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Abstract Key Words

In this study, it is aimed to examine the democratic, the autocratic and the Democratic
Autocratic

laissez-faire leadership styles of public-school administrators and their taking
personal initiative situations. The universe of the study consists of 15190
teachers working in public primary, secondary and high schools in the central
districts of Konya, Karatay, Meram and Selguklu in the 2018-2019 academic
year. The sample of the study was formed by randomly selecting 720 teachers
working in the same districts. The study was designed in correlational survey
model. Data from teachers were obtained through the Leadership Styles Scale
developed and School Principals' Initiative Taking Scale. According to the
findings of this study, it was determined that school administrators preferred
the autocratic the most and the laissez-faire leadership style the least and they
took moderate personal initiative. There was a significant difference in the
laissez-faire leadership style regarding the gender variable. While there was a
significant difference in the autocratic leadership style and in the self-starting
dimension of taking initiative in the seniority variable, a significant difference
was found in the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles and in the
self-starting and the proactivity dimensions of taking initiative in the variable
of working with the same principal. A significant difference was found in the
autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles in the variable of working
duration at the same school, and a significant difference was found in the
democratic and the autocratic leadership styles and in the self-starting and the
proactivity dimensions of taking initiative in the school type variable. There
is a strong and positive correlation between leadership styles and taking
personal initiative. In addition, it was determined that the act of taking
personal initiative was predicted by leadership styles.
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Introduction

Leaders adopt various leadership styles while guiding or managing their followers in the
organizational environment (Chiang & Wang, 2012). Leadership styles vary according to the character
of the leader. Each character presents a style of its own, so leadership styles can be defined as a type of
behavior and ability that the manager has and enables her/his to interact and communicate with
employees to achieve goals (Hesham, 2010). Leadership style can be defined as the way a leader
influences her/his followers by encouraging or motivating them to achieve the chosen goals (Kili¢ &
Yilmaz, 2018). Leadership style reveals the effectiveness of the leader rather than the leadership
characteristics. Style is a concept related to one's organizational behaviour model. The leader's attitude
towards the members of the organization and communication with them within the framework of the
leadership style can contribute to the general functioning of the group or decrease the general
functional performance of the group (Price, 2008; Henman, 2011).

In other words, leadership style refers to the characteristic behaviors of the leader while
directing, motivating, guiding and managing groups of people. At the same time, leadership styles are
a roadmap that the leader follows on how to behave while managing the group (Kilig, 2019). In the
study conducted by Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939), three main leadership styles were determined as
democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire leadership, which will shed light on leadership styles (Kilig,
2019). Democratic leadership style focuses more on the conciliatory approach model and tries to
ensure the participation of the whole group in the decision-making process. On the other hand, in the
autocratic leadership style, the leader makes all the decisions, uses absolute power, and assigns tasks
to the members of the group. In the laissez-faire leadership style, no intervention policy is followed, an
atmosphere of complete freedom is provided to all employees and no specific procedure is followed to
achieve the goals. Despite all these, it is not possible to say that the best leadership style is this. The
effectiveness of a particular leadership style depends on the organizational situation (Omolayo, 2004-
2007).

Democratic leadership, also known as participatory leadership or shared leadership, is a
leadership style in which group members take a more participatory role in the decision-making
process. Everyone is given the opportunity to participate, ideas are freely shared, and members are
encouraged to create an atmosphere for discussion. While the democratic process presents the
tendency to focus on group equality and the free flow of ideas, the leader of the group maintains the
acts of guidance and control (Amanchukwu, Stanley & Ololube, 2015). By joining the group,
democratic leaders guide group members and also allow input from other group members.
Participatory leaders encourage group members to participate, but they have the final say in the
decision-making process. Group members feel more motivated and more creative because they are
involved in the process. Democratic leaders try to make followers feel that they are an important part
of the team, which helps to strengthen their commitment to the goals of the group (Bass & Bass,
2008). The democratic leader is responsible for deciding who will be in the group and who will
contribute to the decisions made (Kili¢, 2019). Researchers emphasize that the democratic leadership
style is one of the most effective types, leading to higher productivity, better contribution from group
members, and increased group morale (Amanchukwu et al., 2015).

Democratic leaders not only possess certain characteristics that include honesty, intelligence,
courage, creativity, competence, and fairness, but they also inspire trust and respect among their
followers. These leaders are sincere and make decisions based on their moral values. They take
inspirational actions to mobilize their followers and get them to contribute to the group. Good leaders
also tend to seek different opinions and do not try to silence dissenting voices or those who offer a less
popular point of view, on the contrary, they try to ensure pluralism (Amanchukwu et al., 2015). While
the democratic leader is focusing on his/her followers, it appears as an effective approach to establish
and maintain good relations with them. People working under such leaders, tend to get along, support
each other, and consult other members of the group when making decisions (Bass & Bass, 2008). In
the light of analyzes and researches on democratic leadership, three functions that define democratic
leadership have been obtained; (1) to allocate responsibilities among members, (2) to strengthen
membership, and (3) to assist members in negotiations (Gastil, 1994).
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The autocratic leadership style is a form of leadership that demands absolute obedience from
group members. Autocratic leaders make unilateral decisions on every issue according to their own
views. Such leaders, also known as authoritarian leaders, have clear expectations of what, when, and
how to do it. This leadership style focuses strongly on both the leader's command and the follower's
control (Kilig, 2019). It is possible to talk about a clear distinction between the leader and the
members. Authoritarian leaders make decisions independently with little or no input from group
members (Cherry, 2017). The autocratic leadership style does not instill a learning mindset, which is
crucial for fostering proactive attitudes among employees (Sauer 2011). The autocratic leader usually
tells others what to do, limits discussion of new ideas, and does not normally dwell upon teamwork
(Price, 2008). Autocratic leadership is an extreme form of transactional leadership in which leaders
have complete power over staff. Staff and team members have little chance of making suggestions,
even if they serve the best interests of the team or organization (Amanchukwu et al., 2015). Autocratic
leadership style has full decision-making authority. It does not authorize and does not allow
subordinates to participate in policy making (Jay, 2014). The autocratic leadership style involves
consistent combinations of group members' behaviours and attitudes to achieve the goal (Kilig, 2019).
This leadership style means that the leader determines policies and procedures, decides which goals to
achieve, and directs and controls all activities without meaningful participation by her/his subordinates
(Hackman & Johnson, 2009)

Leaders who laissez-faire avoid expressing their opinions and taking action on important
issues, fail to make or delay decisions, avoid taking responsibility, give no feedback, and allow
authority to continue. This is the most ineffective leadership behaviour (Kilig, 2019). An example of
this type of leader is a school administrator who sits in his office, talks to a few students and
employees as possible, is not interested in teacher needs and student development, and leaves
everything to her/his own devices (Hoy & Miskel, 2010). With this style, freedoms are determined
entirely by group goals, techniques, and working methods. Leaders rarely intervene (Kilig, 2019). The
laissez-faire leadership style is most effective, especially when the followers are mature and highly
motivated (Hackman & Johnson, 2009). The laissez-faire leader relinquishes her/his responsibilities,
avoids making decisions, and gives the teams full freedom to do their work, thus allowing her/his
subordinates to have the authority to make decisions about their work (Chaudhry & Javed, 2012). The
main advantage of this leadership is that giving team members so much autonomy can lead to higher
job satisfaction and increased productivity. It can be detrimental if team members do not manage their
time well or lack the knowledge, skills or motivation to do their job effectively. This type of leadership
can also occur when managers do not have sufficient control over their staff (Ololube, 2013).

While the leadership styles are applied by the leaders, they unavoidably communicate and
interact with some concepts and processes, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, it is thought that
leadership styles can be affected by these concepts and processes both positively and negatively, and
they can also affect them in the same way. When leadership styles are applied in the organizational
environment, one of the important concepts that is thought to be in a close relationship may be the
situation of administrators’ taking personal initiative (Kilig, 2019).

Personal initiative is a combination of desire, persistence and openness to opportunities.
Proactive behaviour motivated by personal initiative improves the performance of organizations,
groups and individuals. Especially, in organizations where bureaucratic tendencies are intense, there is
a more hierarchical management style. Sometimes things may not work out as desired due to the
disruptions arising from this hierarchical management style. Everyone should take the initiative to
eliminate these problems (Belschak, Den Hartog, & Fay, 2010). Personal initiative can be defined as
an individual's persistent struggle against obstacles and pressures and taking responsibility for
herself/himself to achieve her/his goals and objectives in a decisive and determined manner (Frese,
Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997; Frese, Kring, Soose & Zempel, 1996). Personal initiative consists
of three behavioural dimensions: self-starting, proactivity and persistency.

Self-starting behaviour is the act of taking action by oneself, without role, task, and
responsibility requirements, external pressures, instructions, or a clear attempt to act, that is, without
being told or taking any responsibility for the person taking the initiative (Frese & Fay, 2001). Thus,
personal initiative shows that it is related to self-determined goals as opposed to predetermined goals.
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Sometimes personal initiative can also be expressed as taking responsibility with a thought that has
been close to the person for a while but has not acted before, obviously not turned into action.
Administrators should generally show initiative (Frese, Garst & Fay, 2007). Thus, personal initiative is
based on spontaneous purpose. Thus, a deeper and longer-term task analysis makes it possible to see
the implications for the person's future tasks, and the employee can proactively develop their
knowledge and skills to meet future task demands (Frese & Fay, 2001).

Proactivity can be defined as the behaviour of an individual to anticipate future work-related
concerns and anxieties, prepare herself/himself accordingly and take precautions. Proactive behaviour
is a specific type of behaviour that is motivated in the work environment. The proactive approach can
be broadly characterized as the effective facilitation of meaningful personal and/or environmental
change. Proactive qualities and behaviours reflect complementary tendencies and actions taken by
individuals to shape themselves and their environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Grant & Ashford,
2008). Individuals exhibiting proactive organizational behaviour engage in self-starting and long-term
focused actions and influence changes in their work environment (Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker &
Collins, 2004; Seibert, Kramer & Crant, 2001). Being proactive has three basic features: self-starting,
change-oriented and future-oriented (Kilig, 2019).

Persistency, which is an important dimension of taking initiative, is to act decisively and
determinedly. McGiboney and Carter (1993) express being persistent as reaching the goal with a
determined and patient approach in order to realize a goal or a task (Akin, 2012). Persistency is one of
the most important characteristics of great and effective leaders. Being persistent means that the
individual sticks to her/his principles and goals and is determined no matter what. Just as a marathoner
wants to run a successful marathon and needs to spend a lot of time getting ready, the condition for
being successful in leadership is to work hard and constantly improve interpersonal relationships, as
well as to be persistent (Hopkin, 2010). Being persistent is especially important in terms of reaching
one's goal. Personal initiative usually states that a process, a procedure or a task has been added or
changed, but also that these changes often involve disruptions and difficulties (Frese & Fay, 2001).

The philosophers of the first era Aristotle and Stoics, who were the first to use personal
initiative with the concept of leadership, also shed light on today's studies. According to Plato and
Xenoplan, leadership is a concept that requires taking initiative with it. According to Ed Brenegar
(2005), taking initiative is the most important step taken on the path of leadership (Okyay, 2012). In
many organizations, people, whether they are employees or administrators, are faced with new
challenges and opportunities in both their individual and organizational lives. Using these
opportunities and overcoming these challenges may not always be easy. Therefore, the understanding
of organizational management of our age necessitates new and different leadership behaviours. Taking
personal initiative of the leader emerges as an important leadership behaviour. Most of the instructions
and provisions related to the conduct of business, especially in educational institutions, are given by
the central system. Therefore, this situation causes many jobs to accumulate and pile up in schools.
Because solving every problem and trouble within the framework of laws and regulations may cause
loss of time. The easiest and shortest way to solve these problems in a short time is for the leader to
take personal initiative when necessary. From this point of view, it should not be forgotten that taking
personal initiative is an important process on an organizational basis. In addition, education of which
raw material is human, is a dynamic and active activity, therefore it has to be open to continuous
innovation and change. It is inevitable for individuals working in the field of education, especially
school administrators, to take initiative when necessary to adapt to this innovation and change without
losing time.

The Purpose of Study

It is thought that taking personal initiative during the implementation of leadership styles
exhibited by school administrators will be important for the development and effectiveness of schools.
However, when the literature is examined, it is seen that there are no studies that deal with school
administrators' levels of leadership styles and taking personal initiative together. It can be thought that
the present study will fill this gap, contribute to the field and facilitate the work of school
administrators.
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In this respect, it can be thought that the leadership styles exhibited by school administrators
will not only make a positive contribution to their taking personal initiative, but also make a positive
contribution to their understanding of management and governance. In particular, it should not be
forgotten that in educational organizations with a bureaucratic management approach, taking the
personal initiative of the administrators will offer significant advantages to the management level and
teacher performance. For this reason, it is important to reveal the level of leadership style effect on
school administrators' taking personal initiative. In this context, the aim of this study is to determine
the level of relationship between school administrators' leadership styles and their personal initiative
situtions. Within the framework of the general purpose of the research, answers to the following
questions will be sought:

1. What are the leadership styles and personal initiative levels of school administrators
according to the teachers' perceptions?

2. Do school administrators' leadership styles and personal initiative situtions differ
according to the variables of teachers' gender, seniority, working duration with the same
principal, working duration in the same school, and the type of school they work in?

3. Is there a significant relationship between school administrators' leadership styles and
their taking personal initiative situtions according to the teacher perceptions?

4. Do school administrators' leadership styles predict their taking personal initiative
according to the teacher perceptions?

Method
Research Model

This study, which aims to reveal the relationship between school administrators' leadership
styles and taking personal initiative, was designed in correlational survey model within the framework
of quantitative research design. Correlational survey models are research models that aim to determine
the existence and/or degree of change between two or more variables (Karasar 2011, p. 81). Survey
research is research that aims to describe the views and qualities of large masses. The purpose of these
researches is generally to make a description by taking a general picture of the current situation related
to the research subject. For this purpose, information is collected from a large population in survey

studies using the answer options determined by the researcher (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin,
Karadeniz, & Demirel, 2014, p.177).

The Universe and Sample of Study

The study population consists of 15190 teachers working in primary, secondary and high
schools from public schools in Karatay, Meram and Selcuklu, which are the central districts of Konya,
in the 2018-2019 academic year. The sample of the study was formed by reaching 720 teachers
working in these schools by random sampling method. According to Karasar (2011), random sampling
is sampling that shows that the probability of choosing every element in the universe is greater than
zero. According to Ural & Kilig (2011), in this method, the universe is determined with definite
boundaries and a list is made by assigning a number to each unit that makes up the universe. From the
numbers of each unit in the prepared list, as much as the number of samples, the number is determined
randomly by selection by lot or with the help of a computer. Scales were distributed to the schools
selected by random sampling to be filled by the teachers, and after removing the incorrect, incomplete
and randomly filled scales, the remaining 720 scales were included in the data analysis. The
demographic information of the teachers constituting the sample group is given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic Information of the Teachers Constituting the Sample Group (N=720)

Variables Level F %
Gender Female 400 55.6
Male 320 44.4
35 and younger 231 32.1
36-40 205 28.5
Age 41-45 123 17.1
46-50 84 11.7
51 and above 77 10.7
1-5 142 19.7
Professional 6-10 81 113
Seniority 11-15 140 194
16-20 154 21.4
21 and above 203 28.2
Working duration
with thegsame 1-5 631 87.6
. 6-10 89 124
principal
1-5 463 64.3
. L 6-10 156 21.7
Working duration in
the samg| school 11-15 “ 10.3
16-20 15 2.1
21 and above 12 1.7
Primary school 194 26.9
;I/—\ygfkgg School Sgcondary school 231 32.1
High school 295 41.0
Total 720 100

In Table 1, 400 of the teachers who consist of the sample group are female and 320 are male.
When the age variable was examined, it was determined that 231 of the teachers were 35 and younger,
205 were between the ages of 36 and 40, 123 were between the ages of 41 and 45, 84 were between
the ages of 46 and 50, and 77 were between the ages of 51 and over. It was understood that 463 of
them worked in the same school for 1 and 5 years, 156 of them 6 and 10, 74 of them 11 and 15, 15 of
them 16 and 20, 12 of them for 21 years or more. Considering the variable of school type, it was
determined that 194 of the teachers worked in primary school, 231 in secondary school and 295 in
high school.

