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This study examines the conceptual framework of micro-authoritarian behaviors in school
administrators and their potential effects on educational organizations. Due to the limited attention
to this concept in Turkish literature, it establishes a link between micro-authoritarian behaviors and
authoritarian leadership theory. These behaviors are defined as implicit and continuous practices
through which administrators maintain control without overt pressure. Using a review design, the
study analyzes national and international literature on authoritarian leadership, organizational
silence, psychological safety, organizational commitment, and school climate. Findings indicate that
micro-authoritarian behaviors increase teacher silence, weaken psychological safety, and reduce
organizational commitment and motivation. In the long term, such behaviors contribute to a closed
and risk-averse school climate with limited collaboration. The study concludes that micro-
authoritarian leadership promotes a culture of silence and conformity, despite participatory rhetoric,
and highlights the importance of recognizing these practices to improve school climate.
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Okul iklimi

Bu calisma, okul yoneticilerindeki mikro-otoriter davraniglarin kavramsal gergevesini ve bunlarin
egitim kurumlar iizerindeki potansiyel etkilerini incelemektedir. Tiirk literatiiriinde bu kavrama
siirl ilgi gosterilmesi nedeniyle, mikro-otoriter davranislar ile otoriter liderlik teorisi arasinda bir
baglant1 kurmaktadir. Bu davraniglar, yoneticilerin agik baski uygulamadan kontrolii stirdiirmelerini
saglayan ortiik ve siirekli uygulamalar olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Derleme yontemi kullanilarak,
calisma otoriter liderlik, orgiitsel sessizlik, psikolojik giivenlik, orgiitsel baglilik ve okul iklimi
iizerine ulusal ve uluslararas literatiirii analiz etmektedir. Bulgular, mikro-otoriter davranislarin
Ogretmen sessizligini artirdigini, psikolojik giivenligi zayiflattigini ve Orgiitsel bagliligi ve
motivasyonu azalttigini gostermektedir. Uzun vadede, bu tiir davranislar, sinirli ig birligi ile kapali
ve riskten kaginan bir okul iklimine katkida bulunmaktadir. Caligma, katilime1 sdylemlere ragmen
mikro-otoriter liderligin sessizlik ve uyum kiiltiiriinii tegvik ettigini ve okul iklimini iyilestirmek i¢in
bu uygulamalarin taninmasinin énemini vurgulamaktadir.
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Introduction

This section aims to define the concept of micro-
authoritarian behavior, which has not yet received detailed
attention in Turkish literature, within the context of school
administration, to relate it to the authoritarian leadership
literature, and to explain why these behavioral patterns
offer a critical analytical perspective in educational
organizations. Leadership behaviors in educational
organizations are an important process that determines
both the performance of the organization and the
psychosocial experiences of the employees.

A Brief History of Leadership Approaches in
Educational Administration

The educational administration literature, especially in
the last thirty years, has focused on the leadership styles of
school administrators. In this context, there are numerous
studies that concentrate on positive patterns such as
instructional leadership, transformational leadership, and
participative leadership. These approaches have focused on
the interaction of school administrators with teachers, their
ability to improve the quality of instruction, and their
capacity to increase organizational commitment. It is
emphasized that these roles of school administrators make
significant contributions to creating more effective
learning environments and a positive organizational
climate (Masal1 et al., 2023).

In contrast, authoritarian leadership, one of the basic
classifications of leadership theories, has gained a more
limited place in modern educational administration
research. Authoritarian leadership is defined as a
leadership style that makes decision-making processes
entirely leader-centric, limits subordinate participation,
and strengthens hierarchical control mechanisms. In this
context, while authoritarian leadership has been associated
with productivity, discipline, and control in classical
leadership research, in contemporary organizations it is
often associated with negative consequences such as
decreased individual motivation and  weakened
organizational climate (Pizzolitto et al., 2023; Sugesti et
al., 2024).

International research shows that school leadership is
more than just a collection of managerial roles; it is crucial
for determining organizational climate, teacher behavior,
and student experiences. For example, it is reported that the
leadership style of a school administrator has significant
effects on the organizational climate, that democratic
leadership approaches tend to produce positive effects,
while authoritarian approaches can lead to negative effects
on the school climate (Rezky et al., 2024). In the Turkish
context, studies on educational administration are
generally associated with positive leadership models such
as democratic and transformational leadership. A recent
study on the impact of democratic and autocratic leadership
behaviors of school administrators on teachers' career
perceptions reveals that democratic leadership behaviors
play a positive role in teachers' subjective career success
(Muk & Inandi, 2025). In this context, considering the
importance given to leadership approaches in the
educational administration literature, the examination of
authoritarian leadership through causal processes within
the context of organizational psychology and leadership
interaction has not yet been the subject of a sufficiently
systematic literature-based analysis.

