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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to determine the views of academics related to transformational leadership and
resilience attitudes in terms of various variables and the relationship between transformational leadership
and resilience in higher education setting. This quantitative correlational study was carried out with 390
academics in the state universities in Ankara. Data of the study was collected with the “Resiliency Scale”
which was developed by the researcher and the “Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire” developed by
Bass and Avolio. Descriptive statistics and regression analysis were utilized. According to the results the
resilience and leadership perceptions of the participants do not show a significant difference according to
their academic positions and that the positivity and empathy dimensions of resilience are predictors of
leadership. The findings that are expected to contribute to the literature were discussed, and based on the
results of the research, suggestions were made to strengthen the resilience perceptions of the faculty
members and to develop their leadership skills.
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Introduction

Universities today operate in an ever-changing environment (Cohen & Kisker, 2010).
Advances in technology, changes in student demographics and educational policy, and increased
accountability expectations are just some of the factors that require the higher education field to
respond like never before (Del Favero, 2005; Lucas, 2000), and these factors have created a
challenging operating environment for higher education administrators for many years. In order
to overcome these challenges, it is important for academics to operate effectively and have the
necessary skills to succeed despite the adversities. In this respect, it is important to understand
whether transformational leadership can help academics cope with these challenges and maintain
their resilience.

As change continues in higher education, it is important that faculty members have the
necessary knowledge and skills, are equipped with leadership behaviors, and are effective in
implementing and sustaining positive changes so that other members of the organization have the
same behaviors. Leadership and resilience are two general frameworks that can benefit
academics in fulfilling their responsibilities (Jones, Lefoe, Harvey & Ryland, 2002; Trowler,
1998). A great deal of research has been conducted on transformational leadership and resilience,
but there is no strong empirical evidence for the importance of these two conceptual frameworks
in higher education leadership. Therefore, it is assumed that this study will add knowledge to the
academic research and literature on transformational leadership and resilience in higher
education leadership.

From a leadership perspective, resilience theory emphasizes the leader's ability not only
to follow a particular model but also flexibility and adaptability (Ledesma, 2014). A leader must
be able to adapt his strategies and approach to changing conditions. Thus, the leadership process
is affected not only by the internal characteristics of the leader but also by the variables in the
leader's environment. This theory emphasizes the need for leaders to constantly adapt to
changing conditions and show flexibility, instead of predictability and a fixed model in
leadership (Ledesma, 2014; Smith, 2017). In this context, it is revealed that leaders must have a
wide range of skills and abilities to respond rapidly and effectively to changing situations.

Examining the relationship between transformational leadership and academic resilience
in higher education is an area of increasing interest in empirical research (Chen, Xie, Liu, 2021,
Shelton, Hein, Phipps, 2022; Wang, Li, Li, 2017). The rationale for this interest is that the higher
education environment is becoming increasingly complex and demanding, requiring academics
to be resilient in the face of challenges and change. On the other hand, transformational
leadership is argued to be effective in promoting organizational change, creating a positive
organizational culture, and enhancing employee well-being and job satisfaction (Chen et al.,
2021). In general, empirical studies indicate that there is a strong relationship between resilience
and transformational leadership in higher education (Trowler, 1998; Jones, Lefoe, Harvey &
Ryland, 2002). Although there are studies that address both transformational leadership and
resilience individually in higher education, there is evidence that these two concepts should be
addressed together (Valero, Jung, Andrew, 2015).

First, transformational leadership is known to positively affect academic performance by
providing motivation, inspiration, and guidance to academics. By examining the relationship
between transformational leadership and academic resilience, institutions can identify factors
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that contribute to academic resilience and develop interventions to improve academic
performance (Shelton et al., 2022).

Second, academics face various challenges and stressors, such as workload, time
constraints, and job insecurity, which can negatively affect their academic resilience. By
examining the relationship between transformational leadership and academic resilience,
universities can identify leadership practices that can help academics overcome these challenges,
and build their resilience (Chen et al., 2021).