Data Collection Tool
1. School Administrators' Leadership Style Scale

In this study, the School Administrators' Leadership Style Scale developed by Kili¢ and
Yilmaz (2018) was used to determine the level of school administrators' display of leadership styles. In
the study conducted by Kili¢ & Yilmaz (2018), the scale was determined to be a scale with high
reliability, by performing a reliability analysis together with exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses. The reliability coefficients calculated in this context are .89 for the democratic style, .83 for
the autocratic style, and .71 for the laissez-faire style. The overall Cronbach Alpha reliability
coefficient of the scale was calculated as .83. The scale consists of 16 items and 3 dimensions. The
democratic style has 9 items, the autocratic style has 4 items, and the laissez-faire style has 3 items.
The rating is prepared to be answered in a five-point likert form. | strongly disagree (1 point), |
disagree (2 points), | partially agree (3 points), | agree (4 points) and | completely agree (5 points).

2. School Administrators’ Taking Personal Initiative Scale

The Personal Initiative Taking Scale of School Administrators, developed by Akin (2012), was
used to determine the level of initiative of school administrators. In the study conducted by Akin
(2012), reliability analysis was performed together with the exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyzes of the scale, and it was determined that the scale is a scale with high reliability. The reliability
coefficients calculated in this context are .88 for self-starting, .83 for proactivity and .89 for
persistency of which are the sub-dimensions of the scale. The scale consists of 32 items and 3
dimensions. The first dimension self-starting contains 13 items, the second dimension proactivity

90



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research, 2022, Vol 8, Issue 1, 85-103 Yilmaz KILIC

contains 9 and the third dimension persistency contains 10 items. The rating is in a five-point likert
form; | completely agree (5), | strongly agree (4), 1 moderately agree (3), | slightly agree (2), |
absolutely disagree (1).

Data Analysis

Before proceeding to the analysis of the collected data, it was checked whether the data
showed a normal distribution or not. It was observed that the skewness and kurtosis coefficients of the
democratic, autocratic, and laissez-faire sub-dimensions of leadership styles and self-starting,
proactivity and persistency sub-dimensions of taking personal initiative were between + ,960 and =+,-
0.099, and kurtosis were between +,-0.684 and +.021. That is, it was found to be in the range of +1.0.
This value shows that the distribution is normal. A kurtosis value of £1.0 is considered excellent for
most psychometric purposes. A value of +2.0 may also be acceptable, depending on specific
applications. (George & Mallery, 2012; Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2013). Considering the
obtained values, parametric tests were applied because the data showed normal distribution. Statistical
methods such as frequency, percentage, arithmetic mean and standard deviation were used in the
statistical evaluation of the data obtained from the research. T-test, one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was used to analyze the data, and Post hoc Tukey analyzes was used to reveal differences
between groups. In addition, Pearson product-moment correlation technique and multiple regression
analysis were used to determine whether there was a significant relationship between dependent and
independent variables.

Findings

In this section, the answers given by the teachers to the school administrators were analyzed
with the techniques stated in the method section, and the tables and interpretations of the findings were
given.

According to the perceptions of the teachers, the results of leadership styles and situtions of
taking personal initiative of school administrators are given in Table 2.

Tablo 2. Teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and situtions of taking personal initiative of school
administrators.

Scale Dimensions  Number  SCO'€ gy gk s Min  Max
o Democratic Style 8 8-40 2784 348 490 144 5
g;‘-”; Autocratic Style 5 525 1963 392 321 2 5
25 Laissez-Faire 3 315 811 270 293 1 5
- Style

_ o Self-Starting 13 13-65 4953 381 6.86 215 5
% 2 Proactivity 9 9-45 3446 3.82 496 1.78 5
E  persistency 10 10-50 3757 375 502 180 5

As stated in Table 2, when the scores obtained by dividing the total scores by the number of
items are evaluated, it is seen that the autocratic style (X=3.92) has the highest mean score in the
leadership styles, followed by the democratic style (X=3.48) and the laissez-faire style (X=2.70)
appear to follow. When the situtions of taking personal initiative are examined, it can be said that the
highest mean score belongs to the proactivity (X=3.82) dimension, then self-starting (X=3.81) and the
lowest mean score belongs to the persistency (X=3.75) dimension.

According to the gender of the teachers, whether or not there is a significant difference in the
leadership styles and the situations of taking personal initiative of the school administrators was
examined with the independent t-test, and the findings were given in Table 3.
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Table 3. Examination of teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and taking personal initiative situtions of
school administrators according to teachers' gender

Scale Gender N Mean Ss sd T p
Democratic Style E/f;‘:'e ggg gigg g:ig 718 0538 0,662
Autocratic Style Eﬁgﬂ:'e ‘3‘(2)8 1223 g:?g 718 -0,784 0421
Laissez-Faire Style E/T;?:Ie ggg 57;5753 gg? 718 -3,925 0,000
Self-Starting remale 200 jg:;g Zgg 718 0913 0361
Proactivity E/fgl‘:'e e gj:gg izég 718 -079 0426
Persistency E/f;?:'e ;‘gg g;gg 2:23 718 0002 0,999

As can be seen in Table 3, it was determined that teachers' perceptions related leadership styles
of school administrators in the context of gender variable did not differ in dimensions of democratic (t
@18) = 0.538, p> 0.05) and autocratic (t 71y =-0.784, p> 0.05). However, it changed in the laissez-faire
style dimension (t 18y =-3.925 p<0.05) and there was a significant difference in favor of female
participants. According to the perceptions of the teachers, it can be said that the situtions of taking
initiative of school administrators were in self-starting (t (719 =0.913, p>0.05), in proactivity (t (1) =-
0.796, p>0.05) and in persistency (t 18y = 0.002, p>0.05) dimensions, and the opinions of female and
male teachers are close to each other.

According to the seniority variable of the teachers, whether the leadership styles and the
situtions of taking personal initiative of the school administrators differed or not was analyzed with the
ANOVA test and the findings were given in Table 4.

Table 4. Teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and the situtions of taking personal initiative of school
administrators according to the seniority variable of teachers.

Dimensions of

Scales Group Seniority N Mean Ss sd F p Diff.
1 1-5 years 142 31,13 5,88
Democratic 2 6-10 years 81 32,17 6,36 4
Style 3 11-15 years 140 31,49 495 715 1,347 0,251 -
4 16-20 years 154 30,78 5,23
5 21 yearsandover 203 31,92 4,94
1 1-5 years 142 16,55 2,49 1-2
Autocratic 2 6-10 years 81 15,17 3,19 4 1-5
Style 3 11-15 years 140 16,47 2,72 715 4,402 0,002 2-3
4 16-20 years 154 16,12 2,69 2-4
5 2lyearsandover 203 1512 3,11 3-5
1 1-5 years 142 7,44 3,10
Laissez-Faire 2 6-10 years 81 8,19 2,99 4
Style 3 11-15 years 140 7,97 2,91 715 2,073 0,083 -
4 16-20 years 154 8,02 2,81
5 2lyearsand over 203 8,49 2,89
1 1-5 years 142 51,25 575
2 6-10 years 81 4950 6,89 4 14
Self-Starting 3 11-15 years 140 50,00 6,57 715 3,942 0,004 15
4 16-20 years 154 48,65 7,16
5 21 yearsandover 203 48,64 7,30
1 1-5 years 142 3494 411
2 6-10 years 81 3432 558 4
Proactivity 3 11-15 years 140 34,90 4,46 715 1,028 0,392 -
4 16-20 years 154 34,07 485
5 21 yearsandover 203 34,18 5,59
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Table 4. Teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and the situtions of taking personal initiative of school
administrators according to the seniority variable of teachers. (Continued)

Dimensions of

S Group Seniority N Mean Ss sd F p Diff.
cales
1 1-5 years 142 38,36 4,47
2 6-10 years 81 37,19 529 4
Persistency 3 11-15 years 140 37,62 5,00 715 1,224 0,299 -
4 16-20 years 154 37,33 501

5 21 yearsand over 203 37,32 5,28

In Table 4, according to the seniority of the teachers, there is no significant difference in
dimensions of democratic (F (a-715 = 1,347, p> 0,05), and laissez-faire (F 4715 = 2,073, p> 0,05) in the
perceptions of the teachers. On the other hand, it was found that teachers' opinions differed
significantly in autocratic (F (s715) =4,402, p<0,05) leadership style. Post hoc. Tukey test was applied
to determine from which groups this difference originated. According to the findings, it was
understood that it was originated from groups having seniority of 1-5 years with 6-10 years, 1-5 years
with 21 years and above 6-10 years with 11-15 years, 6-10 years with 16-20 years, and 11-15 years
with 21 years and above. It is seen that this difference is in favor of the teachers in groups 1, 3 and 4.

A significant difference was found in teachers' perceptions of school principals' taking
personal initiative in the dimension of self-starting (F @715y =3,942, p<0,05). According to the results
of the Post hoc. Tukey test, it was understood that this difference originated from the groups having
seniority of 1-5 years with 16-20 years, 1-5 years with 21 years and above. It is seen that this
difference is in favor of the teachers in group 1. No significant difference was found in the dimensions
of proactivity (F @715y = 1.028, p<0.05) and persistency (F 715 = 1.224, p<0.05).

According to the variable of working duration with the same principal whether the leadership
styles and the situtions of taking of personal initiatives of the school administrators differed or not was
analyzed with the t-test, and the findings were given in Table 5.

Table 5. Teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and the situtions of taking personal initiative of school
administrators according to the variable of working duration with the same principal.

Dimensions of Working duration

S Group with the same N Mean Ss sd T p
cales .
principal
Democratic Style 1 1-5 631 31,47 5,65 718 1,273 0,342
2 6-10 89 30,88 3,77
Autocratic Style 1 1-5 631 15,93 2,91 718  -3,669 0,000
2 6-10 89 17,13 1,65
Laissez-Faire 1 1-5 631 7,99 2,93 718  -2,898 0,004
Style 2 6-10 89 8,95 2,82
Self-Starting 1 1-5 631 49,45 7,05 718  -2,452 0,016
2 6-10 89 51,86 8,70
Proactivity 1 1-5 631 33,39 5,08 718  -2,130 0,024
2 6-10 89 35,96 3,96
1 1-5 631 37,51 5,16

Persistency 718 0,660 0,417

N

6-10 89 37,97 3,95

As seen in Table 5, according to the working duration with the same principal there is no
significant difference in the democratic dimension (t (1) = 1.273, p> 0.05). However, it was concluded
that there was a significant difference in the dimensions of autocratic (t (718 =-3.669, p<0.05) and
laissez-faire (t (718)) = -2,898, p<0.05). While there was a significant difference in self-starting (t 71s) =-
2,452, p<0.05) and proactivity (t (18 = -2, 130, p<0.05) dimensions of school administrators’ taking
personal initiative, in the dimension of persistency (t (71g) = 0.660, p> 0.05) did not differ significantly.
It is seen that this difference is in favor of the teachers in group 2.

According to the variable of working duration of the teachers in the same school, whether the
leadership styles and the situtions of taking personal initiative of the school administrators differed or
not was analyzed with the ANOVA test and the findings were given in Table 6.
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Table 6. Teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and the situtions of taking personal initiative of school
administrators according to the variable of working in the same school.

Dimensions W_orkl_ng .
Group  duration in the N Mean Ss sd F p Diff.
of Scales
sane school
1 1-5 years 463 31,56 5,63
Democratic 2 6-10 years 156 30,66 4,80 4
Style 3 11-15 years 74 31,64 5,42 715 1,181 0,318 -
4 16-20 years 15 33,00 5,66
5 21 yearsand over 12 31,33 6,59
1 1-5 years 463 15,86 2,95
. 2 6-10 years 156 16,42 2,60
A“;?;{:“C 3 1115years 74 1682 217 1. 2727 0028 12
4 16-20 years 15 15,60 2,26
5 21 yearsand over 12 16,00 3,10
1 1-5 years 463 7,85 2,96
Laissez- 2 6-10 years 156 8,28 2,77 4 13
Faire Style 3 11-15 years 74 8,95 3,04 715 3,786 0,005 15
4 16-20 years 15 8,73 2,54
5 21 yearsand over 12 9,83 2,08
1 1-5 years 463 49,88 6,83 1-2
2 6-10 years 156 48,60 6,75 4 1-4
Self-Starting 3 11-15 years 74 49,70 6,57 3-4
4 16-20 years 15 45,73 9,09 715 2,360 0,044 4-5
5 21 yearsand over 12 51,08 6,27
1 1-5 years 463 34,56 4,87
2 6-10 years 156 34,16 4,96 4
Proactivity 3 11-15 years 74 34,52 5,32 715 0,278 0,892
4 16-20 years 15 33,86 6,11
5 21 yearsand over 12 34,91 4,94
1 1-5 years 463 37,64 5,02
2 6-10 years 156 37,17 5,13 4
Persistency 3 11-15 years 74 37,97 4,96 715 0,428 0,789
4 16-20 years 15 37,20 5,22
5 21 yearsand over 12 38,00 4,19

As can be seen in Table 6, it is observed that the perceptions of teachers regarding the level of
exhibiting leadership styles of school administrators do not differ significantly in the democratic
dimension (F 715 = 1.118, p> 0.05) according to the working duration of the teachers in the same
school. There is a significant difference in teacher perceptions in autocratic (F 4715y = 2.727, p<0.05)
and laissez-faire (F (1-715) = 3.786, p<0.05) dimensions. Post hoc. Tukey test was applied to determine
from which groups this difference originated. According to the findings, it was determined that it was
originated from groups having working durations in the same school of 1-5 years with 6-10 years, and
1-5 years with 11-15 years in the autocratic style, and 1-5 years with 11-15 years, and 1-5 years with
21 years and above in the laisses-faire style. It is seen that this difference is in favor of the teachers in
groups 2, 3and 5.

On the other hand, while there was a significant difference in the self-starting (F (a-715) =2.360,
p<0.05) dimension of school principals' taking personal initiative, there was no significant difference
in teacher perceptions in the dimensions of proactivity (F 715 =0.278, p>0.05) and persistency (F -
715y =0.428, p>0.05). Post hoc. Tukey test was applied to determine from which groups this
differentiation originated. According to the findings, it was determined that it was originated from
groups having working durations in the same school of 1-5 years with 6-10 years, 1-5 years with 16-20
years, 11-15 years with 16-20 years, and 16-20 years with 21 years and above. It is seen that this
difference is in favor of the teachers in groups 1, 3 and 5.

According to the school variable where the teachers work in, whether the leadership styles and
the situtions of taking personal initiative of the school administrators differed or not was analyzed with
the ANOVA test and the findings were given in Table 7.
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Table 7. Teachers' perceptions related leadership styles and the situtions of taking personal initiative of school
administrators according to the school variable where the teachers work in.

Dimensions of Type of

Scales Group School N Mean Ss sd F p Diff.
1 Primary 194 31,86 5,58 5 13
Democratic Style 2 Secondary 231 32,08 518 717 6,030 0,003 2.3
3 High 295 3056 5,49
1 Primary 194 16,27 2,78 5 1-3
Autocratic Style 2 Secondary 231 1655 2,48 717 8,630 0,000 2.3
3 High 2905 1557 3,00
Laissez-Faire 1 Primary 194 8,11 2,95 2
Style 2 Seco_ndary 231 8,16 3,06 717 0,061 0,941 -
3 High 295 8,07 2,83
1 Primary 194 50,40 6,56 9 13
Self-Starting 2 Secondary 231 50,37 6,34 717 8,361 0,000 2.3
3 High 295 48,28 7,26
1 Primary 194 3531 4,80 5 1-3
Proactivity 2 Secondary 231 3496 4,51 717 9,614 0,000 2.3
3 High 295 3351 524
1 Primary 194 3798 4,95 2
Persistency 2 Secondary 231 37,87 4,79 717 2,620 0,074 -
3 High 295 37,06 521

As it can be understood from Table 7, the perceptions of the teachers towards the level of
displaying the leadership styles of the school administrators differed significantly in the dimensions of
democratic (F -717) = 6,130, p<0.05), and autocratic (F (>-717) =8,630, p<0.05) according to the type of
school they work in. According to the results of the Post hoc. Tukey test, it was determined that this
difference was originated from groups of primary school and high school and secondary school and
high school. There is no significant difference in teacher perceptions in the dimension of laissez-faire
(F 2717y = 0.941, p>0.05). On the other hand, there is a significant difference in teachers' perceptions
in the dimensions of self-starting (F (2 717 =8,361, p<0.05), and proactivity (F " =9,614, p<0.05).
There is no difference in the dimension of persistence (F 717y =3.620, p>0.05). According to the
results of the Post hoc. Tukey test, it was determined that this difference was originated from groups
of primary school and high school and secondary school and high school. It is seen that this difference
is in favor of the teachers in groups 1 and 2.