Authoritarian Leadership: A Conceptual Overview

Authoritarian leadership is characterized by the leader
monopolizing decision-making processes, minimizing the
opinions and suggestions of subordinates, and centralizing
control. In this context, the leader emphasizes their
hierarchical authority and prioritizes the obedience of
subordinates (Pizzolitto et al., 2023). While this leadership
style has historically been considered effective in military
and bureaucratic structures, it does not have a wide range
of influence in contemporary organizational structures.
International literature has systematically examined the
effects of authoritarian leadership style on performance
and organizational climate. For example, a systematic
literature review has shown that authoritarian leadership
behaviors are generally associated with negative
organizational outcomes, and that high power distance and
centralized control can reduce employee motivation
(Schaubroeck et al., 2017). Furthermore, authoritarian
leadership behaviors also have an indirect organizational
impact, such as suppressing subordinates' emotions and
limiting decision-making processes (Chiang et al., 2020).
However, some studies have argued that authoritarian
leadership can yield positive results under certain
contextual conditions. For example, authoritarian
leadership can have performance-enhancing effects in
environments where high traditionalism and clear role
expectations prevail (Shen et al., 2019). This shows that the
impact of leadership behavior should not be generalized
independently of context. Similar studies exist in the
context of educational organizations. The relationships
between authoritarian leadership and organizational
climate have been examined in terms of employee
motivation, participation, and impacts on educational
processes in school settings; evidence has been obtained
that authoritarian style negatively affects school climate in
most cases (Rezky et al.,, 2024, Sahin, 2025). These
findings reveal that authoritarian leadership style in the
educational context is not only a formal use of power but
also a behavioral pattern that directs the quality of
educational processes.

While other studies on the leadership behaviors of
school administrators in Turkey generally focus on
democratic or transformational styles, there are also studies
that address implicit authoritarian behaviors such as
destructive leadership or toxic management. A qualitative
study has shown that toxic leadership behaviors of school
administrators negatively impact teachers' emotional and
organizational experiences. Such behaviors have been
associated with characteristics such as weakening
communication, spreading fear, and reducing trust
(Ozkaya & Kazak, 2023; Sahin, 2023).

For these reasons, the fact that authoritarian leadership
behaviors can lead to psychological and organizational
consequences in educational organizations makes it
necessary to examine the concept of micro-authoritarian
behavior. Thus, not only the use of authority at the macro
level but also the implicit control mechanisms that emerge
within leadership interaction can be more clearly
conceptualized.
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Conceptual  Clarification:  Micro-Authoritarian
Behavior and Related Constructs

The concept of micro-authoritarian behavior has
emerged as a way to capture subtle, persistent forms of
control exercised by school administrators in daily
organizational interactions. While the broader literature on
leadership and organizational behavior has identified
several overlapping constructs-including petty tyranny
(Ashforth, 1994), abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000),
toxic leadership (Lipman-Blumen, 2005), and destructive
leadership (Einarsen et al., 2007). It is critical to distinguish
micro-authoritarianism as a concept with specific
theoretical and practical boundaries. Petty tyranny, as
defined by Ashforth (1994), refers to managers who
repeatedly misuse their formal authority to dominate
subordinates, often in overt and sustained ways. Although
petty tyranny captures patterns of controlling behavior, it
emphasizes the use of hierarchical power and the direct
imposition of authority.

In contrast, micro-authoritarian behaviors are less
about formal authority and more about the subtle
enactment of control through daily routines,
communication norms, and symbolic gestures, often
without overt coercion. While both concepts recognize the
cumulative effects of low-intensity managerial control,
micro-authoritarianism is conceptually narrower in its
focus on everyday micro-practices within educational
settings

Abusive supervision focuses on the subordinates’
perception of the supervisor’s hostile behaviors, including
ridicule, public criticism, and verbal aggression (Tepper,
2000). Unlike abusive supervision, micro-authoritarian
behaviors may not involve explicit hostility or aggression;
rather, they operate through controlled participation,
selective recognition, and indirect guidance. As such,
micro-authoritarian behaviors can remain largely invisible
to both the organization and the administrator themselves,
producing subtle yet systemic effects on teacher autonomy,
voice, and organizational trust (Detert & Burris, 2007).

