugu sdylenebilir.
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Aragtirmanin bu bulgular1 Ozer (2014), Arslan (2016), Giines (2017), Demirgelik (2017), Bommer, Rich

ve Rubin (2005) tarafindan yapilan arastirma bulgulari ile desteklenmektedir.

Sonug olarak Polat'in da (2009) belirttigi gibi egitim kurumlarinda 6gretmenlerle-6grenciler,
O0gretmenle-veliler ve okul miidiirleri ile tiim gruplar arasinda gesitli iliskiler bulunmaktadir. Yapilan
aragtirmalarda gortildiigii {izere okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri egitim Orgiitlerinde yasanan
olumsuz davranislar {izerinde etkili olmaktadir (Cemaloglu ve Dasci, 2015). Okullardaki orgiitsel
basariy1 yakalamak, kalitlie ve etkili yeni uygulamalari hayata ge¢irmek, 6gretmenlerin okullarina
kars1 gosterdikleri tutumlara baghdir (Kalagan ve Giizeller, 2010). Bu nedenle okul miidiirlerinin
liderlik stilleri ile 6gretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar1 ¢ok énemli hale gelmektedir. Her ne kadar
Tiirkiye’deki egitim sisteminde okul miidiirlerinin rolleri merkezi yonetim tarafindan belirlense de
okul miidiirlerinin degisen ve doniisen diinyaya ayak uydurmak icin dontistimcii liderlik davranislar:
sergilemeleri gerektigini anlamalar1 ve liderlik uygulamalarinda bunu sergilemeleri gerekir. Bu
sayede her degisim ve doniisiimiin temel dinamigi olan ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel sinizm tutumlar:

azaltilarak, okul reformlar: basari ile uygulanabilir.

Bu ¢alismada ve alanyazinda ulasilan arastirma sonuglar: hem benzerlikler hem de farkliliklar
gostermektedir. Arastirma sonuglarmin farklibk kaynagi olarak arastirmalarin gergeklestirildigi
kiiltiirler, egitim sistemleri, okul yapilari, 6gretmenler, veri toplama araglari, 6rneklemin biiytikliikleri
veya Ozellikleri, okul tiirii ve kullanilan yontemler gosterilebilir. Arastirma sonuglarinin benzerlik ve
farklilik gostermesi tartisma konusu olmakla birlikte, okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stillerinin orgiitsel

sinizm tizerinde etkili olmasi agisindan 6nemli bilgiler sunmaktadir.
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Introduction

Social, economic and cultural changes in social structures and new developments in education
and management sciences have put different functions on schools. In this direction, the adoption of
new management approaches and educational models has led to significant changes in the roles and
upbringing of school administrators (Terzi, 2013). As Ugur and Ugur (2014) stated, factors such as
individual characteristics, abilities, knowledge and skill levels, communication skills of managers are
the factors that affect the success and effectiveness of the organizations. Sagir (2018) emphasizes that
the management of educational organizations (schools) whose inputs and outputs are human is very
important. Because the mistakes made by the organizations that produce goods may be corrected, but
it is sometimes not possible to correct the mistakes made in schools that raise people. Therefore,
school administrators are expected to manage the school's human and substance resources in a
rational way. The effective management of a school is only possible if shool principals have necessary

leadership skills and behaviors.

Although the concepts of manager and leader evoke similar meanings, their meanings differ
(Argon, 2004). According to the definition made by Eren (2010), “Leadership is the gathering of people
around pre-determined common goals, influencing people about what to do in order to achieve these
goals, taking action, all of their knowledge and abilities. In the definitions of leadership, it is seen that
the definitions of leadership are made by emphasizing the personal characteristics and behaviors of
the people who are leaders, the power of influencing people, the form of interaction and role relations,

administrative duties, effects, powers and perceptions of power (Yukl, 2010).

Various approaches to leadership have been developed by conducting research on whether
organizations can be successful with effective leaders and in which situations what kind of leadership
is best. According to Bass (1990), transformational leaders, one of the new leadership approaches, aim
to increase their interests in order to achieve superior performance, to raise awareness of the goals and
missions of the organization, to make them accept these goals and missions and to take their own
interests further in line with their own interests. As a charismatic personality, transformational leaders
adopt that the aims of the organization should be prioritized, inform their followers about their vision,
excite them, and provide them by increasing the confidence feelings of the audience in achieving the
goals. Achieving charisma in the eyes of an audience is central to transformational leadership (Bass,
1990). Transactional Leadership, on the other hand, is similar to the types of leadership that occur
between the leader and his followers and focus on shopping (Northouse, 2007). There is a bargain
between the sustained leader and his followers. The leader expresses high-performance expectations
from his followers by defining current rewards, compliments, meeting their needs, avoiding

disciplinary and punitive procedures, in line with the goals and objectives of the organization (Bass,
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Avalio, Jung and Berson, 2003). According to Eren (2009), another leadership style, which gives
laissez-faire leadership, is a leadership style that does not need managerial powers much and expects
employees to perform their duties and responsibilities by leaving them in their positions. Laissez-faire
leader has no direct effect on viewers. It seldom looks at what the audience does (Basaran, 2004). They

do not claim authority and leave the right to use all authority to their subordinates (Eren, 2009).