The examination of the relationship between the levels of the leadership styles and the
situtions of taking personal initiative of school administrators was given in Table 8.

Table 8. Correlation analysis results between the levels of leadership styles and taking personal initiative of
school administrators.

Leadership Styles Personal Initiative
1 ,602"
Leadership Styles 0,000
720 720
602" 1
Personal Initiative 0,000
720 720

According to the Pearson correlation findings in the direction of teachers' opinions in Table 7,
it is seen that there is a strong positive and significant relationship between the leadership styles and
the situtions of taking personal initiatve of school administrators (r=0.602, p<0.05).

Multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to test school administrators' taking
personal initiative was predicted by leadership styles. Findings related to the analysis were given in
Table 9.
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Table 9. Prediction of school administrators' taking personal initiative by leadership styles.

Standard

Dimensions B Error B T p Dual r Partial r
Self-starting Constant 19,845 1,587 - 12,508 0,000 - -
Democratic Style 0,481 0,045 0,412 10,631 0,000 0,369 0,319
Autocratic Style 0,813 0,069 0,338 11,711 0,000 0,401 0,352
Laissez-Faire Style 0,041 0,071 0,017 0,568 0,570 0,021 0,017

R= 0,596 Adj. R*= 0,353 F .16 = 131,277 p= 0,000
Proactivity Constant 12,708 1,134 - 11,209 0,000 - -
Democratic Style 0,380 0,032 0,439 11,768 0,000 0,403 0,349
Autocratic Style 0,562 0,050 0,324 11,339 0,000 0,390 0,336
Laissez-Faire Style 0,016 0,051 0,009 0,306 0,760 0,011 0,009

R= 0,608 Adj. R*= 0,369 F .716)= 139,980 p= 0,000
Persistency Constant 16,322 1,167 - 13,985 0,000 - -
Democratic Style 0,426 0,033 0,470 12,799 0,000 0,432 0,386
Autocratic Style 0,469 0,051 0,324 9,194 0,000 0,325 0,277
Laissez-Faire Style 0,022 0,053 0,014 0,415 0,678 0,015 0,013

R=0,591 Adj. R*= 0,349 F (3,716)= 128,288 p= 0,000

When Table 9 is examined, the model of leadership styles that predicts the self-starting sub-
dimension of taking personal initiative is significant, (F @76 = 131,277, p<.0.05). Democratic,
autocratic and laissez-faire leadership styles together predicted approximately 35.3% of the total
variance in the self-starting dimension (Adj. R>= 0.353). According to the standardized regression
coefficient (B), the effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable are ranked as
democratic style (B = 0.412), autocratic style (B = -0.338), and laissez-faire style (B = -0.017). When
the t-test results regarding the significance of the regression coefficients are examined, it is understood
that the democratic and autocratic independent variables are significant predictors of the self-starting
dimension.

The model of leadership styles predicting the proactivity sub-dimension of taking personal
initiative is significant, (F 716y =139,980, p<.0.05). Democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire leadership
styles together predict approximately 36.9% of the total variance in the proactivity dimension (Adj.
R?= 0.369). According to the standardized regression coefficient (B), the effects of the independent
variables on the dependent variable are ranked as democratic style (B = 0.439), autocratic style (B =-
0.324), and laissez-faire style (f=-0.009). When the t-test results regarding the significance of the
regression coefficients are examined, it is seen that the democratic and autocratic independent
variables are significant predictors of the proactivity dimension.

The model of leadership styles predicting persistency sub-dimension of taking personal
initiative is significant, (F (,716) =128,288, p<.0.05). Democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire leadership
styles together predict approximately 34.9% of the total variance in the persistency dimension (Adj.
R?>= 0.349). According to the standardized regression coefficient (B), the effects of the independent
variables on the dependent variable are ranked as democratic style (f = 0.470), autocratic style (p = -
0.260), and laissez-faire style (B = - 0.014). When the t-test results regarding the significance of the
regression coefficients are examined, it is stated that the democratic and autocratic independent
variables are significant predictors of the persistency dimension.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

When the mean scores of the research findings are examined according to the perceptions of
the teachers, the leadership styles of the school administrators are ranked as autocratic, democratic and
laissez-faire style. Considering the mean scores, it is seen that school administrators exhibit the most
autocratic and the least laissez-faire leadership styles according to teacher perceptions. Canbolat
(2016) states in his study that employees are managed in an autocratic style. Thus, it can be said that
the autocratic leadership style of the present study is supported by this study. These results may have
led school administrators to the autocratic style because of the discipline and authority-based
behaviour stemming from the implementation of laws and regulations. School administrations are
mostly based on bureaucratic and vertical hierarchical management approach. Therefore, school
administrators may not want to go beyond this management approach. In case of lack of time, it may
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be advantageous to exhibit autocratic leadership in decisions that need to be taken urgently. According
to Wangithi (2014), it is emphasized that the democratic leadership style is the most used style in
primary schools. Therefore, it is understood that this study does not show parallelism with the
democratic leadership style. As can be understood from these findings, it is seen that leadership styles
are not static and may vary according to the institution, environment and practices. It is understood
from the perceptions of the teachers that the school administrators' taking personal initiative situtions
are ranked as proactivity, self-starting and persistency, and that the school administrators take personal
initiative at a moderate level. According to Akin (2012), teachers' opinion is that school administrators
cannot take initiative at a high level. It is stated that they mostly take the initiative regarding minor
repair works.

It is understood that the scores of female teachers in the sub-dimension of democratic style are
higher than the scores of male teachers. In the autocratic and laissez-faire leadership dimensions, it is
seen that the scores of male teachers are higher than the scores of female teachers. Teachers'
perceptions differ significantly in terms of gender variable in the laissez-faire style. This result can be
interpreted as male teachers want less intervention in their work and they can be more satisfied with
working on their own. Canbolat (2016) reached a conclusion parallel to the current research in his
research. According to Canbolat's research, it has been determined that there is no significant
difference in democratic and autocratic leadership, but there is a significant difference in the
perceptions of employees in the laissez-faire. In the researches of (Ozbek, 2016; Dilbeck, 1988;
Hardman, 2011) no found difference in leadership styles according to the gender variable. The mean
score of women in the self-starting and persistency dimensions and the mean score of men in the
proactive dimension were higher. Akin (2012) emphasizes that gender is not an important variable in
taking personal initiative.

According to the findings of the study, the perceptions of the teachers who have 1 -5 years of
seniority regarding the level of leadership style and taking personal initiative of school administrators
in the seniority variable are that school administrators use less democratic and laissez-faire styles. It
was revealed that the perceptions of teachers with a seniority of 21 years and above believed that
school administrators mostly used democratic and liberal styles. It was understood that in the
autocratic style, teachers with a seniority of 21 years or more thought that their administrators used
this style less, and teachers whose seniority was 1-5 years thought that their administrators used this
style more. Significant difference was determined between groups in autocratic leadership style.
However, there was no difference between the groups in democratic and laissez-faire leadership styles.
It has been concluded that the mean score of teachers with 1-5 years of having seniority in autocratic
leadership style is higher. The fact that these young teachers, who are new in the teaching profession,
want to practice their profession in a more democratic and more tolerant environment may have been
influential in their views. In addition, since the young generation teachers behave more independently
and more comfortably in the decision-making process and working environment, it can be thought that
they do not adopt to work under the autocratic leadership style, which requires much more control and
supervision. The fact that the teachers included in this group are more familiar with technology shows
that they are more eager and willing to change and innovate. Their desire and requests for change and
innovation may have affected the level of their perceptions towards autocratic school administrators.
In studies conducted by Ozbek (2016), Yurdakul, (2007), Yildirim (2007), Cetin (2011), Sahin (2013);
it was determined that there was a significant difference in teachers' perceptions in their studies on
leadership attitudes and behaviors of school administrators. On the other hand, Bakir (2007), Dilbeck
(1988), Hardman (2011) concluded in their research that there was no significant difference in the
views of teachers according to the variable of seniority.

When it comes to the taking personal initiative of school administrators, school administrators
take more initiative in the dimensions of self-starting, proactivity and persistency compared to teachers
with 1-5 years of having experience. It was understood that school administrators took less initiative
according to the teachers having seniority of 21 years or more in the self-starting dimension, 16-20
years in the proactivity dimension, and 6-10 years in the persistence dimension. While there was a
difference between the groups in the self-starting dimension, it was concluded that there was no
difference in the proactivity and persistency dimensions. Sevil & Biilbiil (2019) found no significant
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difference in the variable of seniority in their study on school principals. It can be said that this finding
supports the proactivity and persistency dimensions of the present study. Akin (2012) found in his
research that there is a difference in the views of teachers in the proactivity dimension. Yavuz (2006)
states that teachers with more seniority think that school principals fulfill the roles expected from them
more. In the context of these results, it shows that the seniority variable of teachers is a relative
variable and may vary according to the environment, conditions and people.

According to the variable of working with the same principal, teacher perceptions differ
significantly in the dimensions of democratic and autocratic leadership styles, and self-starting, and
proactivity dimensions of taking personal initiative. The higher scores of teachers who worked with
the same principal for 6-10 years in autocratic and laissez-faire styles can be explained as follows:
Considering that short-term employees do not know their administrators adequately and do not have
much information about them, on the other hand, it can be thought that it has an effect on the scoring,
considering that the long-term employees working with the same administrator can know their
administrators better in every subject. It has been concluded that the mean score of teachers who work
with the same administrator for a long time is higher in situtions of taking personal initiative.
According to the teachers in this category, administrators take more initiative. The teacher, who works
with the same principal for a long time, may have the chance to speculate on which situations the
principal can or cannot take more initiative.

According to the findings obtained regarding the working time of the teachers in the same
school, it was observed that the perceptions of the teachers about the levels of exhibiting autocratic
and laissez-faire leadership styles of school administrators differed significantly. In the studies
conducted by Hardman (2011), Gray (2013), Ozbek (2016) the perception levels of teachers about
their administrators were examined based on their working durations at the current school. They found
that there was a significant difference in the findings related to the working duration of the teachers in
the same school. However, in Sahin's (2013) study, no significant difference was found in terms of
working duration in the same school. Teachers' perceptions differ significantly in the self-starting
dimension of administrators’ taking personal initiative. Akin (2012) states that in his study on the
taking personal initiative situtions of school principals, he found difference in all dimensions of
personal initiative and that teachers who worked longer in the same school had higher opinions related
their principals’ taking personal initiative. Therefore, the findings of this study are in parallel with the
self-starting dimension of ready-made work and the result obtained by overlapping with the
perceptions of teachers who have been working in the same school for a longer time.

According to the findings of the study, it was observed that teacher perceptions differed
significantly in the democratic and autocratic leadership styles, but did not differ in the laissez-faire
style. In the studies conducted by Bakir (2007), Sahin (2013), Kilingarslan (2013), it was stated that
teachers' perceptions of school type do not differ. It is understood that this finding supports the laissez-
faire leadership style of the present study, but it does not overlap with democratic and autocratic styles.
The lowest mean score in all leadership styles belongs to high school teachers. As the level of the
school rises, the demands and requests of the teachers from the administrators may increase in parallel.
On the other hand, it was observed that school administrators' taking personal initiative situtions
differed significantly in the dimensions of self-starting and proactivity, but did not differ in the
dimension of persistency.

In line with the Pearson correlation result, it was concluded that there is a strong positive
relationship between the leadership styles exhibited by school administrators and their taking personal
initiative situtions. Although there are different classifications in the literature, it is generally
interpreted that the relationship around (50-69) is a strong one (Tavsancil, 2005). This interpretation is
in line with the findings of the study. Leadership styles and personal initiative concepts are often
intertwined with management and complement each other. The school administrator should use these
concepts well in order to achieve the school's goals and to ensure the organizational commitment of
the employees. It is believed that today's leadership approach should be tolerant and paternalistic
towards the people it is responsible for, rather than being power-oriented. It can be said that leadership
styles have an important place in school administrators' taking personal initiative (Kilig, 2019).
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According to the multiple linear regression findings obtained in the study, it was concluded
that there is a significant relationship between the leadership styles of school administrators and the
dimensions of taking personal initiative. It was revealed that the dimensions of self-starting,
proactivity and persistency of taking personal initiative were significantly and positively predicted by
democratic and autocratic leadership styles. Akin (2012) explains in his research that the dimensions
of taking personal initiative are predicted by instructional and ethical leadership. It can be said that the
findings of Akin's study support the findings of this study. It has been understood that the most
effective style in taking personal initiative is democratic leadership. According to Kilig (2019), taking
personal initiative can be accepted as a perception of an action that a person initiates or tries to
implement with his or her own instinct, without being subjected to any pressure or coercion. It can be
thought that in democratic leadership, compliments such as the participation of individuals in the
decision-making process, respect for their views and confidence in themselves play an important role
in taking personal initiative. Gangster & Fusilier (1989) state that participatory leadership style is
characterized by acting together in problem solving by consulting subordinates before making a
decision by the leader. It has been concluded that the control to be strengthened through participatory
leadership of personal initiative is positively predicted by the perceptions of the employees. Frese &
Fay (2001) argue that although it may be an important variable in the context that personal initiative
will be predicted by transformational leadership, it is generally not supported by the top management
to take the initiative of the lower level managers (Rank, 2006).

Taking initiative is a concept that helps administrators perceive processes in organizational
structure and administrative functions. It also supports the nature of administrators' democratic
decision-making processes (Cameron, 1999). Democratic leadership, which includes the employees in
the decision-making process and cares about the contributions of the employees, facilitates the
proactive behavior of the employees (Vroom & Jago, 1988). By taking advantage of the gaps left by
the orders and laws, the leader requires entering into situations that will lead to leadership and taking
initiative (Bursalioglu, 2011). Taking the initiative of school administrators can transform the
hierarchical and bureaucratic functioning of schools into strategic situations in favor of schools and
enable the dynamics to take action. However, it has been understood that some negative emotions
prevent school administrators from taking the initiative. From this point of view, it can be said that
taking initiative is not only an individual behaviour, but also an organizational and administrative
behaviour (Dorrenbécher & Geppert, 2009).

Taking the initiative is a crucial element of leadership and also an important win for many
businesses. Leaders with an internal locus of control are more patient than non-leaders (Bruttel &
Fischbacher, 2013). It can be said that the value of taking personal initiative is gradually being
understood in many areas, especially in business and education. People with a high level of personal
initiative, more innovative (Balluerka, Gorostiaga & Ulacia, 2014) and entrepreneurial (Krauss, Frese,
Friedrich, & Unger, 2005) achieve better academic results (Fay & Frese, 2001). It has been seen that
personal initiative is also important in encouraging participation in creative processes and displaying
creativity (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag, 2007). One of the focal points of taking personal initiative
is goal orientation. Highly goal-oriented leaders develop long-term and clear goals. They are also
persistent in overcoming difficulties. Therefore, goal orientation is considered an important
prerequisite for effective leadership (Sonnentag & Frese, 1997). Persistency is one of the most
important characteristics of great and effective leaders. Being persistent means that the leader sticks to
his principles and goals and is determined no matter what (Hopkin, 2010). In this expression, it is
understood that persistent leadership is also principle-centered leadership.

Since educational institutions are goal and change-oriented organizations, they try to realize
organizational actions that are oriented towards continuous change and development. According to
King (2006), some problems arise due to the need for change in the realization of these goals. School
administrators need to be proactive and anticipate these problems and quickly find alternative
solutions. However, it is known that most of the education administrators have a theoretical preference
to practice using traditional bureaucratic or collaborative methods. Davenport & Anderson (2002)
express that successful leaders can encourage risk-taking and problem-solving by empowering their
staff to take initiative, through collaboration and shared leadership because leadership involves
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working with people individually and in groups to achieve organizational goals.