Toxic leadership and destructive leadership are broader
constructs encompassing patterns of leadership that
systematically harm individuals, groups, or organizational
effectiveness (Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Einarsen et al.,
2007). These constructs emphasize the intentional or
reckless harm inflicted by leaders and typically capture
high-intensity behaviors. Micro-authoritarianism differs in
that it does not require malicious intent; the behaviors may
emerge unconsciously as part of routine management
practices. Its distinguishing feature is the subtle, persistent,
and cumulative nature of influence, which indirectly
shapes school climate, teacher morale, and collaborative
culture over time. Table 1 provides a systematic
comparison of micro-authoritarian behaviors and related
constructs to highlight conceptual boundaries:

Table 1. Comparative Analysis of Micro-Authoritarian Behavior and Related Leadership Constructs

Dimension / Micro- Petty Abusive Toxic Destructive
Feature Authoritarianism Tyranny Supervision Leadership  Leadership
Micro-level, daily Individual- Supervisor- Broad Broad,
Scope . . focused, . L. .
interactions . subordinate organizational strategic
recurring
Visibility Low, subtle Medium Medium-High High High
Method of _Symbollc, Acrbitrary o N CuItL_Jre— Strategic
indirect, rules, Criticism, ridicule  shaping, damage,
Control . AR . . - ;
discourse-based humiliation manipulation  disruption
Limits teacher
. autonomy, Fear, low Reduced Erodes trust, Structure}l
Organizational reduces dysfunction,
. morale, performance, fear  engagement, .
Impact collaboration, . . : resistance to
. disengagement  of speaking up and climate
psychological change
distance
Meetings, Public . .
. feedback, shaming, . Policy, Policy
Typical . . Criticism, culture, sabotage,
. . evaluation, arbitrary .
Manifestations S - micromanagement norms structural
participation decision- . .
- manipulation  harm
control making

This comparison demonstrates that while micro-
authoritarian  behavior shares some overlapping
characteristics with these established concepts-particularly
in terms of control and negative organizational effects-it
remains conceptually distinct due to its low-intensity, often
invisible, and unintentional nature. Moreover, its
contextual specificity to educational organizations, where
professional autonomy and collaboration are central,
further differentiates it from more general constructs of
destructive or abusive leadership. In sum, systematically
clarifying micro-authoritarian behaviors not only refines

theoretical understanding but also allows for more precise
operationalization, measurement, and intervention
strategies within schools. Recognizing the subtlety and
cumulative effects of these behaviors is essential for
advancing research, improving leadership training, and
fostering positive school climates (Edmondson, 2019;
Parlar et al., 2022).

Why Should We Focus on Micro-Authoritarian
Behaviors?

The concept of micro-authoritarian behaviors has not
yet been addressed in a clear and systematic way in the
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educational administration literature. However, findings in
the literature on authoritarian leadership, organizational
silence, psychological safety, and trust reveal that
leadership behaviors play a decisive role in teachers'
organizational attitudes and behaviors. These studies
demonstrate that leadership shapes the organizational
climate not only through the formal use of authority but
also through daily interactions (Morrison, 2014; Knoll &
van Dick, 2013). Empirical studies, particularly those
conducted in school settings, reveal that the perception of
authoritarian leadership is closely related to teachers'
tendencies toward organizational silence and their trust in
administrators. Parlar et al. (2022) state that teachers'
perception of school administrators as authoritarian
increases organizational silence and weakens trust in
administrators. Similarly, other research highlights that
silent  behaviors reduce teachers' organizational
commitment and negatively impact the school climate
(Knoll & van Dick, 2013; Morrison, 2014). These findings
demonstrate that leadership behaviors exhibited at the
micro level can have macro effects on organizational
outcomes.

Micro-authoritarian behaviors are often not in the form
of overt coercion or direct punishment. Micro-authoritarian
behaviors emerge through everyday practices such as
interrupting during meetings, indirectly suppressing
criticism, symbolically participating in decision-making,
or making feedback processes one-way. Such behaviors
cause employees to develop a perception that "speaking up
is risky" within the organization, and over time, silence
becomes the norm (Morrison and Milliken, 2000; Knoll &
van Dick, 2013).