The leadership style chosen by the manager affects the leader's role behaviors, the strategies,
and tactics they follow, the achievement of organizational tasks, the provision of harmony in the
organization and the values, beliefs, and behaviors of the followers (Arslantas & Dursun, 2008). As a
result of the unconscious, incorrect, biased, harsh or unsuccessful practices of the leaders performing
the managerial activities of the organizations, many negativities occur within the organization and as
a result of these negativities, the employees exhibit insecurity, uneasiness, skepticism and similar
negative attitudes and behaviors towards their own organizations. One of the most common of these
negative attitudes and behaviors is cynicism (Gil & Agiréz, 2011). In today's globalizing
organizations, trusting its leaders and organization, working hard, working with responsibility and
duties, as well as employees who do not trust in the management of the organization, leaders are
hypocritical and self-interest, institutions are untrustworthy and away from justice and believe that
they do not fulfill the expected services. It is a fact that it is present in employees who exhibit
stubborn behavior and attitude. In addition to their distrust of authority, the cynics of the modern
world believe that everyone thinks of their interests, and the attitudes that limit themselves try to deal

with cynical and humorous ways (Dean, Brandes, and Dharwadkar, 1998; Kart, 2014).

The origin of the word cynicism is based on ancient Greek philosophy. The word is derived
from the town “Kyon”, a Greek word meaning “dog”, or “Cynosarges”, near Athens, where there are
supposed to be Schools of cynics (Dean, Brandes and Dharwadkar, 1998). The concept of
organizational cynicism was first introduced by Mirvis and Kanter in 1989, “Combatting Cynicism in
The Workplace James (James, 2005). Anyone who believes that individuals are only interested in their
interests and therefore accepts everyone as manipulative "while cynicism, while the idea that explains
this behavior is called cynicism (Govez, 2013). Dean, Brandes, and Dharwadkar expanded the concept
of organizational cynicism in 1998. According to Dean, Brandes, and Dharwadkar (1998),
organizational cynicism is the negative attitudes that individuals have developed against the
organization they work for, and their beliefs that there are no honesty principles in their organizations
are overlapping with negative feelings and thoughts towards their organizations, humiliating and
ruthlessly criticizing their organizations. Abraham (2000) also emphasized that organizational
cynicism includes individuals' negative attitudes towards the organization in which they work and

that these attitudes include negative emotions towards organizations and the cruel criticism of
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organizations. Andersson (1996) organizational cynicism; people, groups, ideologies, social abilities,
or institutions developed against, skepticism, insecurity, frustrations, anger, despair, such as negative
or negative attitudes and behaviors. Andersson emphasizes that the leaders who lead the organization
ignore these relationships in their interests, causing incentives and fraudulent behavior hidden within
the organization. These attitudes create organizational cynicism as a result of the high expectations
that will not be based on the facts and the frustration of the employees if they are not met (Andersson,

1996).

According to FitzGerald (2002), the characteristic features of employees are at the forefront of
the emergence of organizational cynicism. People are generally divided into optimistic people and
pessimistic people. Optimistic people have positive feelings about their organization. In any
negativity that will occur in business life, they look at the event with their optimistic sides and take
responsibility for themselves. Pessimistic people, on the other hand, always blame the leaders of the
organization or other members of the group. In studies, organizational cynicism is more likely to be
seen in pessimistic people than in optimistic people. In short, organizational cynicism is a three-
dimensional negative an attitude including; (i) the belief of an organization devoid of honesty, (ii)
negative feelings towards the organization, (iii) critical, cynical and degrading behavior (Dean,
Brandes and Dharwadkar, 1998). Misguided change efforts in research on organizational cynicism,
role conflict and burden, very long working hours, intimidation and mobbing, inadequate social
support, unbalanced power distribution, inadequate communication within the organization, injustice
in promotion, traditional business values, conflict of purpose, organizational complexity , level of
participation in decisions, lack of employment or dismissal, discontinued promises and leadership
styles of managers are among the factors causing organizational cynicism (Eaton, 2000; Pelit & Pelit,

2014).