Since educational institutions are people-oriented and service-producing institutions, the
ability to make good, appropriate and accurate decisions at the management level of these institutions
is also related to the healthy, real and good understanding that the school principal has with the
relations and foresights s/he has established with people, in proportion to her/his knowledge and skills
about management (Aydin, 2015). The bureaucratic structure of which school organizations have
negatively affects the behaviour of school administrators because the principal feels obliged to exhibit
a management style suitable for the bureaucratic structure. This can also become a serious obstacle to
the success of the school over time. In such cases, the school administrator should take the initiative
and try to create a more flexible environment. If the school administrator gives importance to the
personality of the teachers rather than dealing with bureaucratic rules, s/he can remove an important
organizational learning barrier. For organizational learning to take place, there must be change. (Celik,
2013). Generally, changes are experienced in democratic and participatory environments where
everyone can freely express their views and opinions. Since education is a constantly evolving,
changing and non-stationary activity, such environments are always needed. This can only be achieved
by school administrators who are well-trained, have a team spirit, and can take personal initiative
when necessary (Kilig, 2019). In carrying out their day-to-day activities, school leaders advance in
their instrumental goals by involving teachers in their change efforts. Strong leadership is essential for
the success of any change initiative (Bryk, 2010). In addition, the leader is expected to have a solid
and unchanging vision for the change initiative, as well as the determination to complete the process
(Collins, 2001). Along with the vision, the leader must have the necessary knowledge and skills to lead
successful change. Knowledge refers to the culture in which the leader takes the initiative, a solid
understanding of the change process and its implementation. Skill, on the other hand, reveals the
competency of the leader (Ericsson Ill, 2015). In other words, school administrators need to take
personal initiative for the desired change to happen. In the light of the above findings, the following
suggestions can be made:

e It was understood that school administrators could not take personal initiative at a high
level. It is possible to say that the central system and bureaucratic management approach
contributed greatly to the school administrators' putting forward such an administration. It
is a fact that school administrators mostly make decisions in line with the instructions and
directives of the top managements. It can be thought that school administrators’ taking
personal initiative may be more advantageous in solving some minor problems that occur
in the school both in terms of time and in terms of employees, and it may also facilitate
the work of the top management.

e Taking personal initiative is a change-oriented action. Since school organizations are
institutions that constantly change and develop, taken initiative by the administrators at
the head of these institutions can accelerate change and development even more.

e  According to the research findings, the style that contributes the most to taking personal
initiative is the democratic leadership style. In this context, school administrators should
be given more freedom and some of the decisions about the school should be left to them.
Thus, school administrators can increase their taking personal initiative level by
preferring democratic leadership style more, and they can gain decision-making and
solution-oriented competence and skills more quickly about the problems that need to be
solved at school.

o Asaresult of the research, it was seen that high school administrators took less initiative.
In this respect, the definition of authority given to high school administrators should be
reviewed so that they can take more initiative. School administrators’ taking personal
initiative should be supported and encouraged by top management.

e According to the findings obtained in the light of teachers' perceptions, it was determined
that school administrators used the autocratic leadership style the most. From the
perspective of today's management approach, it is thought that authoritarian and
oppressive management styles are not very suitable for educational organizations because
educational activities are participatory and collective actions and therefore these actions
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require working together in a compromise-oriented atmosphere. School administrators
should consider these points.

e Being proactive is to be action and performance-oriented and active besides. A school
administrator who exhibits proactive behaviours can make a positive contribution to
increasing the performance of the employees as well as increasing his/her own
performance.
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Kamu OKkul Yéneticilerinin Sergiledikleri Liderlik Stilleri ve Inisiyatif
Alma Durumlarinin incelenmesi

Yilmaz KILIC!

Oz Anahtar Kelimeler
Bu galismada kamu okul yoneticilerinin demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik Demokratik
taniyan liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarinin incelenmesi Otokratik
amaglanmistir. Caligmanin evreni 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yilinda Konya’'nin Serbestlik Tantyan

merkez ilgeleri Karatay, Meram ve Selguklu’da kamuya ait ilkokul, ortaokul ve
lisede gorev yapan 15190 Ogretmen olusturmaktadir. Calismanin 6rneklemi
ayni ilcelerde gorev yapan 720 ogretmen rastgele secilerek olusturulmustur.
Calisma iligkisel tarama modelinde tasarlanmistir. Ogretmenlerden veriler
Liderlik Stilleri Olgegi ile Okul Miidiirlerinin Inisiyatif Alma Olgegi
araciligiyla elde edilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda ¢ikan bulgulara gore okul
yoneticileri en ¢ok otokratik ve en az tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilini Makale Hakkinda

Kendiliginden baglama
Proaktiflik

Israrcilik

tercih ettikleri ve orta diizeyde kisisel inisiyatif aldiklar1 belirlenmistir. Cinsiyet . .
degiskeninde tam serbest}llik tantyan Iigerlik stilinde anlamli farkhlaszla Gnderim Tarfhf: 28.09.2021
bulunmustur. Kidem degiskeninde otokratik liderlik stilinde ve inisiyatif Kabul Tarihi: 11.04.2022
almanin kendiliginden baglama boyutunda anlamli farklilasma bulunurken, ayni E-Yayin Tarihi: 29.04.2022
miidiir ile ¢alisma degiskeninde otokratik ile tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik

stillerinde ve inisiyatif almanin kendiliginden baglama ile proaktiflik

boyutlarinda anlamli bir farklilasma bulunmustur. Ayni okulda ¢aligma siiresi

degiskeninde otokratik ile tam serbestlik tantyan liderlik stillerinde ve okul tiirii

degiskeninde ise demokratik ile otokratik liderlik stillerinde ve inisiyatif

almanin kendiliginden baglama ile proaktiflik boyutlarinda anlamli farklilasma

bulunmustur. Liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma arasinda gii¢lii ve pozitif

bir iligki vardir. Ayrica kisisel inisiyatif alma eyleminin liderlik stilleri

tarafindan yordandig saptanmistir.

1 Dr. Emekli Akademisyen ve Arastirmaci, Tiirkiye, kilic0442@gmail.com, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6040-7441
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Giris

Liderler, o6rgiit ortaminda takipgilerini yonlendirirken veya yonetirken gesitli liderlik stillerini
benimserler (Chiang ve Wang, 2012). Liderlik stilleri, liderin karakterine gére degisir. Her karakter
kendine gore bir stil ortaya koyar, boylece liderlik stilleri yoneticinin sahip oldugu ve kendisinin
amaglara ulagmak i¢in galisanlarla etkilesime ve iletisime ge¢mesini saglayan bir tiir davranig ve
yetenek bi¢imi olarak tanimlanabilir (Hesham, 2010). Liderlik stili, se¢ilmis hedefleri gerceklestirmek
icin bir liderin takipgilerini tesvik ederek ya da motive ederek etkileme bigimi olarak tanimlanabilir
(Kili¢ ve Yilmaz, 2018). Liderlik stili, liderlik 6zelliklerinden ziyade liderin etkinligini ortaya ¢ikarir.
Stil kisinin orgiitsel davranmis modeli ile ilintili bir kavramdir. Liderin orgiitiin liyelerine karsi
sergiledigi tavir ile liderlik bicimi cercevesinde onlarla iletisim kurmasi, grubun genel isleyisine

katkida bulunabilir ya da grubun genel islevsel performansini diisiirebilir (Price, 2008; Henman,
2011).

Baska bir anlatimla, liderlik stili, liderin insan gruplarini yonlendirirken, motive ederken,
rehberlik ederken ve yonetirken ortaya koydugu karakteristik davranislar1 ifade eder. Ayn1 zamanda
liderlik stilleri, lider grubu ydnetirken nasil davranacagina dair takip ettigi bir yol haritasidir (Kilig,
2019). Lewin, Lippitt ve White (1939) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada liderlik stillerine 151k tutacak
demokratik, otokratik ve liberal liderlik olmak tizere ii¢ ana liderlik stili belirlenmistir (Kilig, 2019).
Demokratik liderlik stili, daha ¢ok uzlasmaci bir yaklasim modeline odaklanir, karar alma siirecine
tim grubun katilimini saglamaya calisir. Diger taraftan, otokratik liderlik stilinde lider tiim kararlan
verir, mutlak giicii kullanir ve grubun iiyelerine gorev tahsis eder. Tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik
stilinde ise miidahale politikas1 giidiilmez, tiim c¢alisanlara tam bir 6zglirliik ortami saglanir ve
hedeflere ulagsmak igin belirli bir prosediir izlenmez. Tiim bunlara ragmen en iyi liderlik stili sudur
demek miimkiin degildir. Belirli bir liderlik stilinin etkili olmas1 6rgiitsel duruma baglidir (Omolayo,
2004-2007).

Katilmce1 liderlik veya paylagilan liderlik olarak da bilinen demokratik liderlik, grup
tiyelerinin karar alma siirecinde daha katilimer bir rol istlendigi bir liderlik stilidir. Herkese katilim
firsati verilir, fikirler 6zgilirce paylasilir ve tartisma ortaminin olusturulmasi icin iyeler tesvik
edilir. Demokratik siire¢, grup esitligine ve fikirlerin serbest akisina odaklanma egilimini sunarken,
grubun lideri rehberlik ve kontrol eylemlerini devam ettirir (Amanchukwu, Stanley ve Ololube,
2015). Demokratik liderler gruba katilarak grup iiyelerine rehberlik eder ve ayn1 zamanda diger grup
iiyelerinden girdilere izin verirler. Katilimer liderler, grup iiyelerini katilmaya tesvik eder, ancak karar
verme siirecinde son so6zii kendileri sdylerler. Grup tiyeleri siirece dahil edildiklerinden daha motive ve
daha yaratici olduklarini hissederler. Demokratik liderler, takipgilere ekibin 6nemli bir pargasi
olduklarini hissettirmeye calisirlar ve bu da grubun hedeflerine bagliliklarini gii¢clendirmeye yardimei
olur (Bass ve Bass, 2008). Demokratik lider, grupta kimin olacagina, alinan kararlara kimin katkida
bulunacagina karar vermekle goérevlidir (Kilig, 2019). Arastirmacilar, demokratik liderlik tarzinin en
etkili tiirlerden biri oldugunu, daha yiiksek tiretkenlige, grup tiyelerinden daha iyi katki alinmasina ve
grup moralinin artmasina yol agtigimi vurgulamaktalar (Amanchukwu vd., 2015).

Demokratik liderler sadece diiriistliik, zeka, cesaret, yaraticilik, yeterlik ve adaleti i¢eren belirli
ozelliklere sahip degiller ayn1 zamanda takipgileri arasinda giiven ve saygi da uyandirirlar. Bu liderler
samimidir ve ahlaki degerlerine gore kararlar alirlar. Takipgilerini harekete gecirmek ve gruba katkida
bulunmalarini saglamak icin ilham odakli eylemlerde bulunurlar. Iyi liderler ayn1 zamanda farkli
goriisler arama egiliminde olurlar ve muhalif sesleri veya daha az popiiler bir bakis a¢is1 sunanlar
susturmaya ¢alismazlar, bunun tam aksine ¢ogulculuk saglamaya ¢alisirlar (Amanchukwu vd., 2015).
Demokratik liderlik, bir yandan takipgilerinin lizerine odaklanirken diger yandan da onlarla iyi iliskiler
kurmak ve siirdiirmek cabasi igerisinde olmasi etkili bir yaklasim olarak kargimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bu tiir
liderlerin altinda g¢aligan insanlar, iyi gecinme, birbirlerini destekleme ve karar verirken grubun diger
iiyelerine danisma egiliminde olurlar (Bass ve Bass, 2008). Demokratik liderlikle ilgili yapilan
analizler ve arastirmalar 1s18inda demokratik liderligi tanimlayan ti¢ isleve ulagilmistir. (1) tyeler
arasinda sorumluluk dagitmak, (2) tyeligi giiclendirmek ve (3) miizakerelerde iiyelere yardimci
olmaktir (Gastil, 1994).
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Otokratik  liderlik  stili, grup iiyelerinden mutlak itaattalep eden bir liderlik
bi¢imidir. Otokratik liderler, kendi gorislerine gore her konuda tek tarafli kararlar alirlar. Otoriter
liderler olarak da bilinen bu tiir liderler, neyin, ne zaman ve nasil yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda net
beklentilere sahipler. Bu liderlik stili gii¢lii bir sekilde hem liderin komutasina hem de takipgilerin
kontroliine odaklanir Kilig, 2019). Lider ve iiyeler arasinda da net bir ayrimdan sdz etmek
miimkiindiir. Otoriter liderler, grup iiyelerinden ¢ok az girdi alarak veya hi¢ almadan bagimsiz olarak
kararlar alirlar (Cherry, 2017). Otokratik liderlik stili, ¢calisanlar arasinda proaktif tutumlar tesvik
etmek icin ¢cok Onemli olan 6grenme zihniyetini asilamaz (Sauer 2011). Otokratik lider genellikle
baskalaria ne yapilacagin sdyler, yeni fikirlerle ilgili tartigmalar1 sinirlar ve normalde ekip ¢aligmasi
tizerinde durmaz (Price, 2008). Otokratik liderlik, liderlerin personel iizerinde tam bir giice sahip
oldugu asir1 bir iglemsel liderlik bicimidir. Ekibin veya kurulusun ¢ikarina en iyi sekilde hizmet etseler
bile personel ve ekip iiyelerinin onerilerde bulunma sanslar1 yok denecek kadar azdir (Amanchukwu
vd., 2015). Otokratik liderlik stili tamamen karar verme yetkisine sahiptir. Yetki vermez ve astlarin
politika olusturmaya katilmasina izin vermez (Jay, 2014). Otokratik liderlik stili, hedeflere ulagsmak
icin grup iyelerinin davranig ve tutumlarinin tutarli kombinasyonlarini igermektedir (Kilig, 2019). Bu
liderlik stilinin liderin politikalar1 ve prosediirleri belirlemesi, hangi hedeflerin gergeklestirilecegine
karar vermesi ve astlar tarafindan anlamli bir katilim ger¢eklesmeden tiim faaliyetleri yonlendirmesi
ve kontrol etmesi anlamina gelmektedir (Hackman ve Johnson, 2009).

Tam serbestlik taniyan liderler, 6nemli konular hakkinda fikirlerini belirtmekten ve eyleme
gecmekten sakimirlar, kararlar1 vermek veya ertelemek baglaminda basarisiz olurlar, sorumluluk
almaktan kacinirlar, doniit vermezler ve otoritenin devam etmesine miisaade ederler. Bu en etkisiz
liderlik davranmisidir (Kilig, 2019). Bu tiir lidere makaminda oturan, miimkiin oldugu kadar az 6grenci
ve calisanla goriisen, 0gretmen ihtiyaglart ve 6grenci gelisimleri ile ilgilenmeyen ve her seyi oluruna
birakan bir okul yoneticisi 6rnek verilebilir (Hoy ve Miskel, 2010). Bu tarz ile 6zgirliikler tamamen
grup hedefleri, teknikleri ve ¢alisma yontemleri tarafindan belirlenir Liderler nadiren miidahale eder
(Kilig, 2019). Tam serbestlik tantyan liderlik stili, 6zellikle takipgilerin olgun ve yiiksek derecede
motive olduklar1 zaman, en etkili tarzdir (Hackman ve Johnson, 2009). Tam serbestlik taniyan lider
sorumluluklarindan feragat ederek, karar vermekten kaginir ve ekiplere islerini yapma konusunda tam
Ozgiirlik tanir ve boylece astlarinin isleri hakkinda karar verme yetkisine sahip olmasina izin verir
(Chaudhry ve Javed, 2012). Bu liderligin temel avantaji, ekip iyelerine bu kadar ¢ok O6zerklik
taninmas1 yiiksek is tatmini ve artan iiretkenlige yol acabilmesidir. Ekip iiyelerinin zamanlarini iyi
yonetememeleri veya islerini etkili bir sekilde yapacak bilgi, beceri veya motivasyona sahip
olamamalar1 zarar verici olabilir. Bu tiir bir liderlik, yoneticilerin personeli {izerinde yeterli kontrole
sahip olmadig1 durumlarda da ortaya ¢ikabilir (Ololube, 2013).