Another important rationale is that academic resilience is critical for job satisfaction.
When academics feel supported and valued by their leaders, they are more likely to stay in their
positions and have higher levels of job satisfaction (Shelton et al., 2022). By examining the
relationship between transformational leadership and academic resilience, universities can
develop strategies to retain talented academics and foster a positive work culture (Wang, et al.,
2017).

Considering all these factors, examining the relationship between transformational
leadership and academic resilience is important to support academic achievement, address
challenges and stressors, enhance organizational effectiveness, and promote job satisfaction and
retention. Transformational leaders can foster academic resilience by creating a positive work
environment that nurtures job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job engagement.
Therefore, investing in transformational leadership development in higher education institutions
can be an effective strategy to increase academic resilience and ultimately improve
organizational outcomes (Reivich & Shatte, 2002; Scott, 2002).

Literature Review
Resilience

The concept of resilience is derived from the Latin root "resiliens” (resilient) and means
that a substance is flexible and can easily return to its original state (Greene, 2002). According to
Masten, Best, and Garmezy (1990), resilience means adapting to challenging conditions and
situations where goal achievement is threatened and achieving success through this adaptation.
According to Henderson and Milstein (1996), resilience is defined as the process of self-
correction and improvement or the capacity to recover, withstand adversity, and improve oneself.
According to Grotberg (2003), resilience means the ability to cope with the difficulties
encountered in life when faced with these difficulties, as well as the competence that enables
people to emerge from these difficulties even stronger.

Academic Resilience

Academic resilience refers to the capacity of academics to withstand and adapt to the
challenges and pressures inherent in their profession (Regehr, Nelson, Hildyard, 2017). It
encompasses their ability to recover from adversity, maintain their well-being, and continue to
make positive contributions to their institutions and the academic world (Dohaney et al., 2020).
Resilience is a psychological construct that refers to an individual's capacity to adapt to and
overcome adversity, stress, or significant life challenges. In the context of academics, resilience
includes the ability to cope with the demands of the academic profession, such as teaching,
research, administrative responsibilities, and work-life balance (Mackey, Gilmore, Dabner,
Breeze, Buckley, 2012).
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Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership provides leaders with the ability to create an environment or
social setting that changes leader-employee interactions, attitudes, and behaviors in ways that
increase performance and commitment to the organization's vision and goals, and positively
impacts individual and organizational outcomes (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Northouse, 2016).
Specifically, transformational leadership has a positive influence on employee satisfaction,
engagement, and performance and organizational outcomes related to culture, performance,
change, and organizational innovation (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Northouse, 2016).

Transformational leadership is a leadership style characterized by leaders who inspire and
motivate followers to go beyond their interests. Transformational leadership is explained by four
main dimensions. These are inspirational motivation, idealized influence, individualized
attention, and intellectual stimulation (Avolio et al., 2009; Avolio et al., 2014).

Transformational Leadership in Higher Education

Transformational leadership is considered an appropriate leadership approach to guide
change in higher education institutions (Northouse, 2016; Voon, Lo, Ngui, Ayob, 2011).
Transformational leaders in higher education are those who promote a shared vision, innovation,
and personal and professional development among faculty and staff (Berson, Waldman, Pearce,
2016). Therefore, they are expected to be leaders who foster a culture of continuous
improvement and promote a shared vision for the future of the institution. As the university
environment is highly unstructured, flexible, and autonomous, employees prefer to have leaders
who provide them with a clear mission and vision and instill confidence in them to do their jobs.
For example, academic staff, who often work in solitary environments, need clear direction and
vision from their leaders to be able to carry out their work based on clear vision and direction
from senior management (Voon et al., 2011).