Many studies on the leadership styles of school principals suggest that the leadership styles
exhibited by school principals are related to attitudes and behaviors that occur in educational
organizations (Cemaloglu & Dasci, 2015). When the literature is examined, the managers of the
leadership styles, organizational commitment and organizational citizenship, job satisfaction, informal
relations within the organization, organizational climate, organization culture and effectiveness,
motivation, organizational trust, life satisfaction, organizational commitment, employee moral
development, organizational change, organizational achieve, job satisfaction, collaboration, and it is
observed that affects organizational performance (Bass, Avolio, Waldman ve Bebb, 1987; Cansiingti,
2016; Dos, 2016; Epitropaki ve Martin, 2005; Lowder, 2009; Mulla ve Krishnan, 2012; Ozyigit, 2012;
Saridemir, 2015; Saylik, 2012; Sahin, 2003; Tozal, 2015; Vural, 2016). However, Kalagan and Aksu

(2010) state that organizational cynicism is closely related to organizational policy, organizational
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justice, psychological contract violations, organizational support, stress, organizational citizenship,
employee performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational alienation and
burnout behaviors. For example, organizational cynicism has a negative impact on organizational
commitment, organizational citizenship, organizational burnout, organizational trust, organizational
justice, job satisfaction, organizational culture, job performance and motivation (Abraham, 2000;
Aydin, 2017; Dean, Brandes ve Dhardwadker, 1998; Demirgelik, 2017; FitzGerald, 2002; James, 2005;
Jhonson ve O’Leary Kelly, 2003; Mahmood, 2018; Supriadi ve Sefnedi, 2017; $Sirin, 2011; Thompson ve
digerleri, 2000; Yasin, 2015). However, there are limited studies on the relationship between
transformational leadership, transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership styles of school
principals and teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes. Therefore, it is thought that determining
the leadership styles of school principals predicts teachers' attitude towards organizational cynicism
will contribute to the field. From this point of view, the aim of the research is to determine whether
the leadership styles of the school principals perceived by the teachers predict the teachers' attitude

towards organizational cynicism. In order to achieve this goal, the following questions were sought.

1- What are the leadership styles perceived by the teachers and the attitudes of the teachers towards

organizational cynicism?

2- Do school principals "perceived leadership styles and teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes

differ significantly according to their gender, seniority and school types?

3- Is there a significant relationship between school principals 'perceived leadership styles and

teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes?

4- Do school principals 'perceived leadership styles predict teachers' attitudes towards

organizational cynicism?
Method
Research Model

In this research, relational survey model was preferred from quantitative research models
because it was aimed to determine whether the leadership styles of school principals predicted
teachers' levels of organizational cynicism. The relational survey model is a survey model that

determines whether there is a relationship between two or more variables (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2017).

Population and Sampling
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The population of the research consists of a total of 10,806 permanent teachers working in
different types of public schools throughout the province of Tekirdag in the 2017-2018 academic year
(Tekirdag MEM, 2017). In this research, the cluster sampling method which is one of the sampling
methods is used. The cluster sampling method is a method in which randomly selected groups that
can represent the universe are selected (Giil & Ozen, 2007). The table 1 presnts the frequency and
percentage distributions of the teachers participating in the study regarding the demographic

information.

Table 1. Frequency and percentage values of teachers’ demographic information

Groups f %
Female 435 59,4
Gender Male 297 40,6
Total 732 100,0
5 years and under 242 33,1
6-10 years 179 24,5
. .. 11-15 years 122 16,7
Professional Seniority 16-20 years 9% 13,1
21 years and above 93 12,7
Total 732 100,0
Preschool 83 11,3
Primary school 233 31,8
School Type Middle School 168 23,0
High school 248 33,9
Total 732 100,0

As can be seen in Table 1, 435 (59.4%) of the teachers in the sample group were female, and 297
(40.6%) were male. 242 (33.1%) were between 1-5 years, 179 (24.5%) were between 6-10 years, 122
(16.7%) were between 11-15 years, 96 (%) 13.1) Between the years of 16-20 years, 93 (12.7%) have
seniority of 21 years and over. 83 (11.3%) were working in a preschool, 233 (31.8%) were in primary

school, 168 (23.0%) were in secondary school, and 248 (33.9%) were in a high school level.

Data Collection Tools
Personal Information Form, School Principals Leadership Styles Scale (SPLSS), and
Organizational Cynicism Scale (OCS) were used to collect the data. Permissions of the scales were

obtained and applied beforehand. The application of the scales was on a a voluntary bases.