Liderlik stilleri liderler tarafindan tatbik edilirken, ister istemez dolayli veya dolaysiz bazi
kavram ve siireglerle iletisim ve etkilesime gecerler. Dolayisiyla liderlik stillerinin bu kavram ve
stireclerden hem olumlu hem olumsuz yonde etkilenebilecekleri gibi ayni sekilde bunlart da
etkileyebilecekleri diigiiniilmektedir. Liderlik stilleri 6rgiit ortaminda uygulandiginda, yakin bir iligki
icerisinde olabilecegi diisliniilen 6nemli kavramlardan birisi de yoneticilerin kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlar olabilir (Kilig, 2019).

Kisisel inisiyatif, arzu, israrcilik ve firsatlara acik olmanin bir kombinasyonudur. Kisisel
inisiyatif ile motive edilen proaktif davranis, drgiitlerin, gruplarin ve bireylerin performansini artirir.
Ozellikle, biirokratik egilimlerin yogun oldugu orgiitlerde daha ¢ok hiyerarsik bir yonetim tarzi
mevcuttur. Bu hiyerarsik yonetim tarzindan kaynaklanan aksakliklardan dolay1 bazen isler istenildigi
gibi yiirlimeyebilir. Bu aksakliklarin giderilmesi i¢in herkesin inisiyatif almasi gerekir (Belschak, Den
Hartog ve Fay, 2010). Kisisel inisiyatif, bireyin engellere ve baskilara kars1 1srarla miicadele ederek,
kararli ve azimli bir bi¢imde hedeflerini ve amaglarini gergeklestirmek i¢in kendi kendine sorumluluk
almasi olarak tanimlanabilir (Frese, Kring, Soose ve Zempel, 1996; Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng ve
Tag, 1997). Kisisel inisiyatif kendiliginden baslama, proaktiflik ve israrcilik olmak tizere ti¢
davranigsal boyuttan olugsmaktadir.

Kendiliginden baslama davranisi, rol, gorev ve sorumluluk gereklilikleri, dis baskilar, talimat
ya da agik bir eylem girisimi olmadan, yani inisiyatif alan kisi kendisine sdylenilmeden ya da herhangi
bir sorumluluk yiiklenmeden kendisinin eyleme gegmesidir (Frese ve Fay, 2001). Boylelikle kisisel
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inisiyatif, 6nceden saptanmis hedeflerin aksine kendiliginden belirlenmis oldugu hedeflerle ilintili
oldugunu gosterir. Bazen kisisel inisiyatif, kiginin bir siiredir yakininda olan ama daha dnce harekete
gegmeyen acikcasi eyleme doniismeyen bir diisiince ile sorumluluk iistlenmesi olarak da ifade
edilebilir. Yoneticilerin genellikle inisiyatif gostermeleri gerekmektedir (Frese, Garst ve Fay, 2007).
Dolayisiyla, kisisel inisiyatif kendiliginden olusan bir amaca dayanmaktadir. Bdylece, daha derin ve
uzun vadeli bir gorev analizi, kiginin gelecekteki gorevleri i¢in etkileri gormeyi miimkiin kilar ve
isgoren gelecekteki gorev taleplerini karsilamak i¢in bilgi ve becerilerini proaktif olarak gelistirebilir
(Frese ve Fay, 2001).

Proaktiflik bireyin gelecekte isle ilgili kaygilar ve endiseleri 6nceden sezip ona gore kendini
hazirlamas1 ve tedbir almasi davranigi olarak tamimlanabilir. Proaktif davranig, is ortaminda
giidiilenmis 6zel bir davranig bi¢imidir. Proaktif yaklasim, genis anlamda anlamli kisisel ve / veya
cevresel degisikligin etkin bir sekilde kolaylastirilmasi olarak karakterize edilebilir. Proaktif nitelik ve
davraniglar kendilerini ve cevrelerini sekillendirmek igin bireylerin gergeklestirdikleri tamamlayici
egilimleri ve eylemleri yansitirlar (Bateman ve Crant, 1993; Grant ve Ashford, 2008). Proaktif orgiitsel
davranis sergileyen bireyler, kendiliginden baslayan ve uzun donem odakli eylemlerde bulunur ve
caligma ortamlarinda degisiklige etki ederler (Frese ve Fay, 2001; Parker ve Collins, 2004; Seibert,
Kramer ve Crant, 2001). Proaktif olmak, kendiliginden baslamak, degisim yonelimli ve gelecek odakli
olarak ii¢ temel 6zellige sahiptir (Kilig, 2019).

Inisiyatif almanin énemli bir boyutu olan 1srarcilik azimli ve kararli bir sekilde eylemde
bulunmaktir. McGiboney ve Carter (1993) 1srarc1 olmayi, bir amaci ya da bir gorevi gerceklestirmek
iizere kararli ve sabirli bir yaklasimla hedefe ulagsmak seklinde ifade etmekteler (Akin, 2012).
Israrcilik, biiyilik ve etkili liderlerin en 6nemli 6zelliklerinden birisidir. Israrci olmak, ne olursa olsun
bireyin ilkelerine- hedeflerine bagli kalmasi ve kararli olmasi demektir. Liderlikte israrcilik, bir
maraton kosmaya benzemektedir. Nasil bir maratoncu basarili bir maraton kogsmak istendiginde,
hazirlanmak icin bolca zaman harcanmasi icap ediyorsa, liderlikte de basarili olmanin kosulu ¢ok
caligmak ve kisilerarasi iligkileri siirekli gelistirmenin yaninda israrci davranista bulunmak gerekir
(Hopkin, 2010). Israrci olmak &zellikle kisinin hedefine ulagsmasi agisindan 6nemlidir. Kisisel
inisiyatif, genellikle bir siirecin, bir prosediiriin veya bir gorevin eklendigini veya degistirildigini
belirterek aynt zaman da bu degisikliklerin siklikla aksakliklar ve giicliikleri igerdigini ifade
etmektedir (Frese ve Fay, 2001).

Liderlik kavramiyla birlikte kisisel inisiyatif almay1 ilk kullanan ilk¢ag diisiiniirleri Aristoteles
ve Stoacilar, gliniimiiz ¢calismalarina da 11k tutmuslardir. Platon ve Xenoplan’a gore liderlik vasfi,
beraberinde inisiyatif almay1 gerektiren bir kavramdir. Ed Brenegar’a (2005) gore ise inisiyatif almak
liderlik yolunda atilan en énemli adimdir (Okyay, 2012). Orgiitlerin birgogunda isgdéren olsun ydnetici
olsun insanlar hem bireysel hem de orgiitsel yasamlarinda yeni zorluklar ve firsatlarla kars1 karsiyadir.
Bu firsatlar1 degerlendirmek ve bu zorluklarin iistesinden gelmek her zaman kolay olmayabilir.
Dolayisiyla ¢agimizin Orgiitsel yonetim anlayist yeni ve farkli liderlik davramislarini gerekli
kilmaktadir. Liderin kisisel inisiyatif almas1 6nemli bir liderlik davranisi olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Ozellikle egitim kurumlarinda islerin yiiriitiilmesiyle ilgili talimat ve hiikiimlerin birgogu merkezi
sistem tarafindan verilmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu durum okullarda birgok isin birikmesine ve
yigilmasina neden olmaktadir. Ciinkii her sorunu ve problemi kanun ve mevzuat ¢ercevesinde ¢ézmek
zaman kaybina neden olabilir. Bu sorunlarin kisa siirede ¢oziime kavusturulmasinin en kolay ve
kestirme yolu liderin gerektigi durumlarda kisisel inisiyatif almasidir. Bu agidan bakildiginda kisisel
inisiyatif almanin orgiitsel bazda ne kadar 6nemli bir siire¢ oldugu g6z ardi edilmemelidir. Ayrica ham
maddesi insan olan egitim devingen ve aktif bir faaliyettir, bundan dolayi siirekli yenilige ve degisime
acik olmak zorundadir. Egitim alaninda gorev alan bireyler, 6zellikle okul yoneticileri bu yenilige ve
degisime zaman kaybi yasamadan adapte olmak icin gerektigi durumlarda inisiyatif almalarn
kaginilmazdir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Okul yoneticileri tarafindan sergilenen liderlik stillerinin uygulama ve tatbik etme siirecinde,
kisisel inisiyatif almalari, okullarin gelisimi ve etkinligi agisindan 6nemli olacagi diisiiniilmektedir.
Ancak alanyazin incelendiginde okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma
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durumlarini bir arada inceleyen arastirmalarin olmadigi goriilmektedir. Mevcut ¢alismanin bu boslugu
dolduracagi, alana katki sunacagi ve okul yoneticilerinin isini kolaylastiracagi diistiniilebilir.

Bu dogrultuda okul yoneticilerinin sergiledikleri liderlik stillerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarma olumlu katki yapmanin yani sira yonetim ve yoOnetisim anlayislarina da olumlu katki
yapacag diisiiniilebilir. Ozellikle, biirokratik yonetim anlayisina sahip egitim orgiitlerinde
yoneticilerin kigisel inisiyatif almalar1 yonetim kademesine ve Ogretmen performansina Onemli
avantajlar sunacagi unutulmamalidir. Bu nedenle okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalarina
liderlik stillerinin etkisinin ne oldugunun ortaya ¢ikarilmasi 6nemlidir. Bu baglamda bu ¢alismanin
amaci; okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlari arasindaki iliskiyi
belirlemektir. Arastirmanin genel amaci c¢ergevesinde, asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmaya
calisilacaktir:

1. Ogretmenlerin algilarina gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma
diizeyleri nedir?

2. Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 6gretmenlerin
cinsiyeti, kidemi, ayn1 miidiir ile ¢aligma siiresi, ayn1 okulda c¢aligsma stiresi ve ¢alistiklar
okul tiirii degiskenlerine gore farklilasmakta midir?

3. Ogretmen algilarina gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kigisel inisiyatif alma
durumlari arasinda anlamli diizeyde bir iliski var midir?

4, Ogretmen algilarma gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarin1 yordamakta midir?

Yontem
Arastrmanin Modeli

Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 arasindaki iligkiyi
ortaya koymay1 amaglayan bu calisma nicel arastirma deseni ¢ercevesinde iligskisel tarama modelinde
tasarlanmustir. {liskisel tarama modelleri, iki ve ikiden fazla sayidaki degisken arasinda degisimin
varligin1 ve/veya derecesini belirlemeyi amaglayan aragtirma modelleridir (Karasar 2011, s. 81).
Tarama aragtirmalar biiyiik kitlelerin goriislerini, niteliklerini tasvir etmeyi amacglayan aragtirmalardir.
Bu arastirmalarin amaci genellikle arastirma konusu ile ilgili var olan durumun genel bir resmini
cekerek bir tasvir yapmaktir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda tarama arastirmalarinda genellikle biiyiik bir
kitleden arastirmaci tarafindan belirlenen cevap secenekleri kullanilarak bilgi toplanir (Biiyilikoztiirk,
Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2014, s.177).

Arastirmanin Evreni ve Orneklemi

Calisma evreni 2018-2019 akademik yilinda Konya merkez ilgeleri olan Karatay, Meram ve
Selguklu’da bulunan devlet okullarindan ilkokul, ortaokul ve lisede goérevli 15190 6gretmenden
olusmaktadir. Arastrmanin Orneklemi ise, bu okullarda gdrev yapan 720 Ogretmene random
ornekleme yontemiyle ile ulasilarak olusturulmustur. Karasar'a (2011) gére random 6rnekleme
evrendeki her elemanin segilme olasiliginin sifirdan biiylik oldugunu gosteren
orneklemedir. Ural ve Kilig’a 2011) gore ise, bu yontemde evren, kesin sinirlar ile belirlenir ve
evreni olusturan her bir birime bir numara verilerek liste yapilir. Hazirlanan listedeki her bir birime
iligkin numaralardan 6rneklem sayis1 kadar numara kura yontemiyle ya da bilgisayar yardimiyla sansa
bagli olarak (rastgele) belirlenir. Random 6rnekleme yoluyla secilen okullara 6gretmenler tarafindan
doldurulmak iizere 6l¢ekler dagitilmis ve hatali, eksik ve rastgele doldurulan 6lgekler ¢ikarildiktan
sonra geriye kalan 720 o&lgek veri analizine dahil edilmistir. Orneklem grubunu olusturan
ogretmenlerin demografik bilgileri Tablo 1°de yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 1. Orneklem Grubunu Olusturan Ogretmenlere Ait Demografik Bilgiler (N=720)

Degiskenler Diizey F %

Cinsiyet Kadin 400 55.6
Erkek 320 44.4
35 ve daha az 231 32.1
36-40 205 28.5
Yas 41-45 123 17.1
46-50 84 11.7
51 ve lizeri 77 10.7
1-5 142 19.7
6-10 81 11.3
Mesleki Kidem 11-15 140 194
16-20 154 21.4
21 ve lizeri 203 28.2
Aym Miidiir ile 1-5 631 87,6
Calisma Siiresi 6 yil ve iizeri 89 12,4
1-5 463 64.3
6-10 156 21.7

Aym Okulda
Cle§ma Siiresi 11-15 4 103
16-20 15 2.1
21 ve iizeri 12 1.7
Gérev Yapilan Tlkokul 194 26.9
Okul Tiirii O_rtaokul 231 32.1
Lise 295 41.0
Toplam 720 100

Tablo 1’de orneklem grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerin 400’1 kadin ve 320’si erkektir. Yas
degiskeni incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin 231’1 35 ve daha geng, 205’nin 36 ve 40 yas araliginda,
123’niin 41 ve 45 yas araliginda, 84 ’niin 46 v3 50 yas aralifinda, 77’nin ise 51 ve {izeri yas araliginda
oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ogretmenlerin ~ 463’niin 1 ve 5, 156’nm 6 ve 10,74’niin 11 ve 15,
15’nin 16 ve 20, 12’nin ise 21 y1l ve iizeri siire ile ayn1 okulda ¢alistiklar1 anlasilmistir. Gérev yapilan
okul tiirii degiskenine bakildiginda 6gretmenlerin 194’ ilkokulda, 231°1 ortaokulda ve 295’1 ise lisede
gorev yaptiklar tespit edilmistir.

Veri Toplama Aracglar
1.0kul Yéneticilerinin Liderlik Stili Olgegi:

Bu arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerini sergileme diizeylerini belirlemek icin
Kilig ve Yilmaz (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen Okul Yéneticilerinin Liderlik Stili Olgegi kullanilmustir.
Kilig ve Yilmaz (2018) tarafindan yapilan c¢alismada olg¢egin acimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor
analizleriyle birlikte giivenirlik analizi yapilarak, 6l¢egin yiiksek giivenirlik igeren bir 6lgek oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bu baglamda hesaplanan giivenirlik katsayilar1 6lgegin alt boyutlar1 olan demokratik stil
icin .89, otokratik stil icin .83 ve tam serbestlik taniyan stil igin .71 seklindedir. Olgegin genel
Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayisi .83 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgek 16 madde ve 3 alt boyuttan
olusmaktadir. Demokratik stil 9, otokratik sil 4 ve tam serbestlik taniyan stil ise 3 madde
barindirmaktadir. Derecelendirme besli likert formunda cevaplanacak bigimde hazirlanmigtir. Hig
Katilmiyorum (1puan), Katilmiyorum (2 puan), Kismen Katiliyorum (3 puan), Katiliyorum (4 puan)
ve Tamamen Katiliyorum (5 puan) seklindedir.