It is stated that transformational leadership can positively affect organizational culture
and performance in Turkish universities (Kondak¢1 & Zayim-Kurtay, 2019). Leaders who inspire
and motivate academic staff and encourage a culture of collaboration and innovation contribute
to the development of universities (Cetin & Kinik, 2025; Yiiner, 2020). However, it can be
asserted that the implementation of transformational leadership in Turkish higher education faces
difficulties such as bureaucratic structure, hierarchical traditions, and political influences, and is
affected by various contextual factors. For example, centralized decision-making processes and
legal regulations restrict the autonomy and innovative practices of university leaders (Kondake1
& Zayim-Kurtay, 2019). Transformational leadership of administrators in Turkish higher
education institutions has the potential to positively impact the resilience of academic staff by
empowering them and supporting them in their professional efforts (Goziikara & Simsek, 2015;
Yiiner, 2020). Therefore, further research on this topic may reveal the specific mechanisms
through which this relationship operates and identify strategies for developing resilience among
academic staff in the Turkish context.

Exploring the relationship between transformational leadership and academics' resilience
can provide insights into strategies through which academic leaders can increase their leadership
effectiveness and promote resilience among their colleagues. In this study, which investigated
the relationship between transformational leadership and resilience according to the views of
faculty members, the following questions were sought to be answered;
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1. Do faculty members' perceptions of resilience differ according to their academic
positions?

2. Do faculty members' perceptions of leadership differ according to their academic
positions?

3. Are faculty members' perceptions of resilience a significant predictor of their
leadership behaviors?

Method
Research Design

This study, which examines the relationship between resilience and leadership according
to the opinions of faculty members working at the Faculties of Science, Literature, Education,
Economics, Administrative Sciences, and Engineering of four state universities in Ankara in the
2018-2019 academic year, was conducted with quantitative correlational research method. This
study was designed in the correlational research model because it examines the relationship
between two quantitative variable groups (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Correlational research provides
insight into the relationship between two or more variables or conditions and the strength and
direction of the relationship (Ary et al., 2006).

Population and Sample

The population of the study consists of faculty members working in state universities in
Ankara, which were established before 2000. There are 2441 faculty members in the common
faculties of these universities. A stratified sampling method was adopted in sample selection.
The aim is to divide the population into different sub-strata before selecting the sample and then
select the samples from these strata (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). It is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of sample

Universities Number_ o Percent (%) Sample Percent (%)
academics

Ankara University 446 18.27 71 18.20
Gazi University 741 30.36 115 29.48
ACIBEUETS 653 26.75 158 40.5
University

METU 601 24.62 46 11.80
Total 2441 100 390 100

As seen in Table 1, it was calculated that there should be a total of 390 participants in the
study, including 71 faculty members at Ankara University, 115 faculty members at Gazi
University, 158 faculty members at Hacettepe University, and 46 faculty members at METU.
Due to the problems that may arise in the return of the data collection tool, the data collection
tools were distributed to 500 faculty members in the implementation phase.
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Data Collection Tools
Resilience Scale

In the study, the "Resilience Scale" developed by the researcher was used to measure the
resilience perceptions of faculty members. This scale consists of seven dimensions and 34 items.
The reliability of the scale and its seven subscales was examined with Cronbach alpha, and the
Cronbach alpha coefficient for the entire scale was calculated as 0.89. Cronbach's alpha values
for the sub-dimensions of the scale are .83 for "Self-Confidence-Personal Efficacy", respectively;
.72 for “Positivity-Empathy”; .77 for “Proactivity”’; .64 for “Interpersonal Interaction”; .60 for
“acceptance”; .61 for “Internal Discipline”; .72 for “improvement”. According to these results,
based on the data set collected from 390 participants, it was concluded that the Self-Confidence-
Personal Efficacy, Positivity-Empathy, and Proactivity subscales of the Resilience scale and the
entire scale were highly reliable.