SPLSS developed by Akan, Yildirim, and Yalgin (2014) consists of three sub-dimensions. There
are 35 items in the scale. The sub-dimensions of the scale were designed as transformational
leadership style, transactional leadership style, and laissez-faire leadership style. There are 20 items in
transformational leadership dimension, seven items in transactional leadership dimension and eight
items in laissez-faire leadership dimension. The scale is a 5-point Likert-type scale. Akan, Yildirim and
Yal¢gin  (2014) calculated Transformational Leadership Cronbach's-Alpha coefficient as 0.94,

Transactional Leadership Cronbach's-Alpha coefficient as 0.84 and Laissez-faire Leadership
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Cronbach's-Alpha coefficient as 0.82. In this research, the transformational leadership style
Cronbach's-Alpha coefficient was calculated as 0.94, transactional leadership Cronbach's-alpha

coefficient was 0.80 and laissez-faire leadership Cronbach's -alpha coefficient was calculated as 0.84.

It was developed by OCS, Sagir and Oguz (2012). The participation of employees in decisions
and practices consists of four sub-dimensions and 25 items, namely, alienation from the organization
(affective and behavioral), factors that degrade performance and negative attitudes towards school.
The Organizational Cynicism Scale was developed as a 5-point Likert type. According to Sagir and
Oguz (2012), the Cronbach's alpha internal consistency reliability coefficient was 0.86 for the first
factor, 0.88 for the second factor, 0.85 for the third factor, and fourth factor for the third factor. They
stated that they found Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient as 0.89 for the whole scale. The scores that can be
obtained from this scale vary between 25 and 125. High scores indicate that teachers 'organizational
cynicism attitudes are high, and low scores indicate that teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes

are low. In this study, Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the scale was calculated as 0.87.
Data Analysis

The data collected by the scales used in the research were transferred to the computer
environment. The obtained data were analyzed using SSPS 22.0 package program. Sub-dimensional
frequencies, means and standard deviations of both scales were calculated. The normality values of
the data were examined in order to decide which type of analysis to perform. It was decided to
perform parametric tests on normal distributions. The t-test for independent groups and the One-Way
ANOVA test were used to determine whether there were significant differences between the groups.
Pearson Correlation Analysis was conducted to determine whether there is a relationship between
leadership styles and cynicism. Regression analysis was performed to determine whether the
independent variable (leadership styles) predicted the dependent variable (cynicism). The significance

level was taken as p <.05 in all analysis results.
Results

The arithmetic means and levels of teachers' scores in the sub-dimensions of both scales are

shown in Table 2.

Table 2. The arithmetic mean and standard deviation values of school principals’ leadership styles scale and
organizational cynicism scale scores

Score n X SD
Cynicism total 732 2,44 ,53
Stay away from the institution 732 2,10 ,45
Factors that degrade performance 732 2,34 ,86
Participation in implementing decisions 732 4,12 ,65

Negative attitude towards school 732 1,73 72
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Transformational leadership 732 3,76 72
Transactional leadership 732 2,73 ,61
Laissez-faire leadership 732 2,17 ,76

As shown in Table 2, the mean scores of cynicism in the analysis of the leadership styles and
organizational cynicism scales and sub-dimensions of the teachers in the sample group were X=2.44
(ss=0.53); average participation scores of employees in implementing decisions X=4.12 (s5=0.65);
average of negative attitude scores towards school X=1.73 (ss=0.72); average score of the factors
decreasing performance X=2.34 (ss=0.86); average score of distance from the institution where she/he
worked X=2.10 (ss=0.45); average of transactional leadership scores X=2.73 (ss=0.61); average of laissez-
faire leadership scores X=2.17 (ss=0.76) and average transformational leadership scores were found to

be X=3.76 (ss=0.72).

The results of the independent group t-test analysis of the scores of school principals’

leadership styles and organizational cynicism from the scales used in the study are given in Table 3.

Table 3. T-test analysis result by gender variable of school principals * leadership styles scale and organizational
cynicism scale scores

Puan Groups n X SD t df p

Transformational Female 435 74,47 14,34

leadership Male 297 76,30 14,58 -1,68 730 742

. . Female 435 18,94 4,23
Transactional leadership Male 97 19,38 431 -1,37 730 ,949
. . . Female 435 17,23 6,01

Laissez-faire leadership Male 297 17,45 6.26 -,49 730 ,254
izati F 1 435 60,97 12,96

Orge-lr%1zat1onal emale 45 730 806

Cynicism Total Male 297 60,73 13,59

When the findings in Table 3 are examined, it is seen that teachers' perceptions of
transformational leadership (#=-1,68; p>,05), transactional leadership (t=-1,37; p>,05) and laissez-faire
leadership (t=-,49; p>,05) styles and teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes (t=245; p>,05) do not

differ significantly according to their gender.