2. Okul Yéneticilerinin Kisisel Inisiyatif Alma Olgegi:

Okul yoneticilerinin inisiyatif alma durumlarin1 belirlemek i¢in Akin (2012) tarafindan
gelistirilen Okul Yé&neticilerinin Kisisel Inisiyatif Alma Olgegi kullamilnustir. Akin (2012) tarafindan
yapilan c¢alismada 6l¢egin agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizleriyle birlikte gilivenirlik analizi
yapilarak, 6lgegin yiiksek giivenirlik iceren bir 6lgek oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu baglamda hesaplanan
giivenirlik katsayilar1 6lgegin alt boyutlari olan kendiliginden baslama .88, proaktiflik .83 ve 1srarcilik
.89 seklindedir. Olgek 32 madde ve 3 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Birinci boyut kendiliginden baslama
13, ikinci boyut proaktiflik 9 ve {giincli boyut israrcilik ise 10 madde barindirmaktadir.
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Derecelendirme besli likert formunda; Tamamen Katiliyorum (5), Biiyiik 6l¢iide katiliyorum (4), Orta
diizeyde katiliyorum (3), Az katiliyorum (2), Hi¢ katilmiyorum (1) seklinde puanlanarak yapilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Toplanan verilerin analizine gegmeden once verilerin normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigine
bakilmistir. Liderlik stillerinin demokratik, otokratik, tam serbestlik taniyan alt boyutlar1 ve kisisel
inisiyatif almanin kendiliginden baslama, proaktiflik, israrcilik alt boyutlarina ait ¢arpiklik ve basiklik
katsayilarmin £+ ,960 ile £, -0,099 arasinda ve basiklik (kurtosis): £, -0,684 ile £,021 arasinda yer
aldig1 gozlenmistir. Yani +1.0 araliginda oldugu goriilmiistir. Bu deger dagilimin normal oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. Psikometrik amaglarin ¢ogu i¢in £1.0 arasindaki kurtosis degeri miilkemmel
olarak kabul edilir. Ozel uygulamalara bagl olarak +2,0 degeri de kabul gorebilir. (George ve Mallery,
2012; Hair, Black, Babin ve Anderson, 2013). Elde edilen degerler gbz oniine alindiginda verilerin
normal dagilim gostermesinden dolay1 parametrik testler uygulanmistir. Arastirmadan elde edilen
verilerin istatistiksel degerlendirilmesinde frekans, yiizde, aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma gibi
istatistiksel metotlardan yararlanilmigtir. Verilerin ¢oziimlenmesinde t testi, tek yonlii varyans analizi
(ANOVA), gruplar aras1 farklilasmay1 ortaya ¢ikarmak i¢in Post hoc Tukey analizleri kullanilmustir.
Ayrica bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler arasinda anlamli iligkinin olup olmadigim tespit etmek iizere
pearson momentler ¢arpimi korelasyon teknigi ve ¢oklu regresyon analizi kullanilmistir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerine yonelik verdikleri cevaplarin yontem kisminda
belirtilen tekniklerle ¢oziimleri yapilarak elde edilen bulgulara ait tablolara ve yorumlara yer
verilmistir.

Ogretmenlerin algilarina gore okul ydneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif
alma durumlarina ait sonuclar Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerine ve kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarimna iliskin 6gretmen algilari

Olgek Boyutlar Madde Puan -

- X xlk Ss Min.  Maks.
Sayist  Aralig
Liderlik Demokr_atik_StiI 8 8.40 27.84 3.48 4.90 1.44 5
Stilleri Otokratik StII. _ 5 525 19.63 3.92 321 2 5
Tam Serbestlik Taniyan Stil 3 315 811 2.70 2.93 1 5
Kisisel Kendil_iginden Baglama 13 13.65 49.53 3.81 6.86 2.15 5
inisiyatif Proaktiflik 9 9.45  34.46 3.82 4.96 1.78 5
Israrcilik 10 10.50 37.57 3.75 5.02 1.80 5

Tablo 2’de belirtildigi gibi toplam puanlarin madde sayisina bdliinmesi sonucu elde edilen
puanlar degerlendirildiginde liderlik stillerinde en yiiksek puan ortalamasina otokratik stilinin
(X=3.92) sahip oldugu bunu demokratik stil (X=3.48) ve tam serbestlik tamiyan stil (X=2.70)
puanlarmin takip ettigi goriilmektedir. Kisisel Inisiyatif alma durumlari incelendiginde en yiiksek puan
ortalamasinin proaktiflik (X=3.82) boyutuna, daha sonra kendiliginden baslama (X=3.81) ve en az
puan ortalamasinin ise 1srarcilik (X=3.75) boyutuna ait oldugu soylenebilir.

Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetine gore, okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarinin anlamli diizeyde farklilagip farklilasmadigi bagimsiz t- testi ile analiz edilerek, ¢ikan
bulgular Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 3. Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerine ve kigisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina yonelik 6gretmen
algilarmin 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetine gore incelenmesi

Olgek Cinsiyet N X Ss sd T P
Kadin 400 31.48 5.49
Erkek 320 31.30 5.42
Kadin 400 16.00 2.86

Demokratik Stil 718 0.53 0.66

Otokratik Stil gadm 20 00 2% 718 078 042
Tam Serbestlik Kadm 400 7.73 2.89
Tantyan Stil Erkek 320 859 291 /18 392 000
Kendiliginden Kadm 400 49.73 7.22
Baslama Erkek 320 4926 638 /8 091 036
Proaktiflik Kadn 400 3433 517 215 079 042

Erkek 320 34.63 4.68

Kadin 400 37.58 5.33
Israrcilik Erkek 320 3757 462 718 0.00 0.99

Tablo 3’te goriildigii gibi 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerine yonelik cinsiyet
degiskeni baglamindaki algilar1 demokratik (t (718) = 0.53, p> 0,05) ve otokratik (t (726) =-0.78, p> 0.05)
boyutlarinda farklilagmadigi ancak tam serbestlik taniyan (t (7189 =-3.92, p<0.05) stil boyutunda
degistigi ve erkek katilimcilarin lehine anlamli bir farklilasmanin oldugu belirlenmistir. Okul
yoneticilerinin inisiyatif alma durumlart kendiliginden baslama (t 718y =0.91, p>0.05), proaktiflik (t (71s)
=-0.79, p>0.05) ve 1srarcilik (t 718y =0.00, p>0.05) boyutlarinda 6gretmen algilarina gore anlamli
bi¢cimde farklilagmadig1, kadin ve erkek 6gretmenlerin goriisleri birbirine yakin oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ogretmenlerin kidem degiskenine gore, okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve aldiklar kisisel
inisiyatif durumlarinin farklilasip farklilasmadigi ANOVA testi ile analiz edilerek, ¢ikan bulgular
Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Ogretmenlerin kidem degiskenine gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarmna iliskin 6gretmen algilar

Olgeklerm alt Grup Kidem N X Ss sd F p Fark
oyutlari
1 15yl 142 3113 588
. 2 610yl 81 3217 636
ggr‘o"rat'k 3 1115yl 140 3149 495 7‘1"5 134 025 i
4 16-20 y1l 154 30.78 5.23
5 21 yil ve lizeri 203 31.92 4.94
1 1-5yil 142 16.55 2.49 1-2
2 6-10 yil 81 15.17 3.19 4 1-5
Otokratik Stil 3 11-15 yil 140 16.47 2.72 715 4.40 0.00 2-3
4 16-20 y1l 154 16.12 2.69 2-4
5 21 yil ve tizeri 203 15.12 3.11 3-5
1 1-5yil 142 7.44 3.10
Tam 2 6-10 yil 81 8.19 2.99 4
Serbestlik 3 11-15 yil 140 7.97 291 715 2.07 0.08 -
Tantyan Stil 4 16-20 y1l 154 8.02 281
5 21 yil ve lizeri 203 8.49 2.89
1 1-5yil 142 51.25 5.75
s 2 6-10 yil 81 49.50 6.89
g;;jlrﬂfmde“ 3 1115yl 140 5000 657 7‘1‘5 394 000 1:;‘
4 16-20 y1l 154 48.65 7.16
5 21 yil ve lizeri 203 48.64 7.30
1 1-5yil 142 34.94 411
2 6-10 yil 81 34.32 5.58 4
Proaktiflik 3 11-15 yul 140 34.90 4.46 715 1.02 0.39 -
4 16-20 y1l 154 34.07 4.85
5 21 yil veiizeri 203 34.18 5.59
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Tablo 4. Ogretmenlerin kidem degiskenine gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarmna iliskin 6gretmen algilar1 (Devami)

Olceklerin alt

Grup Kidem N X Ss sd F p Fark
boyutlari
1 1-5 yil 142 38.36 4.47
2 6-10 y1l 81 37.19 5.29 4
Israrcilik 3 11-15 yil 140 37.62 5.00 715 1.22 0.29 -
4 16-20 y1l 154 37.33 5.01
5 21 yil velizeri 203 37.32 5.28

Tablo 4’te 6gretmenlerin kidemine gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerinin sergileme
diizeylerine yonelik 6gretmen algilar1 demokratik (F 4715y = 1.34, p> 0.05), tam serbestlik tantyan (F
@15y = 2.07, p> 0.05) boyutlarda anlamli farklilik goriilmemektedir. Diger taraftan 6gretmenlerin
gortisleri otokratik (F (715 =4.40, p<0.05) liderlik stilinde anlamli bi¢imde farklilastigi bulunmustur.
Bu farklilagmanin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini tespit etmek ic¢in Post hoc. Tukey testi
uygulanmustir. Cikan bulgulara gore bu farklilagsmanin 1-5 yil ile 6-10 yil, 1-5 y1l ile 21 yil ve iizeri 6-
10 yil ile 11-15 yil, 6-10 yil ile 16-20 y1l ve 11-15 yil ile 21 yil ve {izeri kideme sahip gruplardan
kaynaklandigi anlagilmistir. Bu farkliigm grup 1,3 ve 4’te yer alan &gretmenlerin lehine oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Okul miidiirlerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iliskin Ogretmen algilarinda
kendiliginden baslama (F (4715 =3.94, p<0.05) boyutunda anlamli farklilagma bulunmustur. Yapilan
Post hoc Tukey testinin sonucuna gore, bu farklilasmanim 1-5 y1l ile 16-20 yil ve 1-5 yil ile 21 yil ve
iizeri kideme sahip gruplardan kaynaklandigi anlasgilmistir. Bu farkliligin grup 1°de yer alan
ogretmenlerin lehine oldugu goriilmektedir. Proaktiflik (F (4715 =1.02, p<0.05) ve 1srarcilik (F (4715
=1.22, p<0.05) boyutlarinda anlamh farklilagma tespit edilmemistir.

Ogretmenlerin ayn1 midiir ile ¢aligma siiresi degiskenine gore, okul ydneticilerinin liderlik
stilleri ve aldiklar1 kisisel inisiyatif durumlarinin farklilagip farklilasmadigr t- testi ile analiz edilerek,
¢ikan bulgular Tablo 5’de verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Ogretmenlerin ayni miidiir ile galigma siiresi degiskenine gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve
kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iliskin 6gretmen algilar

Ay Midiir
Olgek Boyutlari Grup ile Calisma N X Ss sd T P
Siiresi
I 1 1-5 631 31.47 5.65 718 1.27 0.34
Demokratik Stil 2 6-10 89 3088 3.77
s 1 1-5 631 15.93 291 718 -3.66 0.00
Otokratik Stil 2 6-10 89 1713 165
Tam Serbestlik Tantyan 1 1-5 631 7.99 2.93 718 -2.89 0.00
Stil 2 6-10 89 8.95 2.82
s 1 1-5 631 49.45 7.05 718 -2.45 0.01
Kendiliginden Baslama 5 6-10 89 5186 8.70
Proaktiflik 1 1-5 631 33.39 5.08 718 -2.13 0.02
2 6-10 89 35.96 3.96
1 1-5 631 37.51 5.16
Israrcilik > 6-10 89 37.97 395 718 0.66 0.41

Tablo 5’te goriildigii gibi ayn1 miidiir ile ¢aligma siiresine gore demokratik (t 718y = 1.27, p>
0.05) boyutta anlamli fark bulunmamaktadir. Ancak otokratik (t 715y =-3.66, p<0.05) ve tam serbestlik
tantyan (t (1) =-2.89, p<0.05) boyutlarda anlamli diizeyde farklilasmanin oldugu sonucuna
ulagilmigtir. Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalar1 kendiliginden baslama (t (7189 =-2.45,
p<0.05) ve proaktiflik (t 718y =-2.13, p<0.05) boyutlarinda anlaml farklilagsma olurken, 1srarcilik (t (718
= 0.66, p> 0.05) boyutunda anlamli bi¢imde farklilagsmadigi bulunmaktadir. Bu farkliligin grup 2’de
yer alan 6gretmenlerin lehine oldugu goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin ayn1 okulda calisma siireleri degiskenine gére, okul yoneticilerinin liderlik
stilleri ve aldiklar kisisel inisiyatif durumlarmin farklilagip farklilagmadigit ANOVA testi ile analiz
edilerek, ¢ikan bulgular Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

93



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalar: Dergisi 2022, Cilt 8, Say1 1, 85-103 Yilmaz KILIC

Tablo 6. Ogretmenlerin ayni okulda ¢alisma siiresi degiskenine gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve
kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iligskin 6gretmen algilart

Ayni Okulda
Olgek Boyutlari Calisma Fark
Grup Siiresi N X Ss sd F P
1 1-5 463 31.56 5.63
2 6-10 156 30.66 4.80 4
Demokratik Stil 3 11-15 74 31.64 5.42 715 1.18 0.31 -
4 16-20 15 33.00 5.66
5 21 ve lizeri 12 31.33 6.59
1 1-5 463 15.86 2.95
2 6-10 156 16.42 2.60 4 12
Otokratik Stil 3 11-15 74 16.82 217 715 2.72 0.02 13
4 16-20 15 15.60 2.26
5 21 ve tizeri 12 16.00 3.10
1 1-5 463 7.85 2.96
. 2 6-10 156 8.28 2.77
Tir;msye;:essttl'l'k 3 1115 74 895 304 % 378 000 .,
4 16-20 15 8.73 2.54
5 21 ve lizeri 12 9.83 2.08
1 1-5 463 49.88 6.83 1-2
e 2 6-10 156 48.60 6.75 1-4
Kendiliginden 3 11-15 74 4970 657 4 34
Baslama 4 16-20 15 4573 9.09 715 2.36 0.04 45
5 21 ve lizeri 12 51.08 6.27
1 1-5 463 34.56 4.87
2 6-10 156 34.16 4.96
Proakiflik 3 1115 74 3452 532 % 027 089
4 16-20 15 33.86 6.11
5 21 ve lizeri 12 34.91 494
1 1-5 463 37.64 5.02
2 6-10 156 37.17 5.13 4
Israrcilik 3 11-15 74 37.97 4.96 715 0.42 0.78
4 16-20 15 37.20 5.22
5 21 ve Uzeri 12 38.00 419

Tablo 6’da goriildiigii gibi okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerinin sergileme diizeylerine
yonelik 6gretmenlerin ayn1 okulda ¢aligma siirelerine gore 6gretmen algilar1 demokratik (F (4-715) =
1.11, p> 0.05) boyutta anlamli bigimde farklilasmadigi gozlenmektedir. Otokratik (F @715 =2.72,
p<0.05) ve tam serbestlik taniyan (F 4715 = 3.78, p<0.05) boyutlarda 6gretmen algilarinda anlaml
farklilik gortilmektedir. Bu farklilagmanin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini tespit etmek i¢cin Post
hoc. Tukey testi uygulanmistir. Cikan bulgulara gore bu farklilasmanin otokratik stilde 1-5 yil ile 6-10
yil ve 1-5 yil ile 11-15 yil calisma siirelerine sahip ve tam serbestlik taniyan stilde ise 1-5 yil ile 11-15
yil ve 1-5 yil ile 21 yil ve tizeri ¢alisma siirelerine sahip gruplardan kaynaklandigi saptanmigtir. Bu
farkliligin grup 2,3 ve 5’te yer alan dgretmenlerin lehine oldugu goriilmektedir.