The appropriateness of the model created for the seven-factor structure of the resilience
scale was first evaluated by the ratio of the chi-square value to the degrees of freedom.
Accordingly, the ratio of the chi-square value to degrees of freedom should be less than 5 (Kline,
2005). It is stated that acceptable fit values for AGFI, GFI, NFI, CFl, IFI are .90 and above for
goodness of fit indices, and 0.08 and below for RMR and RMSEA (Byrne & Campbell, 1999). In
this study, according to the results of confirmatory factor analysis, the fit indices of the
measurement tool were found to be at the desired level (x2 /sd = 3.82, RMSEA= .05, NFI=0.88,
CFI=0.91, GFI= 0.83). When the goodness-of-fit results obtained in the current study are
evaluated as a whole, it is concluded that the seven-dimensional factor structure of the Resilience
scale is also valid in the current study.

Multifactor leadership scale (MLQ)

In the study, the Multifactor Leadership Scale developed by Bass and Avolio (1990) and
used in many studies was utilized to determine the leadership perceptions of higher education
administrators. The scale has been utilized in many studies and the version adapted into Turkish
by Mehmet Korkmaz under the name of "Leadership Inventory" was used in this study. As a
result of the factor analysis conducted for the leadership inventory adapted into Turkish by
Korkmaz (2005), a two-factor structure emerged. The factor loadings of the sub-dimensions of
transformational leadership ranged from .56 to .88. The factor loadings for interactional
leadership ranged from .52 to .77. The leadership scale consists of eight subscales. Cronbach's
alpha coefficients were calculated to test the reliability of each subscale. Accordingly, the alpha
value of the "Contingent Rewarding" subscale of the leadership scale is .86; the alpha value of
the "Inspirational Motivation" subscale is .88; the alpha value of the "ldealized Influence"
subscale is .89; the alpha value of the "Intellectual Stimulation™ subscale is . 87; the alpha value
of the "Individual Consideration™ subscale is .84; the alpha value of the "Management by
Exception (Active)" subscale is .72 and the alpha value of the "Management by Exception
(Passive)" subscale is .62; the alpha value of the "Laissez-faire" subscale is .61; and the alpha
value of the whole scale is .93. As a result of confirmatory factor analysis, the fit indices were
found to be at an acceptable level (x2 /sd = 3.45, RMSEA= .08, NFI= 0.96, CFI=0.97, GFI=
0.76).
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Data Collection Process

While the data collection tool was sent to the faculty members via e-mail, it was also
personally applied by visiting them for face-to-face interviews. For faculty members who had
time problems or were absent from their offices, the scales were left at the department secretariat
and collected by revisiting after a certain period of time. Participants took part in the study
voluntarily.

Data Analysis

In order to calculate the scores of the answers given by the participants in the data
analysis, the items in the scales were given 5 points for "always", 4 points for "mostly", 3 points
for "sometimes"”, 2 points for "rarely” and 1 point for "never". The responses to each item in the
scale ranged from 5.00 to 1.00 from positive to negative in accordance with these grades. Based
on the assumption that the intervals in the data collection tools are equal (4/5), lower and upper
limits for the options were determined. The data obtained as a result of the research were first
analyzed in terms of normality tests.

Ethics

All ethical rules were followed during the collection and analysis of the research data.
Ethical approval for the research was obtained by the decision of the Hacettepe University
Educational Sciences Ethics Committee dated 03.02.2021 and numbered 1431179. It was stated
that the data obtained from the research will be used only for scientific purposes and will not be
shared with third parties.

Findings
In this section, the research findings obtained as a result of the analyses carried out to
solve the sub-problems are presented.
Do faculty members' perceptions of resilience differ according to their academic positions?

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine whether faculty
members' perceptions of resilience differ according to their academic positions. The results are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2. ANOVA results on participants' perceptions of resilience according to academic
position

Dimensions Academic Position N Mean Sd. df. F P

Lecturer 341 4.04 A7
1. Self-Confidence-Personal Head of department 29 4.18 40

Competence Vice-dean 9 4.00 41 BT A2
Dean 11 4.29 42
Lecturer 341 4.04 41
e Head of department 29 411 .33

2. Positivity-Empathy Vice-dean 9 393 a1 3-386 1.62 .16
Dean 11 4.28 A1
Lecturer 341 4.10 51
. Head of department 29 4.25 .38