The One-Way ANOVA results of School Leadership Styles and Organizational Cynicism total

scores based on professional seniority variables are given in Table 4.

Table 4. One-Way ANOVA results of leadership styles scale and organizational cynicism scale scores according
to seniority

Score  Groups n « sD Sou.rce of Sum of df Mean p  Significance
Variance Squares Square
d Bet

g o Cvearsand g6 1341 Derween 187199 4 468.00

< < under Groups

E ) Within 2255 .062 -

& 2 6-10years 179 7596 13.73 150908.76 727  207.58 < :

2 3 Groups

E 'Té 11-15years 122 73.03 15.84 Total 152780.75 731

16-20 years 96 7252 14.44
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Total
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'&)
- 11-15 years
& 16-20 years
§ 21 years and
w0
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— Total
5 years and
under
T3
5 S 6-10years
-
E @ 11-15years
Qo
Eo i 16-20 years
O O 2lyearsand
above
Total

93
732
242

179

122
96

93
732
242

179

122
96

93
732
242

179

122
96

93
732

75.82
75.21
16.68

17.12

18.43
17.54

17.67

18.57

19.04

19.36
19.56

19.91
19.12
61.31

60.56

61.38
61.39

59.17
60.88

16.09
14.46
6.17

6.00

6.74
5.08

6.19

4.20

4.06

4.72
4.32

3.99
4.26
12.87

13.12

14.67
12.76

12.78
13.20

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

271.98

27008.49
27280.47

159.89

13127.24
13287.13

387.66

127122.03
127509.69

727
731

727
731

727
731
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68.00

37.15
1.830

39.97

18.06
2.214

96.92

174.86
.554

121

.066

.696

As seen in Table 4, teachers perceived by school principals transformational (F=2,255; p>,05),

laissez-faire (F=1,830; p>05) and transactional leadership styles (F=2,214; p>05) with teachers'

organizational cynicism attitudes (F=,554; p>,05), did not show significant differences according to

occupational seniority.

The analysis results of the One-Way ANOVA and complementary post hoc LSD tests

conducted to determine whether teachers' perceived leadership styles and teachers' organizational

cynicism attitudes differ according to the types of schools they are assigned to are given in Table 5.

Table 5. One-Way ANOVA and LSD analysis results of school principals’ leadership styles scale and
organizational cynicism scale scores according to school types

School

Source of

Sum of

Mean

Score Types n X sb Variance Squares af Square F p Significance
Bet
A-Preschool 83 7755 1455 oot 390687 3 130229
—= Groups
= B-Pri Withi
S oo UMY o33 7508 1467 L 14887388 728 204.50
g < school Groups 636 000
§  C-Middl 36 . <A-B-D
55 CMiddle e 7126 1499 Total 152780.75 731 c
g g School
£ o
e D-High 248 7704 1336
school
Total 732 7521 1446
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A-Preschool 83 1628  5.60 zer::’l;‘? 649.41 3 21647
= B-Pri Withi
g o UMATy o3 1634 54 vioun 26631.06 728 3658
ke = school Groups
8 n 591 001 C>A-B
g3 CMiddle 0 1867 668 Total 2728047 731
% & School
fa—
= T
D-High 248 17.67 593
school
Total 732 1732 6.11
B
& A-Preschool 83 1802 458 Doetween 26523 3 8841
< Groups
Ej _ . . .
S B-Primary 33 161 393 Vithin 1302190 728  17.89
B school Groups
o M 494 002 C>A-B
5 CMiddle 00 1970 447 Total 13287.13 731
o School
N .
2 D-High 248 1956 421
= school
— Total 732 1912 4.26
A-Preschool 83 59.96 12.06 zertgfl;‘;n 281574 3 g
TTS Tﬂ _ . . .
£ £ BPrimary a0 sgas 1308 VN o460305 728
= FE school Groups 171.28 CoA
N - 1 7
2 g CMiddle 0 1496 Total 127509.69 731 548 001 D>A
S B School
[ISS .
D-High
© o '8 248 6190 12.02
school
Total 732 60.88 1321

As can be seen in Table 5, the difference between the groups in terms of transformational
leadership (F=6,368; p<,001), laissez-faire leadership scores (F=5918; p<,01) and transactional
leadership scores (F=4,943; p<,01) were found to be significant. The LSD test was used to reveal the
significant differences between the groups. In the transformational leadership style of significantly, in
favor of preschool between preschool school and middle school; between primary and secondary
schools, in favor of primary school; between high school and secondary school, in favor of high
school. Inn the laissez-faire leadership sub-dimension, in favor of the middle school group between
preschool and middle school groups; between primary and secondary school groups in favor of the
secondary school group; between primary school group and high school group, in favor of high
school group. In the sub-dimension of transactional leadership, between preschool and secondary
school in favor of secondary school; between preschool and high school in favor of high school;
between primary and secondary school, in favor of the secondary school. There was a significant

difference between primary and high school in favor of high school (p <.01).