Diger taraftan okul midiirlerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarinda kendiliginden baslama
(F @a-715) =2,36, p<0,05) boyutunda anlamli farklilik bulunurken, proaktiflik (F 715y =0.27, p>0.05) ve
wsrarcilik (F 4-715) =0.42, p>0.05) boyutunda 6gretmen algilarinda anlamli farklilasma bulunmamustir.
Bu farklilagmanin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini tespit etmek icin Post hoc. Tukey testi
uygulanmistir. Cikan bulgulara gore bu farklilasmanin 1-5 yil ile 6-10 yil, 1-5 yil ile 16-20 yil, 11-15
yil ile 16-20 y1l ve 16-20 yil ile 21 yil ve tizeri ayn1 okulda ¢alisma siirelerine sahip gruplardan
kaynaklandig1 tespit edilmistir. Bu farkliligm grup 1,3 ve 5’te yer alan 6gretmenlerin lehine oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin gorev yaptig1 okul degiskenine gore, okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve
aldiklart kigisel inisiyatif durumlarmin farklilagip farklilasmadigt ANOVA testi ile analiz edilerek
bulgular Tablo 7°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 7. Ogretmenlerin gorev yaptiklari okul tiirii degiskenine gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ve kisisel
inisiyatif alma durumlarina iligskin 6gretmen algilar

. Fark
Olgek Boyutlan Grup  Okul Tiirii N X Ss sd F P
1 flkokul 194 31.86 5.58 5 1-3
Demokratik Stil 2 Ortaokul 231 32.08 5.18 717 6.03 0.00 2.3
3 Lise 295 3056 549
1 Tlkokul 194 16.27  2.78 5 1-3
Otokratik Stil 2 Ortaokul 231 1655 248 717 8.63 0.00 2.3
3 Lise 295 1557 3.00
Tam Serbestlik 1 Ilkokul 194 8.11 2.95 2
Tantyan Stil 2 Ortgokul 231 8.16 3.05 717 0.06 0.94 -
3 Lise 295 8.07 2.83
e 1 Ikokul 194 50.40 6.56
Ke}‘;‘;l;;ag;‘fen 2 Ortaokul 231  50.37  6.34 757 836 0.0 ;g
3 Lise 295 48.28  7.26
1 Ilkokul 194 3531 4.80 5 1-3
Proaktiflik 2 Ortaokul 231 3496 451 717 9.61 0.00 23
3 Lise 295 3351 524
1 Ilkokul 194 3798 495 2
Israrcilik 2 Ortaokul 231 3787 479 717 2.62 0.07 -
3 Lise 295 37.06 521

Tablo 7°den anlasildig: tizere okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stillerinin sergileme diizeylerine
yonelik 6gretmenlerin galistiklar okul tiiriine goére 0gretmen algilari demokratik (F 717y = 6.13,
p<0.05), otokratik (F (>_717y =8.63, p<0.05) boyutlarda anlamli bigimde farklilagtig1 anlagilmaktadir.
Yapilan Post hoc. Tukey restinin sonucuna gore bu farkliligin ilkokul ile lise ve ortaokul ile lise
gruplarindan kaynaklandigi saptanmistir. Tam serbestlik taniyan (F 717y = 0.94, p>0.05) boyutta
Ogretmen algilarinda anlamli farklilik goriilmemektedir. Diger taraftan okul miidiirlerinin kisisel
inisiyatif alma durumlar1 kendiliginden baslama (F (>-717) =8.36, p<0.05), proaktiflik (F 717y =9.61,
p<0.05) boyutlarinda 6gretmen algilarinda anlamli farklilagma bulunmaktadir. Israrcilik (F (717
=3.62, p>0.05) boyutunda ise farklilik bulunmamaktadir. Yapilan Post hoc. Tukey restinin sonucuna
gore bu farkliligin ilkokul ile lise ve ortaokul ile lise gruplarindan kaynaklandigi belirlenmistir. Bu
farkliligin grup 1 ve 2’de yer alan 6gretmenlerin lehine oldugu gortilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeyleri arasindaki iligkinin
incelenmesi Tablo 8’de verilmistir.

Tablo 8. Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeyleri arasindaki korelasyon analizi
sonuglari

Liderlik Stilleri Kisisel Inisiyatif
1 .602™
Liderlik Stilleri 0.000
720 720
602" 1
Kisisel Inisiyatif 0.000
720 720

Tablo 8’de 6gretmenlerin goriisleri dogrultusunda ¢ikan Pearson korelasyon bulgularina gore
okul yéneticilerinin liderlik stilleri (r=0.602, p<0.05) ile kigisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 arasinda
giiclii diizeyde pozitif anlamli bir iliskinin oldugu goriilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin kigisel inisiyatif almalarinin liderlik stilleri tarafindan yordanma
durumunu test etmek iizere ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Analize iliskin bulgular
Tablo 9’da verilmistir.
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Tablo 9. Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalarinin liderlik stilleri tarafindan yordanmasi.
Boyutlar g~ Stndad g T p ikilir  Kismir
Hata
Kendiliginden Baslama Sabit 19.845 1.587 - 12,508  0.000 - -
Demokratik Stil 0.481 0.045 0412 10.631  0.000 0.369 0.319
Otokratik Stil 0.813 0.069 0.338 11.711  0.000 0.401 0.352
Tam Serbestlik Taniyan Stil 0.041 0.071 0.017 0.568 0.570 0.021 0.017
R=0.596 Adj. R>=0.353 F 3716y = 131.277 p=0.000
Proaktiflik Sabit 12.708 1.134 - 11.209  0.000 - -
Demokratik Stil 0.380 0.032 0.439 11.768  0.000 0.403 0.349
Otokratik Stil 0.562 0.050 0.324  11.339  0.000 0.390 0.336
Tam Serbestlik Taniyan Stil 0.016 0.051 0.009 0.306 0.760 0.011 0.009
R=0.608 Adj. R*=0.369 F @.716)= 139.980 p=0.000
Israrcilik Sabit 16.322 1.167 - 13.985  0.000 - -
Demokratik Stil 0.426 0.033 0470 12,799  0.000 0.432 0.386
Otokratik Stil 0.469 0.051 0.324 9.194 0.000 0.325 0.277
Tam Serbestlik Taniyan Stil 0.022 0.053 0.014 0.415 0.678 0.015 0.013
R=0.591 Adj. R>=0.349 F 3,716)= 128.288 p=0.000

Tablo 9 incelendiginde liderlik stillerinin kisisel inisiyatif almanin kendiliginden baslama alt
boyutunu yordayan modeli anlamlidir, (F 3716y = 131.277, p<0.05). Demokratik, otokratik ve tam
serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri birlikte, kendiliginden baslama boyutundaki toplam varyansin
yaklasik %35°3’nii yordamaktadir (Adj. R>= 0.353). Standardize edilmis regresyon katsayisina ()
gore, bagimsiz degiskenlerin bagimli degisken iizerindeki etkileri; demokratik stil (B =0.412),
otokratik stil (B =-0.338) ve tam serbestlik tanmiyan stil (B =-0.017) seklinde siralanmaktadir.
Regresyon katsayilarmin anlamliligina iliskin t- testi sonuclar1 incelendiginde demokratik ve otokratik
bagimsiz degiskenlerinin kendiliginden baslama boyutu iizerinde anlamli birer yordayici olduklari
anlagilmaktadir.

Liderlik stillerinin kisisel inisiyatif almanin proaktiflik alt boyutunu yordayan modeli
anlamlidir, (F 3716y =139.980, p<0.05). Demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri
birlikte, proaktiflik boyutundaki toplam varyansin yaklasik %36°9’nu yordamaktadir (Adj. R?>= 0.369).
Standardize edilmis regresyon katsayisina () gore, bagimsiz degiskenlerin bagimli degisken
tizerindeki etkileri; demokratik stil (f =0.439), otokratik stil (p =-0.324) ve tam serbestlik taniyan stil
(B =-0.009) seklinde siralanmaktadir. Regresyon katsayilarmin anlamliligina iliskin t- testi sonuglar
incelendiginde demokratik ve otokratik bagimsiz degiskenlerinin proaktiflik boyutu iizerinde anlamli
birer yordayici olduklari goriilmektedir.

Liderlik stillerinin Kisisel inisiyatif almanin 1srarcilik alt boyutunu yordayan modeli
anlamlidir, (F (3716) =128.288, p<0.05). Demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri
birlikte 1srarcilik boyutundaki toplam varyansin yaklasik %34°9’nu yordamaktadir (Adj. R>= 0.349).
Standardize edilmis regresyon katsayisina () gore, bagimsiz degiskenlerin bagimhi degisken
tizerindeki etkileri; demokratik stil (f =0.470), otokratik stil (f =-0.260) ve tam serbestlik taniyan stil
(B =-0.014) seklinde siralanmaktadir. Regresyon katsayilarmin anlamliligina iliskin t- testi sonuglart
incelendiginde demokratik ve otokratik bagimsiz degiskenlerinin israrcilik boyutu iizerinde anlamli
birer yordayici olduklari belirtilmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Arastirma bulgularindan 6gretmen algilarina gdre puan ortalamalart incelendiginde okul
yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri sergileme diizeyleri otokratik, demokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan stil
seklinde siralanmaktadir. Puan ortalamalarina bakildiginda Ogretmen algilarina gore okul
yoneticilerinin en ¢ok otokratik ve en az tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stillerini sergiledikleri
goriilmektedir. Canbolat (2016) calismasinda iggorenlerin otokratik bir tarzla yonetildigini
ifade etmektedir. Boylece mevcut ¢aligmanin otokratik liderlik stilinin bu ¢aligsma tarafindan
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desteklendigi sdylenebilir. Bu sonuglar okul yoéneticilerinin, kanun ve mevzuatin uygulanmasindan
kaynaklanan disiplin ve otoriteye bagl davranis sergilemeleri, onlar1 otokratik stile yonlendirmis
olabilir. Okul yonetimleri daha ¢ok biirokratik ve dikey hiyerarsik yonetim anlayisina dayanmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla okul yoneticileri bu yonetim anlayisinin disina pek ¢ikmak istemeyebilirler. Zaman
yetersizliginde acil alimmasi gereken kararlarda otokratik liderlik sergilemek avantajli olabilir.
Wangithi ’ye (2014) gore, ilkokullarda demokratik liderlik tarzinin en ¢ok kullanilan stil
oldugu vurgulanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu g¢aligmanin demokratik liderlik stili ile paralellik arz
etmedigi anlasilmaktadir. Bu bulgulardan da anlasildigi gibi, liderlik stillerinin statik olmadig:
kuruma, ¢evreye ve uygulamalara gore degisiklik gosterebilecegi goriilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin
kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 proaktiflik, kendiliginden baslama ve 1srarcilik olarak siralandigi ve
okul yoneticilerinin orta diizeyde kisisel inisiyatif aldiklar1 6gretmen algilarimdan anlasilmaktadir.
Akin’a (2012) gore, d6gretmenlerin goriisii okul yoneticilerinin yliksek diizeyde inisiyatif alamadiklari
yoniindedir. Daha ¢ok ufak tefek onarim isleriyle ilgili inisiyatif aldiklar1 ifade edilmektedir.

Demokratik stil alt boyutunda kadin gretmenlerin puanlan erkek 6gretmenlerin puanlarindan
daha yiiksek ¢iktig1 anlagilmaktadir. Otokratik ve tam serbestlik tantyan liderlik boyutlarinda ise erkek
Ogretmenlerin puanlar1 kadin 6gretmenlerin puanlarindan daha yiiksek ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Tam
serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilinde cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan Ogretmen algilari anlamli bigimde
farklilasmaktadir. Bu sonug erkek 6gretmenlerin islerine daha az miidahale edilmesini istedikleri ve
kendi baslarina ¢alismaktan daha ¢ok memnun olabilecekleri seklinde yorumlanabilir. Canbolat (2016)
yaptig1 arastirmada mevcut arastirmaya paralel bir sonuca ulagmistir. Canbolat’in aragtirmasina gore
demokratik ve otokratik liderlikte anlamli farklilagmanin olmadigi ama tam serbestlik taniyan stilde
isgorenlerin algilarinda anlamli farklilik ¢iktig1 belirlenmistir. (Dilbeck, 1988; Hardman, 2011; Ozbek,
2016) arastirmalarinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore liderlik stillerinde farklilik bulunmamustir.
Kendiliginden basglama ve israrcilik boyutlarinda kadinlarin, proaktif boyutta ise erkeklerin puan
ortalamas1 daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Akin (2012) cinsiyetin kisisel inisiyatif almada Onemli bir
degisken olmadigini vurgulamaktadir.

Arastirmanin bulgularina gére kidem degiskeninde okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stili sergileme
diizeylerine ve kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarma iliskin 1 -5 yil kideme sahip olan dgretmenlerin
algilari, okul yoneticilerinin daha az demokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri kullandiklart
yoniindedir. 21 yil ve lizeri kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin algilart ise, okul yoneticilerinin daha ¢ok
demokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri kullandiklarina inandiklart ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Otokratik stilde kidemi 21 yil ve {lizeri olan &gretmenlerin yoneticilerinin daha az bu stili
kullandiklarint ve kidemi 1-5 yil olan Ogretmenlerin ise yoneticilerinin bu stili daha c¢ok
kullandiklarint  diistindiikleri anlagilmistir. Otokratik liderlik stilinde gruplar arasinda anlaml
farklilagsma belirlenmistir. Ancak demokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stillerinde gruplar
arasinda herhangi bir farklilasma olmamustir. Otokratik liderlik stilinde 1-5 yil kideme sahip
ogretmenlerin puan ortalamasmin daha yiiksek ¢iktig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ogretmenlik mesleginde
yeni olan bu gen¢ O6gretmenler, mesleklerini daha demokratik ve daha hoggoriilii bir ortamda icra
etmek istemeleri, gorlislerinde etkili olmus olabilir. Ayrica gen¢ nesil karar verme siirecinde ve
caligma ortaminda daha bagimsiz ve daha rahat davrandiklarindan, ¢ok daha fazla kontrol ve denetim
gerektiren otokratik liderlik stili altinda ¢alismay1 pek benimsemedikleri disiintilebilir. Bu gruba dahil
ogretmenlerin teknoloji ile daha ¢ok i¢li disli olmalari, onlar1 degisim ve inovasyon konusunda daha
arzulu ve istekli olduklarin1 gostermektedir. Degisim ve yenilesmeye duyulan arzu ve istekleri
otokratik okul yoneticilerine yonelik algilarinin diizeyini etkilemis olabilir. (Ozbek, 2016; Yurdakul,
2007; Yildirim, 2007; Cetin, 2011; Sahin, 2013) tarafindan yapilan ¢aligmalarda okul yoneticilerinin
liderlik tutum ve davranmislarina yonelik 6gretmen algilarinda anlamlh diizeyde bir farklilik oldugu
saptanmugtir. Diger taraftan (Bakir, 2007; Dilbeck,1988; Hardman, 2011) yaptiklar1 arastirmalarda
kidem degiskenine gore Ogretmen goriislerinde anlamli bir farkliligin  olmadigr sonucuna
ulagmiglardir.

Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina gelince, kendiliginden baslama,
proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik boyutlarinda 1-5 y1l kideme sahip olan 6gretmenlere gore okul yoneticisi daha
fazla inisiyatif almaktadir. Kendiliginden baslama boyutunda kidemi 21 yil ve fizeri, proaktiflik
boyutunda kidemi 16-20 yil ve 1srarcilik boyutunda kidemi 6-10 yil olan 6gretmenlere gore ise okul
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yoneticilerinin daha az inisiyatif aldig1 anlasilmistir. Kendiliginden baslama boyutunda gruplar
arasinda farklilasma bulunurken, proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik boyutlarinda farklilasmanin olmadig:
sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Sevil ve Biilbiil (2019) okul miidirleri ile ilgili yaptiklari1 ¢aligmalarinda kidem
degiskeninde anlamli farklilik tespit edilmemistir. Bu bulgu mevcut ¢alismanin proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik
boyutlarin1 destekledigi soylenebilir. Akin (2012) arastirmasinda proaktif boyutta 0Ogretmen
goriiglerinde farklilagsma oldugunu tespit etmistir. Yavuz (2006) kidemi fazla olan 6gretmenlerin okul
miidiirlerinin  kendilerinden beklenen rolleri daha fazla yerine getirdiklerini diistindiiklerini
belirtmektedir. Cikan bu sonuglar baglaminda 6gretmenlerin kidem degiskeni gdreceli bir degisken
oldugu, bulundugu ortama, sartlara ve kisilere gore degisiklik arz edebilecegini gdstermektedir.

Ayni miidiir ile ¢alisma degiskenine gore 6gretmen algilar1 demokratik ve otokratik liderlik
stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma kendiliginden baslama ve proaktiflik boyutlarinda anlamli bigimde
farklilasmaktadir. Otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stillerinde ayn1 midiir ile yaklasik 6-10
yil calisan Ogretmenlerin puanlarinin daha yiiksek olmasi su sekilde agiklanabilir: Kisa siireli
caligsanlarin, yoneticilerini yeterince taniyamadiklar1 ve yoneticileri hakkinda fazla bilgiye sahip
olamadiklari, buna karsilik uzun siireli aym1 miidiir ile ¢aliganin yoneticisini her konuda daha iyi
taniyabilecegi gbz oniinde alinirsa, puanlamada etkisinin oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarinda da uzun siire ayn1 yonetici ile ¢alisan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalarinin daha yiiksek
ciktigr sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu kategorideki 6gretmenlere gore yoneticiler daha fazla inisiyatif
almaktalar. Uzun siire ayn1 yoOnetici ile calisan 6gretmen, yoneticisinin hangi durumlarda daha ¢ok
inisiyatif alabilecegini veya alamayacag1 konusunda fikir yiiriitme sansina sahip olabilir.