3. Proactivity Vice-dean 9 413 38 3-386 1.00 .38
Dean 11 411 .65
Lecturer 341 3.95 .56

4. Interpersonal Interaction Head of department 29 4.05 45 3-386 .46 .70
Vice-dean 9 4.02 44
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Dean 11 4.09 .55

Lecturer 341 3.98 .48
Head of department 29 4.06 .36

5.Acceptance Y g - 9 366 68 3-386 1.64 A7
Dean 11 3.90 .63
Lecturer 341 2.87 .58

o Head of department 29 2.94 .52 *

6. Internal discipline Y 9 577 40 3-386 3.36 .01
Dean 11 3.42 .55
Lecturer 341 4.02 57
Head of department 29 4.21 45

7. Development Vice-dean 9 388 47 3-386 1.65 A7
Dean 11 4.21 .56
Lecturer 341 3.93 .35
Head of department 29 4.04 .29

i Vice-dean 9 ogp @m0 oo A
Dean 11 4.13 A1

*p <.05

As shown in Table 2, the participants' perceptions of resilience in terms of Internal
Discipline demonstrate statistically significant difference according to their academic positions
[F3-386 = 3.36, p< .05]. Tukey, one of the multiple comparison tests, was used to determine which
academic position groups were different. When the mean Internal Discipline scores of the
participants were examined, it was observed that the internal discipline of the Deans (X = 3.42)
was higher than the Internal Discipline of the faculty members (X = 2.87). Participants' views on
Self-Confidence-Personal ~Competence, Positivity-Empathy,  Proactivity, Interpersonal
Interaction, Acceptance and Development subscales do not show a statistically significant
difference according to their academic positions [Fz-3ss Self-Confidence-Personal Competence =
1. 94, p> .05; F3-3g6 Positivity-Empathy = 1.62, p> .05; Fs.386 Proactivity = 1.00, p> .05; F3-3s6
Interpersonal Interaction = .46, p> .05; F33gs Acceptance = 1.64, p> .05; Fz3ss Development =
1.65, p> .05]. Similarly, the participants' views on the Resilience scale do not indicate a
statistically significant difference according to their academic positions [Fs.3ss Total Scale =
2.17]. According to this result, deans, vice deans, department heads and faculty members have
similar views on the Self-Confidence-Personal Competence, Positivity-Empathy, Proactivity,
Interpersonal Interaction, Acceptance, and Development dimensions of resilience perceptions.

Do faculty members' perceptions of leadership differ according to their academic
positions?

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine whether faculty
members' perceptions of leadership differ according to their academic positions. The results are
presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. ANOVA results regarding participants' leadership perceptions according to academic
position

Academic position N Ort. Ss. Sd. F P
. Lecturer 341 3.32 .99
L, Comiing 2t [Here Head of department 29 3.56 .88 3386 2.37 07
Vice-dean 9 3.69 1.02 '
Dean 11 3.97 .84
Lecturer 341 3.44 .98
2.Inspirational Head of department 29 3.76 .76 -
Motivation Vice-dean 9 3.97 81 Sedld Bl A
Dean 11 4.00 .93
Lecturer 341 3.37 .89
" Head of department 29 3.53 .79
3.ldealized Influence Vice-dean 9 370 71 3-386 1.94 12
Dean 11 3.92 .93
Lecturer 341 3.18 .97
4.Intellectual Head of department 29 3.49 .80
Stimulation Vice-dean 9 3.55 .95 S Ll =
Dean 11 3.50 .93
o ) Lecturer 341 2.98 19'35
5. Ind!wdua}llzed Hgad of department 29 3.41 93 3386 168 16
Consideration Vice-dean 9 3.00 1.00
Dean 11 3.27 '
Lecturer 341 2.94 .79
6.Management-by- Head of department 29 3.18 .68
Exception (Active) Vice-dean 9 2.88 71 Sl L =
Dean 11 3.18 .96
Lecturer 341 3.24 .62
7.Management-by- Head of department 29 3.32 .63 3386 32 81
Exception (Passive) Vice-dean 9 3.36 53 ' '
Dean 11 3.15 .67
Lecturer 341 2.94 .37
" : Head of department 29 2.96 .35
8.Laissez-faire Vice-dean 9 5 86 5 3-386 .26 .84
Dean 11 2.88 .39
Lecturer 341 3.20 .62
Head of department 29 2.42 .59
Total Vice-dean 9 241 55 %6 221 08
Dean 11 3.53 .59
*p <.05