As shown in Table 5, significant differences were found between the OCS total scores of the
teachers in the sample group and the types of schools in which they worked (p <.01). As a result of the
LSD test which is one of the post hoc tests to reveal the differences between the groups, the

significance was found in favor of the secondary school group in primary and secondary school
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groups; There was a significant difference in primary and high school groups in favor of high school
group.
Table 6 shows the results of Pearson correlation analysis to determine the relationship

between school principals' leadership styles and organizational cynicism.

Table 6. The results of Pearson analysis for the relationships between the sub-dimensions of the leadership styles
scale of the school principals and the total scores of the organizational cynicism scale

Sub-dimensions of School Principals' Organizational Cynicism Total
Leadership Styles Scale N R p
Transformational leadership 732 -,644 ,000*
Laissez-faire leadership 732 ,573 ,000*
Transactional leadership 732 423 ,000*

As seen in Table 6, teachers' perceived transformational leadership style and teachers'
organizational cynicism attitudes (r=-,644; p<,001); between the laissez-faire leadership style and
teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes (r=.573; p<.001); and transactional leadership style and

teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes (r=,423; p<,001).

The results of the simple regression analysis conducted in order to determine whether the
transformational, laissez-faire leadership and transactional leadership leadership styles that are
determined as independent variables predict organizational cynicism perceived by teachers are given

in Table 7.

Table 7. Regression analysis results on whether school principals predict organizational cynicism

Independents Dependent St
. . B
variable variable error

B t p R R F p

Transformational Organizational

-59 03 -644 -22,760 ,000* ,644 414 518,002 ,000*

leadership Cynicism
Laissez-faire Organizational

. . 1,24 07 ,573 18,881 ,000* ,573 ,327 356,492 ,000*
leadership Cynicism
Transactional  Organizational 5 15 43 10506 000 423 177 158,647 ,000*
leadership Cynicism

As can be seen in Table 7, transformational leadership style, one of the independent variables,
negatively predicts 41% of the dependent variable organizational cynicism; laissez-faire leadership
style positively predicts organizational cynicism by 32% and transactional leadership style positively
predicts organizational cynicism by 17%. In other words, 41% of the total variance in organizational
cynicism perceived by teachers explained the transformational leadership style of school principals,

32% laissez-faire leadership style and 17% transactional leadership style.

Conclusion and Discussion
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The individual who perceives cynicism in his organization does not trust the authority,
believes that everyone thinks of his own interests and tries to eliminate this limiting attitude in a
cynical and humorous way (Dean, Brandes & Dharwadkar, 1998; Kart, 2014). In this sense, as a leader,
school administrators can be both the cause of the emergence of organizational cynicism and the actor
of its prevention. Therefore, in this study, it was aimed to determine the relationship between
leadership styles and organizational cynicism according to teachers' perceptions of school principals
and whether leadership styles predict organizational cynicism. According to the findings of the
research, teachers perceive school principals as “high’ transformational leaders. School principals'
transactional leadership style by teachers is “moderate’; laissez-faire leadership level is perceived as
“low’. The reason for this is that the school principals have made great efforts to keep up with the new
changes in their schools with the rapid changes in the world in recent years and these efforts are
perceived correctly by the teachers. This result is consistent with the results of the research conducted
by Sahin (2003), Ozyigit (2012), Cansiingii (2016), Bardak¢i (2017), Vural (2016), Abu Tineh,
Khasawneh and Omary (2009).

There was no significant difference between the groups in terms of School Leadership Styles
according to the gender variable. This result is consistent with the research of Vural (2016), Abu Tineh,
Khasawneh and Omary (2009), Dalgi¢ (2015) and Tozal (2015). When the arithmetic means of the
scores are examined, it is seen that the average score of men is higher than the average score of female.
As a reason, it can be said that female teachers behave more sensitive to changing and sudden events
than males. Saylik (2012), Ozyigit (2012) and Bardakgci (2017) found the same result; In the studies
conducted by Dos (2014), Cansiingii (2016), Can (2014) and Sahin (2003), the arithmetic mean of
female was higher than male teachers. The reason for this may be that the study environment of the

teachers who make up the sample group in terms of time, place and region may differ.