Ogretmenlerin aym okulda c¢alisma siirelerine iliskin elde edilen bulgulara gére okul
yoneticilerinin otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri sergileme diizeyleriyle ilgili
ogretmen algilarinin anlamli bigimde farklilastig1 goriilmiistiir (Hardman, 2011; Gray, 2013; Ozbek,
2016) tarafindan yapilan aragtirmalarda, O6gretmenlerin mevcut okulda caligma siireleri dikkate
alinarak 6gretmenlerin ydneticileri hakkindaki alg: diizeyleri incelenmistir. Ogretmenlerin ayni1 okulda
caligma siireleri ile ilgili bulgularda anlamli farklilagsmanin oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Ancak Sahin’in
(2013) calismasinda aymi okulda calisma siiresine gore anlamli bir fark tespit edilmemistir.
Yoneticilerin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 kendiliginden baslama boyutunda &gretmen algilar
anlamli olarak farklilagmaktadir. Akin’in (2012) okul miidiirlerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlariyla
ilgili ¢aligmasinda kisisel inisiyatifin tiim boyutlarinda farklilagma buldugunu ve ayni okulda daha
uzun siireli ¢alisan 6gretmenlerin, mildiirlerinin kigisel inisiyatif almalarina iliskin goériislerinin daha
yiiksek ciktigint belirtmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu c¢alismanin bulgulari hazir ¢alismanin kendiliginden
baglama boyutu ile birlikte daha uzun siire ayn1 okulda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin algilariyla ortiiserek
¢ikan sonug ile paralellik arz etmektedir.

Arastirmanin bulgularina gore okul tiirli degiskeninde Ogretmen algilar1 demokratik ve
otokratik liderlik stillerinde anlamli bi¢cimde farklilastigt ancak tam serbestlik taniyan stilde
farklilasmadig1 gozlenmistir. (Bakir, 2007; Sahin, 2013; Kilingarslan, 2013) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmalarda okul tiirline iliskin 6gretmenlerin algilariin farklilik gostermedigi ifade edilmistir. Bu
bulgunun mevcut ¢alismanin tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilini destekledigi ancak demokratik ve
otokratik stillerle ortiigmedigi anlagilmaktadir. Tiim liderlik stillerinde en diisiik puan ortalamasi lisede
gorev yapan Ogretmenlere aittir. Okulun kademesi yiikseldik¢e dgretmenlerin yoneticilerden talep ve
istekleri de paralel olarak yiikselebilir. Diger taraftan okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlar1 kendiliginden baglama ve proaktiflik boyutlarinda anlamli bi¢imde farklilagirken 1srarcilik
boyutunda farklilasmadigi goriilmiistiir.

Cikan pearson korelasyon sonucu dogrultusunda okul ydneticilerinin sergilemis oldugu
liderlik stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 arasinda kuvvetli pozitif yonlii bir iliskinin oldugu
sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Literatiirde farkli siniflamalar olmakla birlikte, genelde (50-69) civarinda ¢ikan
iliskinin gii¢lii iliski oldugu yorumlanmaktadir (Tavsancil, 2005). Bu yorum aragtirmanin bulgulariyla
ortiigmektedir. Liderlik stilleri ve kisisel inisiyatif alma kavramlari1 genellikle yonetim ile i¢ ice gegmis
ve birbirini tamamlayan yonetimsel kavramlardir. Okul yoneticisi okulu hedeflerine ulagtirmak ve
isgdrenlerin Orgiitsel bagliliklarimi saglamak i¢in bu kavramlar iyi kullanmasi gerekir. Gliniimiiziin
liderlik anlayisinin gii¢ odakli olmasinin aksine, sorumlu oldugu kisilere karsi toleransli ve babacan
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yaklagimlar sergilemesi gerektigine inanilmaktadir. Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalarinda
liderlik stillerinin 6nemli bir yeri oldugu sdylenebilir (Kilig, 2019).

Arastirmada elde edilen ¢coklu dogrusal regresyon bulgularina gore okul yoneticilerinin liderlik
stilleri ile kisisel inisiyatif alma boyutlar1 arasinda anlamli bir iliski oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.
Kisisel inisiyatif almanin kendiliginden baslama, proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik boyutlarinin demokratik ve
otokratik liderlik stilleri tarafindan anlamli ve pozitif yonlii yordandig1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Akin (2012)
arastirmasinda kisisel inisiyatif alma boyutlarinin 6gretimsel ve etik liderlik tarafindan yordandigim
aciklamaktadir. Akin'in c¢alismasinin bulgulari bu c¢alismanin bulgularini destekler nitelikte oldugu
sOylenebilir. Kisisel inisiyatif almada en etkili stilin demokratik liderlik oldugu anlagilmistir. Kilig’a
(2019) gore kisisel inisiyatif almak herhangi bir baskiya ve zorlamaya maruz kalinmaksizin, kisinin
kendi i¢giidiisii ile baslattig1 veya uygulamaya calistig1 bir eylem algilanmasi olarak kabul edilebilir.
Demokratik liderlikte bireylerin karar alma siirecine katilmasi, goriislerine saygi ve kendilerine giiven
duyulmasi gibi atfedilen iltifatlar kisisel inisiyatif almada 6nemli bir rol oynadigi diisiiniilebilir.
Ganster ve Fusilier (1989), katilimer liderlik stili, lider tarafindan karar alinmadan Once astlarina
danisarak problem ¢o6ziimiinde birlikte hareket edilmesiyle karakterize edilir. Kisisel inisiyatifin
katilimei liderlik araciligiyla giiglendirilecek kontroliin, iggdrenin algilamalariyla olumlu bir sekilde
yordandigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Frese ve Fay (2001), kisisel inisiyatifin doniisimli liderlik
tarafindan yordanacagi baglaminda onemli bir degisken olabilecegine ragmen alt kademelerdeki
yOneticilerinin fazla inisiyatif almalar1 tepe yonetim tarafindan genellikle desteklenmedigini ileri
siirmekteler (Rank, 2006).

Inisiyatif, yoneticilerin orgiitsel yapidaki ve idari islevlerdeki siirecleri algilamalarina yardimci
olan bir kavramdir. Ayn1 zamanda yoneticilerin demokratik karar alma siireclerinin dogasmi da
desteklemektedir (Cameron, 1999). Isgérenleri karar alma siirecine dahil etmekle birlikte isgdrenlerin
katkilarmi 6nemseyen demokratik liderlik, isgdrenin proaktif davranisimi kolaylastirmaktadir (Vroom
ve Jago, 1988). Lider emir ve yasalarin biraktigi bosluklardan yararlanarak, liderlik gdrevine yol
acacak durumlara girmeyi ve inisiyatif almay1 gerektirir (Bursalioglu, 2011). Okul yoneticilerinin
inisiyatif almasi, okullarin hiyerarsik ve biirokratik isleyisini okullarin lehine olacak sekilde stratejik
durumlara doniistiirebilir ve dinamiklerin harekete gegmesini saglayabilir. Ancak bazi olumsuz
duygular, okul yoneticilerinin inisiyatif almalarin1 engelledigi anlagilmistir. Bu agidan bakildiginda,
inisiyatif almanin sadece bireysel bir davramis degil, aym1 zamanda orgiitsel ve idari bir davranig
oldugu da sdylenebilir (Ddrrenbécher ve Geppert, 2009).

Inisiyatif almak, liderligin ¢ok 6nemli bir unsuru ve ayrica bircok is i¢in dnemli bir kazangtir.
Igsel kontrol odagina sahip liderler, lider olmayanlara gore daha sabirhidirlar (Bruttel ve Fischbacher,
2013). Kisisel inisiyatif almanin degeri, basta is ve egitim olmak lizere bir¢ok alanda yavas yavas
anlagilmaya bagslandig1 sOylenebilir. Kisisel inisiyatif seviyesi yiiksek olan insanlar, daha yenilik¢i
(Balluerka, Gorostiaga ve Ulacia, 2014) ve girisimci (Krauss, Frese, Friedrich ve Unger, 2005) daha
iyi akademik sonuglar elde etmektedirler (Fay ve Frese, 2001). Kisisel inisiyatifin, yaratici siireglere
katilminin tesvik edilmesinde ve yaraticiligin sergilenmesinde de Onemli oldugu goriilmiistiir
(Binnewies, Ohly ve Sonnentag, 2007). Kisisel inisiyatif almanin odak noktalarindan birisi hedef
yonelimidir. Yiiksek hedef odakli liderler uzun siireli ve agik hedefler gelistirirler. Zorluklarin
istesinden gelmek icin de 1srarci olurlar. Bu nedenle, hedef yonelimi etkin liderligin énemli bir 6n
sart1 olarak kabul edilir (Sonnentag ve Frese, 1997). Israrcilik, biiyiik ve etkili liderlerin en 6nemli
ozelliklerinden biridir. Israrc1 olmak, ne olursa olsun liderin ilkelerine ve hedeflerine bagl kalmasi ve
kararli olmasi1 demektir. (Hopkin, 2010). Bu ifade de 1srarci liderligin ayn1 zamanda ilke merkezli
liderlik oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Egitim kurumlar1 hedef ve degisim odakli orgiitler olduklarinda siirekli degisim ve gelisim
yonelimli oOrgiitsel eylemleri ve faaliyetleri gerceklestirmeye caligirlar. King’e (2006) gore bu
hedeflerin gergeklestirilmesinde degisim ihtiyacindan kaynaklanan bazi sorunlar ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
Okul yoneticileri proaktif davranarak, bu sorunlar1 6nceden tahmin edip ve hizli bir sekilde alternatif
¢ozlim yollar1 bulmalar gerekmektedir. Ancak egitim yoneticilerinin ¢ogu geleneksel biirokratik veya
isbirlik¢i yontemler kullanarak uygulama konusunda teorik bir tercihe sahip olduklar1 bilinmektedir.
Davenport ve Anderson (2002), basarili liderler inisiyatif alarak is birligi ve paylagilan liderlik
araciligtyla personelini yetki yoniinde gii¢lendirerek risk almalarini ve problem g¢bézmelerini tesvik
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edebilirler. Ciinkii liderlik, orgiitsel amaglar1 gergeklestirmek i¢in bireysel ve gruplar halinde insanlarla
birlikte ¢aligmay1 igermektedir.

Egitim kurumlari, insan odakli ve hizmet iireten kurumlar olduklari i¢in bu kurumlarin
yonetim kademesinde iyi, uygun, isabetli kararlarin alinabilmesi, okul miidiiriiniin yonetime yonelik
bilgi ve becerileri nispetinde, kisilerle kurdugu iliski ve dngoriileri ile edindigi saglikli, gergek ve iyi
anlayis ile de ilintilidir (Aydm, 2015). Okul O&rgiitlerinin sahip oldugu biirokratik yapi, okul
yoneticilerinin davranislarini olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir. Ciinkil yonetici biirokratik yapiya uygun
bir yonetim tarzini sergilemek zorunlulugunu hisseder. Bu da zamanla okulun basarisi i¢in ciddi bir
engel teskil edebilir. Bu gibi durumlarda okul yoneticisi inisiyatif alarak daha esnek bir ortam
olusturmaya c¢alismalidir. Okul yoneticisi biirokratik kurallarla ugrasmaktan ¢ok &gretmenlerin
kisiligine &nem verirse, Onemli bir Orgiitsel Ogrenme engelini ortadan kaldirabilir. Orgiitsel
O6grenmenin olabilmesi i¢in, degisimin olmas1 gerekir. (Celik, 2013). Genellikle degisimler, herkesin
goriisiinii ve fikrini rahathikla aciklayabildigi demokratik ve katilime1 ortamlarda yasanir. Egitim
siirekli gelisen, degisen ve duragan olmayan bir faaliyet oldugundan bu gibi ortamlara her zaman
ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Bu da ancak iyi yetismis, takim ruhuna sahip, gerektiginde kisisel inisiyatif
alabilen okul yoneticileri tarafindan saglanabilir (Kilig, 2019). Giinliik faaliyetlerini gerceklestirmede,
okul liderleri 6gretmenleri de degisim cabalarina dahil ederek aragsal hedeflerinde ilerlerler. Giiglii
liderlik, herhangi bir degisim girisimi basarisi i¢in gereklidir (Bryk, 2010). Buna ek olarak, liderin
degisim girisimi i¢in saglam ve degismeyen bir vizyona ve ayni zamanda siirecin tamamlanmasina
kadar gecgen siire zarfinda kararliliga da sahip olmasi beklenir (Collins, 2001). Vizyonla birlikte lider,
basarili degisime Onciililk etmek icin gerekli bilgi ve becerilere sahip olmalidir. Bilgi, inisiyatif
kullanan liderin, degisiklik siirecinin saglam bir sekilde kavranmasi ve uygulanmasinin gergeklestigi
kiiltiirii ifade eder. Beceri ise liderin yetkinligini ortaya g¢ikarir (Ericson III, 2015). Bagka bir deyisle,
talep edilen degisimin olabilmesi i¢in okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalar1 gerekir. Elde
edilen bulgular 15181nda asagidaki onerilere yer verilebilir:

e  Okul yoneticilerinin yiliksek diizeyde kisisel inisiyatif alamadiklar1 anlasilmistir. Okul
yoneticilerinin bu sekilde bir yonetim ortaya koymalarinda merkezi sistemin ve
biirokratik yonetim anlayiginin katkisinin biiyiik oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Okul
yoneticilerinin daha ¢ok tist yonetimlerin talimat ve direktifleri dogrultusunda karar
aldiklar1 bir gergektir. Okul igerisinde vuku bulan bazi kii¢iik problemlerin ¢6ziimiinde
okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalar1 hem zaman agisindan hem de iggdrenler
acisindan daha avantajli olabilecegi gibi iist yonetiminin de igini kolaylastirabilecegi
disiiniilebilir.

e Kigsisel inisiyatif almak degisim yonelimli bir eylemdir. Okul 6rgiitleri de siirekli degisim
ve gelisim gosteren kurumlar olduklari i¢in bu kurumlarin baginda bulunan yoneticilerin
inisiyatif almalar1 degisim ve gelisimi daha da hizlandirabilir.

e  Arastirma bulgularina gore kisisel inisiyatif almaya en fazla katkiy1 sunan stil demokratik
liderlik stilidir. Bu baglamda okul yoneticilerine daha fazla 6zgiirliik alani taninmali ve
okul ile ilgili alinacak kararlarin bir kismi kendilerine birakilmalidir. Boylece okul
yoneticileri demokratik liderlik stilini daha fazla tercih ederek kisisel inisiyatif alma
diizeylerini yiikseltebilirler ve okulda ¢éziimlenmesi gereken problemlerle ilgili karar
verme ve ¢6ziim odakli yetkinligi ve beceriyi daha hizli bir sekilde kazanabilirler.

e Arastirma sonucunda lise yOneticilerinin daha az inisiyatif aldiklar1 goériilmiistiir. Bu
kapsamda lise yoneticilerinin daha fazla inisiyatif almalari igin kendilerine verilen yetki
taniminin yeniden gozden gegirilmelidir. Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalari
iist yonetimler tarafindan desteklenmeli ve tesvik edilmelidir.

e  Ogretmenlerin algilar1 1518inda elde edilen bulgulara gére okul yoneticileri en fazla
otokratik liderlik stilini sergiledikleri belirlenmistir. Giliniimiiziin y&netim anlayist
perspektifinden bakildiginda otoriter ve baskici yonetim tarzlariin egitim orgiitleri i¢in
pek de uygun olmadigi diisiiniilmektedir. Ciinkii egitim faaliyetleri katilimec1 ve Kolektif
eylemlerdir ve dolayisiyla bu eylemler uzlasmaci odakli bir atmosferde birlikte ¢aligmay1
gerektirir. Okul yoneticileri bu hususlart goz 6niinde bulundurmalilar.
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e  Proaktif olmak; eylem ve performans odakli ve ayn1 zamanda aktif olmaktir. Proaktif
davraniglar sergileyen bir okul yoneticisi kendi performansini artirmasinin yaninda
isgorenlerin performanslarinin artiritlmasinda da olumlu katki saglayabilir.
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