As can be seen in Table 3, the participants' views on the participants' perceptions of
leadership in terms of Inspirational Motivation show a statistically significant difference
according to their academic positions [Fz-ass = 2.75, p< .05]. Tukey, one of the multiple
comparison tests, was used to determine which academic position groups were different. When
the mean scores of the participants' Inspirational Motivation were examined, it was observed that
the Inspirational Motivation of Deans (X = 4.00) was higher than the Inspirational Motivation of
department heads (X = 3.76). Participants' views on Contingent Reward, Idealized Influence,
Intellectual Stimulation, Individual Consideration, Management by Exception (Active),
Management by Exception (Passive), and Laissez-faire subscales do not show a statistically
significant difference according to their academic positions [Fs.3ss Contingent Rewarding = 2. 37,
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p> .05; Fa.3g6 Idealized Influence = 1.94, p> .05; F3-386 Intellectual Stimulation = 1.61, p> .05; F3-
a6 Individual Consideration = 1.68, p> .05; Fs.3ss Management by Exception (Active) = 1.14, p>
.05; Fz38s Management by Exception (Passive); = .32, Fazgs Laissez-faire = .26, p> .05].
Similarly, the participants' views on the Leadership scale do not show a statistically significant
difference according to their academic positions [Fa3gs Total Scale = 2.27]. According to this
result, the dean, vice dean, department head and faculty members' have similar views on the
perceptions of resilience on Contingent Rewarding, Idealized Influence, Intellectual Stimulation,
Individual Consideration, Management by Exception (Active), Management by Exception
(Passive) and Laissez-faire.

Are faculty members' perceptions of resilience a significant predictor of their leadership
behaviors?

Pearson correlation coefficient values between the research variables were calculated
before proceeding to the regression analysis of faculty members' perceptions of Resilience (Self-
Confidence-Personal Competence, Positivity-Empathy, Proactivity, Interpersonal Interaction,
Acceptance, Internal Discipline, and Development) as predictors of their Leadership behaviors.
The results are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Correlations among variables

Variable R R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 L L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8
Resilience

R1.Self-Confidence-Personal .85*

Competence

R2. Positivity- Empathy 79* 53*

R3. Proactivity T4* B LGk

RA4. Interpersonal Interaction 13* 57* 54* AT*

R5.Acceptance .63* 45* 49* .39* .33*

R6. Internal Discipline 36 25% 18* .20* A1* 0 .06*

R7. Development .74* .59* B57* 42* b56*  44*  1T7*

Leadership 22* 14* .25% .18* 9% 18 -.03*  .17*

L1. Contingent Revard .20* 14> 22* 16> JAd6*  13*  -.02*  .15%  .93*

L2. Inspirational Motivation 18* 12* 22* 15* A8*  12* -07* .14  90*  .86*

L3. Idealized Influence 18* .09* 23* 15* A7+ 11* -03* .16*  .95*  .88*  .89*

L4. Intellectual Stimulation 21* 14> 23* A7 JA9* 15 -.04* 17 92 88* .85 .87*

L5. Individualized Consideration 23* 16* 24* 19* 20 13 .02 .17 90* .85 .78* .B4*  .86*
L6.Management-by-Exception 07* .09* .06* .10* .04*  .03* -06* .04* .09* -05* -09* -03* -04* -02*
(Active)