Significant differences were found between the groups in school principals’ leadership styles
scores according to the school type variable. It was observed that transactional leadership and laissez-
faire leadership scores were higher in middle school, preschool, primary and high school groups. This
result is in line with the research findings of Vural (2016) and Cansiingti (2016). The reason that
transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership scores were higher in preschool and primary
school groups in secondary and high school groups was that the school principal could not take
adequate precautions against the negative attitudes and behaviors of the adolescents specific to
adolescence and negative attitudes and behaviors arising from parents, and that the school principal
could not take adequate precautions in time. It can be shown that the regulations and conditions
restrict the attitudes and behaviors of the school administration and that the curriculum and course

loadings are more disadvantageous than the other teachers. Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh and Omary (2009)
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conducted a study in Jordan in favor of primary schools. This may be due to different educational

approaches, curricula followed and expectations from teachers.

It was determined that there was no significant difference between the groups according to
the professional seniority variable. These results are in line with the research conducted by Bardake:
(2017), Dos (2014), Vural (2016), Dalgi¢ (2015), Saylik (2012) and Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh and Omary
(2009). However, when the arithmetic means of the groups' scores are analyzed, the transactional
leadership and laissez-faire leadership scores of teachers who have 11-15 years seniority are higher
than the average scores of the other groups. This is in line with the findings of Sahin (2003), Ozyigit
(2012) and Canstiingii (2016). In this study, it can be said that there is no difference between the
teachers' perceptions according to the seniority variable because the expectations of all teachers are
common in line with the objectives that should be reached due to their duties and the school

administration exhibits similar approaches to these expectations.

When the four sub-dimensions of organizational cynicism (moving away from the institution,
performance-impairing factors, negative attitudes towards school and participation in the
implementation of decisions) and total arithmetic mean of cynicism score were examined, total
cynicism score of teachers was found to below. This result is in line with research findings by Ozer
(2014), Mahmood (2018), Aydin (2017), Karademir (2017), Arslan (2016), Kalagan and Giizeller (2010),
Demir (2017), Sirin (2011), Sun (2017), Demirgelik (2017) and James (2005). According to this result, it
can be said that the teachers' desire to perform their primary duties in the schools where they have
worked, despite some negative situations occurring in or around the school, can be said to be at the

forefront.

The scores of organizational cynicism sub-dimensions that affect performance were higher
than the scores of the other dimensions, while the negative mean attitude towards school was found
to be the lowest. The results of this study are consistent with the findings of Karademir (2017), Arslan
(2016), Demir (2017) and Kalagan and Giizeller (2010). As a result of this result, it can be said that
when the levels of organizational cynicism rise in the face of any negativity and problems, firstly, their
performance decreases, and in the last stage they show negative attitudes towards the school and
despite all these, they make sacrifices for their institutions and students. Dean, Brandes and
Dhardwadker (1998), FitzGerald (2000), Thompson et al. (2000), Nous (2007) and Jhonson and O'leary
Kelly (2003) affect organizational cynicism, organizational justice, trust, job satisfaction, participation,
performance factors such as adaptation to work, organizational citizenship, organizational

commitment and burnout.
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Organizational cynicism scores of teachers did not differ significantly according to gender.
The results of the research conducted by Demirgelik (2017), Giines (2017), Sirin (2011), Kalagan and
Giizeller (2010) and Aydin (2017) also showed no significant difference between the groups according
to gender variable. Based on this result, it can be said that both the male and female teachers take the
same approaches and are affected in the same way when there is a problem with the teachers working
in educational organizations. In organizations other than educational organizations, Bommer, Rich
and Rubin (2005), Nous (2007), Thompson et al. (2000), Ropledo, Martinez and Merlano (2018) found

no significant difference between female and male in organizational cynicism.

Significant differences were found between the groups in terms of organizational cynicism
scores according to school types, and differences were found to be higher in favor of the preschool,
primary school, secondary school and high school groups in terms of moving away from the
institution in which they work, factors affecting performance and developing negative attitudes
towards school. These results were in agreement with Arslan (2016), Demir (2017) and Giines (2017),
while Kalagan and Giizeller (2010) reported that they were in favor of the high school group.
However, in the study of Kalagan and Giizeller (2010), the results may be different because there is no
secondary school group as the type of school and instead the primary school group takes place. In
terms of participation in implementation, the decisions were high in favor of preschool. In other
words, preschool teachers may have the belief that they are left passive at the stage of participation
and implementation of decisions taken at school. This may be due to the fact that preschools have a
different structure from other institutions in terms of the curriculum, teaching method and operation,
the lack of active teachers' room in schools, and the developments and problems related to students
within the school occur differently than other schools. The reason for the high level of organizational
cynicism of teachers working in secondary schools is that it is caused by the pressure exerted by both
school administrators and parents on the changes of the school system and the behavior of adolescents

by the age group.