At this point, it is seen that micro-authoritarian
behaviors are also closely related to the concept of
psychological safety. Edmondson (1999) defines
psychological safety as the shared belief that individuals
will not face negative consequences when expressing their
opinions within an organization. Later studies have
emphasized that leadership behaviors play a central role in
the formation of psychological safety (Edmondson, 2019).
Small but constant controlling behaviors of school
administrators can erode psychological safety by causing
teachers to be hesitant to make mistakes or express critical
opinions. Another reason for focusing on micro-
authoritarian behaviors is that these behaviors are often
normalized in organizations. While overt forms of
authoritarianism are easily noticeable, micro-authoritarian
practices are generally perceived as a natural part of
managerial routines and are not questioned. However, the
literature shows that such implicit control mechanisms can
lead to consequences such as loss of trust, emotional
exhaustion, and organizational alienation in the long term
(Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison, 2014).

From the perspective of educational organizations, it
can be said that an environment where teachers' voices are
suppressed, participation remains at a symbolic level, and
critical feedback is perceived as risky, limits not only
teacher well-being but also the school's learning capacity.
Therefore, micro-authoritarian behaviors should be
considered as a leadership dimension that indirectly but
powerfully affects school climate and student learning
processes. In this context, focusing on micro-authoritarian
behaviors offers a perspective that does not limit

authoritarian leadership to only the concepts of "rigid
management” or "high control,” but rather allows for the
analysis of the subtle and often invisible aspects of leader-
employee interactions. Such an approach will contribute to
a more holistic understanding of the psychological and
organizational consequences of leadership behaviors in the
educational administration literature.

Dimensions, Manifestation Areas, and Possible
Consequences of Micro-Authoritarian Behaviors in
Schools

Micro-authoritarian ~ behaviors  in  educational
organizations represent subtle yet persistent patterns of
control and influence exerted by school administrators.
Unlike overt authoritarian practices, these behaviors
operate through everyday interactions, including meetings,
feedback, delegation of authority, and recognition
processes, rather than formal sanctions or explicit
commands. Such behaviors have been shown to impact
multiple dimensions of school functioning, including
teacher participation, psychological safety, organizational
commitment, and collaborative culture (Detert & Burris,
2007; Parlar et al., 2022). Understanding these dimensions
is crucial, as their cumulative effects can shape the school
climate, influence instructional innovation, and determine
the overall effectiveness of educational institutions. The
following sections examine the key dimensions of micro-
authoritarian practices, their manifestations, and their
potential  consequences for both teachers and
organizational culture.

Communication and Meetings: Communication and
meetings in schools are not only for information transfer
but also social spaces where participation, respect, and
shared decision-making are built. Micro-authoritarian
behaviors manifest in these areas when administrators turn
meetings into one-way communication channels, ignore
teacher suggestions, or respond defensively to critical
opinions. Such behaviors reduce teachers’ willingness to
voice concerns or share ideas, resulting in organizational
silence (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison & Milliken,
2000). Research has shown that even minor repeated
signals of control can accumulate to create a perception
among staff that “speaking up is risky” (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000). In schools, this dynamic suppresses
teachers’ professional voice and reduces the use of
collective intelligence, which is critical for instructional
innovation and problem-solving  (Somech, 2010;
Edmondson, 2019).

Feedback and Evaluation: Feedback is a crucial tool
for teacher development, instructional improvement, and
organizational learning. Micro-authoritarian practices
subtly undermine feedback effectiveness through indirect
guidance, constant comparisons, vague expectations, and
conditional recognition (Yukl, 2013; Tepper, 2007). In
environments with low psychological safety, such
feedback leads teachers to avoid mistakes and risk-taking,
restricting  professional learning and innovation
(Edmondson, 1999). Empirical studies show that when
teachers perceive feedback as controlling rather than
supportive, they are less likely to experiment with teaching
practices and more likely to adopt conservative, safe
approaches (Edmondson, 2019; Detert & Burris, 2007).