L7.Management-by-Exception .07* .05* .08* 13* .06* .05* .04* -00* .21* .11* .08* .09* .10* .14* .06*
(Passive)

L8.Laissez-faire -.08* -.10* -.06* -.02* -.04* -08* -04* -05* .18* .17* .14* 14* 16* .12* -.03* -24*
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As can be seen in Table 4, all Pearson correlation coefficient values between the research
variables are statistically significant. There is a low level and positive relationship between the
participants' perception of resilience and transformational leadership behavior (r = .22, p <.001).
However, when the participants’ responses to the sub-dimensions of their perceptions of
Resilience are evaluated in general, it is seen that there are significant, positive, and moderate
relationships between each sub-dimension. Similarly, when the participants' responses to the sub-
dimensions of Leadership behavior are evaluated in general, it is observed that there are
significant, positive and high-level relationships between each sub-dimension and low-level
negative relationships.

Multiple regression analysis was used to determine the extent to which faculty members'
perceptions of resilience (Self-Confidence-Personal Competence, Positivity-Empathy,
Proactivity, Interpersonal Interaction, Acceptance, Internal Discipline and Development) explain
the variance in their understanding of leadership. The results of the multiple regression analysis
are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis Results for Predicting Leadership Behaviour

Standart

Variable B y/] t P
Errors

Constant 1.681 .354 4.753 .000
1.Self-Confidence—Personal Competence -.038 .097 -.028 -.391 .690
2. Positivity-Empathy 297 105 196 2.835 .005*
3. Proactivity 107 .079 .086 1.352 177
4. Interpersonal Interaction .073 .075 .065 .980 .328
5. Acceptance -.002 .076 -.001 -.023 .982
6. Internal Discipline -.103 .055 -096 -1.871 .062
7. Development .019 076 017 251 .802

R=.284 R’=.064 Foasy=4.79 p=.000

As can be seen in Table 5, faculty members' perceptions of resilience are a significant
predictor of leadership behaviours (R = 284, p< .01). All dimensions of resilience perception
explain approximately 6% of leadership understanding (R? = .064; p< .01). According to the
standardized regression coefficients (f), the order of importance of the predictor variables in
explaining leadership understanding is as follows: Positivity-Empathy, Internal Discipline,
Proactivity, Interpersonal Interaction, Self-Confidence-Personal Competence, Development and
Acceptance. When the t-test results regarding the significance of the regression coefficients are
examined, it is seen that the dimensions of Positivity-Empathy are statistically significant
predictors of leadership understanding, while the sub-dimensions of Self-Confidence-Personal
Competence, Proactivity, Interpersonal Interaction, Acceptance, Internal Discipline, and
Development are not statistically significant predictors of leadership understanding.
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Conclusion and Discussion

In this study, it was aimed to determine the perceptions of resilience of faculty members
working in state universities established before 2000 in Ankara Province and to reveal its
relationship with transformational leadership.

When it was examined whether faculty members' perceptions of resilience varied
according to their academic positions, it was observed that while faculty members' perceptions of
resilience regarding Internal Discipline showed a statistically significant difference according to
their academic positions, when the mean scores of Internal Discipline were considered, it was
observed that Deans had higher internal discipline than faculty members. It is possible to explain
this difference in terms of leadership experience, trainings received depending on the position,
the pressure created by exhibiting a good managerial performance, and the enthusiasm and
excitement brought by the task (Low, 2010). Considering the environment of constant change in
higher education, the resilience and flexibility of higher education leaders are important for them
to fulfill their duties effectively in the face of change (Montez, Wolverton, Gmelch, 2003; Bright
& Richards, 2001; Lucas, 2000).

The participants' views on both the Self-Confidence-Personal Competence, Positivity-
Empathy, Proactivity, Interpersonal Interaction, Acceptance, and Development subscales and
their perceptions of resilience did not show a statistically significant difference according to their
academic positions. According to this result, it was revealed that deans, vice deans, department
heads, and faculty members had similar views on the Self-Confidence-Personal Competence,
Positivity-Empathy, Proactivity, Interpersonal Interaction, Acceptance, and Development
dimensions of resilience perceptions.