It was found that there was no significant difference between the groups in terms of
organizational cynicism scores according to professional seniority. The findings of the research are
also similar to those of Ozer (2014), Mahmood (2018), Demircelik (2017), Arslan (2016) and Karademir
(2016). However, when the arithmetic means of the groups' scores were examined, the total cynicism
score of the teachers with 11-15 years of professional seniority was higher than the scores of the
teachers in the other groups. It supports this result with the research results of Giines (2017), Demir
(2011) and Kalagan and Giizeller (2010). Similarly, the leadership styles of the teachers who had 11-15
years of professional seniority were found to be higher than the other groups. Here again, the

perceived leadership styles of school principals show that teachers with 11-15 years seniority increase
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the level of organizational cynicism. In general, it can be stated that teachers are affected in the same

way regardless of their professional seniority under changing conditions.

As a result of the study, it was seen that there was a negative relationship between
organizational cynicism and transformational leadership and a positive relationship between
organizational cynicism and transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership. According to this
result, while the transformational leadership style of school administrators decreases the level of
organizational cynicism, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles increase the level of
organizational cynicism. These findings coincide with the research findings of Ozer (2014), Arslan
(2016), Giines (2017) and Demirgelik (2017) in educational organizations. In addition to educational
organizations, research findings by Thompson et al. (2000) and Bommer, Rich and Rubin (2005)
revealed that there is a significant relationship between managers' leadership styles and leadership

behaviors and organizational cynicism.

According to the latest findings, transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership
styles of school principals predict organizational cynicism significantly. In other words, the
transformational leadership style negatively affects organizational cynicism. Accordingly, it can be
said that teachers' attitudes towards organizational cynicism will decrease when school principals
prefer transformational leadership styles. These results indicate that teachers' cynicism behaviors
decrease when school principals show behaviors such as identification, sharing, participation in
decisions, individual attention and support, positive motivation and motivation, which are the sub-
dimensions of transformational leadership. Laissez-faire leadership has been seen to positively affect
organizational cynicism. As the principals' laissez-faire leadership practices increase, teachers'
organizational cynicism levels increase. According to this result, teachers do not want school
principals to support themselves instead of feeling lonely in the problems they experience in the
schools they work. Finally, transactional leadership style positively affected organizational cynicism.
As the principals 'transactional leadership behaviors increase, teachers' organizational cynicism levels
increase. According to this result, rigid attitudes of school principals, everything is a matter of
bargaining, threatening teachers with the legal authority, not approaching innovations and changes,
excessive adherence to laws and regulations, not taking risks, creating a common school culture or
climate, teachers make decisions and implement It can be said that their behaviors such as the lack of
inclusion and strict attitudes towards supervision lead to an increase in the levels of organizational
cynicism in the schools where teachers work and the teachers feel uncomfortable with these behaviors.
These findings are supported by the findings of Ozer (2014), Arslan (2016), Giines (2017), Demirgelik
(2017), Bommer, Rich and Rubin (2005). As a result, as stated by Polat (2009), there are various

relationships between teachers and students, teachers and parents, school principals and all groups in
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educational institutions. As it is seen in the researches, the leadership styles of school principals affect
the negative behaviors experienced in educational organizations (Cemaloglu & Dasc, 2015).
Achieving institutional success in schools and adopting new practices based on quality and efficiency
depend on teachers' attitudes towards their schools (Kalagan and Giizeller, 2010). For this reason,
leadership styles of school principals and teachers' organizational cynicism attitudes become very
important. Although the education system is determined by the roles of central management of school
principals in Turkey in order to keep pace with the world turns to change and the school principals'
transformational leadership behaviors they exhibit ought to understand and leadership in the
application must demonstrate it. In this way, by reducing the attitudes of organizational cynicism,
which is the basic dynamics of every change and transformation, education policies that are above

world standards in education can be established and these policies can be implemented successfully.

It was observed that there were both similarities and differences in the results of this research
and other studies reached in the literature. The different sources of the results, the research systems,
the educational systems, the school structures, the teachers, the data collection tools, the characteristics
of the sample, the type of the organization and the methods used. Although the similarities and
differences between the results of the research are controversial, the leadership styles of school

principals provide important information in terms of having an impact on organizational cynicism.
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