In the study conducted by Budak and Siirgevil (2005) on university faculty members, it
was determined that the group with the least burnout in each dimension was associate professors
and professors, and it was revealed that research assistants, lecturers, assistant professors, and
doctoral lecturers had more burnout. Therefore, this result reveals that burnout may be a risk
factor affecting resilience.

Addedly the views of faculty members on the leadership scale did not show a statistically
significant difference according to their academic positions; the dean, vice dean, department
head and faculty members had similar views on the leadership perceptions of Contingent
Rewarding, Idealized Influence, Mental Influence, Individual Support, Management by
Exception (Active), Management by Exception (Passive) and Freeing Leadership dimensions.

Berg and Jarbur (2014) argue that expectations for leaders are increasing across society
and that in academic circles, students and employees expect more active forms of leadership
such as coaching and mentoring within their institutions. They emphasize that this situation
requires a different level of leadership that is less hierarchical and more team-oriented than
traditional leadership and that the academic leader should be competent in his/her field of
expertise and be a role model as one of the challenges faced by academic leaders. Therefore, this
research finding can be considered to be appropriate for a less hierarchical and more team-
oriented leadership level.

It was found that there is a low level and positive relationship between faculty members'
perception of resilience and leadership behaviors, however, when the participants' responses to
the sub-dimensions of their perception of resilience are evaluated in general, it is concluded that
there are significant, positive and moderate relationships between each sub-dimension. Similarly,
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when the responses of the faculty members to the sub-dimensions of leadership behaviors were
evaluated in general, it was concluded that there were significant, positive, and high-level
relationships between each sub-dimension and low-level relationships with negative direction.

In the study, it was concluded that faculty members' perceptions of resilience were a
significant predictor of their perceptions of leadership. Considering that resilience is a
characteristic of transformational leadership, it can be said that this result is expected. Research
on the relationship between leadership and resilience reveals that the leader's leadership style
affects employee or organizational resilience (Bono & Judge, 2004; Conner, 1993). For example,
Nguyen, Kuntz, Naswall & Malinen (2016) found that the leader's empowering leadership style
and behaviors including proactive personality and optimism have a significant relationship with
employees' resilience behaviors. On the other hand, the finding is in line with the idea that
resilience prepares individuals for higher levels of achievement (Bono & Judge, 2004; Conner,
1993). Therefore, it can be confirmed that resilience is a key element of leadership.

Similar to this finding, Wasden (2014) revealed that there is a relationship between
leadership and resilience in his study. In a similar study, Wescott (2018) found a statistically
positive relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and resilience in his study
titled "the role of resilience in transformational leadership of managers". In Offutt's (2011) study,
no relationship was found between the dimensions of resilience and leadership.

Suggestions and Limitations

Examining the relationship between transformational leadership and academics' resilience
may lead to the development of strategies and interventions that will contribute to increasing the
resilience of academics, leading to increased academic performance, job satisfaction, and well-
being. Since faculty members with lower seniority in their positions have lower levels of
resilience than others, measures can be taken by university senior administrations to establish an
academic culture based on collegial solidarity and cooperation in order to increase the level of
resilience of these faculty members. On the other hand, in this study, resilience was found to be a
predictor of leadership. Based on this result, faculty members can be ensured to participate in
leadership development programs that include social support programs within the university.
Finally, considering the effect of protective factors in the context of leadership and employee
resilience, social support systems can be put into action to establish colleague solidarity and
trust-based relationships at the university.

In future studies, different models can be tried by taking into account contextual factors
such as organizational culture or external stressors that may affect the relationship between
resilience and transformational leadership. Additionally, since a cross-sectional design was used
in the study, it can be said that relationships between resilience and transformational leadership
can only be established at a certain point in time, which limits the ability to draw causal
conclusions. Therefore, this limitation of the study can be eliminated with different
methodological designs.
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