Delegation of Authority and Participation Discourse:
Delegation of authority and participatory discourse are
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hallmarks of democratic school leadership. Micro-
authoritarian leaders often implement “controlled
participation,” where teachers are given responsibilities but
are closely monitored, and decision-making authority is
centralized (Bulug, 2015b; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
This creates a perception of symbolic rather than genuine
participation, leading to reduced teacher autonomy,
weakened trust, and superficial collaboration (Somech,
2010; Bryk & Schneider, 2002). Over time, teachers may
become cynical toward leadership initiatives and
disengage from collaborative activities, which undermines
the culture of shared responsibility critical for
organizational learning.

Performance Appraisal and Recognition: Performance
appraisals and recognition processes are powerful levers of
implicit control in  micro-authoritarian  leadership.
Ambiguous evaluation criteria, inconsistent feedback, and
selective recognition can create uncertainty and encourage
teachers to prioritize manager expectations over intrinsic
motivation (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Tepper, 2007).
Studies indicate that when recognition is perceived as
instrumental rather than genuine, it can erode trust and
reduce collaborative tendencies among teachers (Schein,
2010; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). This shift diminishes
intrinsic motivation and promotes competition rather than
collective learning, which ultimately affects school climate
and teacher engagement.

Psychological and Cultural Effects:  Micro-
authoritarian behaviors gradually erode psychological
safety, defined as a shared belief that individuals can
express opinions, ask questions, and make mistakes
without negative consequences (Edmondson, 1999; Frazier
et al., 2017). Implicit criticism, vague expectations, and
selective recognition practices lead teachers to adopt self-
protective strategies, which hinder collaboration and
learning (Detert & Burris, 2007; Parlar et al., 2022). Long-
term, these behaviors contribute to a school culture
characterized by hierarchy, low trust, risk aversion, and
normalized silence. Teachers avoid experimentation,

collaboration becomes superficial, and innovation is stifled
(Edmondson, 2019; Karadag & Kurtay, 2024). Such
organizational cultures are resistant to change and
negatively affect both teacher well-being and student
learning outcomes (Thapa et al., 2013).

By breaking down the table dimensions, we can see
how micro-authoritarian leadership subtly influences
teacher behavior, organizational trust, collaboration, and
school climate. Each dimension-communication, feedback,
delegation, recognition, and psychological impact-works
cumulatively to erode professional autonomy, reduce
participation, and normalize hierarchical, risk-averse
organizational cultures. This synthesis aligns with
empirical findings from educational leadership research
and organizational psychology (Detert & Burris, 2007;
Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Parlar et al., 2022).

The table above synthesizes empirical findings from
both international and Turkish educational contexts to
illustrate the mechanisms through which micro-
authoritarian ~ behaviors  operate. In  particular,
communication and meeting processes, feedback and
evaluation, delegation of authority, and recognition
mechanisms represent key points where subtle control is
exercised, often without overt coercion or punishment
(Morrison, 2014; Schein, 2010). Research demonstrates
that repetitive micro-level controlling behaviors, even if
minor in isolation, produce cumulative effects that lead
teachers to adopt self-protective strategies such as silence,
avoidance of professional risks, and reluctance to
experiment with innovative teaching methods (Detert &
Burris, 2007; Edmondson, 2019). In the context of
feedback, micro-authoritarian practices such as vague
expectations or conditional recognition undermine
teachers’ perception of autonomy and contribute to
reduced psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999; Tepper,
2007; Yukl, 2013).

Table 2. Dimensions, Manifestation Areas, and Possible Consequences of Micro-Authoritarian Behaviors in Schools

Dimension Manifestation Areas / Examples  Potential Consequences / Effects
Communication and S]gg{yr\lla)s/ C??(r;]r?r?lcatlo?each:; Teacher silence, formalized participation, reduced
Meetinas su es?idns de?ensivgres OnSes to utilization of collective intelligence (Detert & Burris,
9 ggestions, P 2007; Morrison & Milliken, 2000)
critical opinions
Indirect guidance, constant Decreased psychological safety, risk-avoidance
Feedback and - . . - L . .
Evaluation comparison,  vague expectations, behaviors, reduced innovation in teaching practices
conditional recognition (Edmondson, 1999; Tepper, 2007; Yukl, 2013)
Ralt%goa:ilto n anotj Task assignment with strict Reduced organizational belonging, superficial
ority. monitoring, centralized decision- collaboration, decreased trust (Bulug, 2015b; Somech,
Participation .
- making 2010)
Discourse
. . - Decreased intrinsic motivation, increased
Performance Ambiguous evaluation criteria, " K lective leami |
Appraisal and inconsistent feedback, selective competition, wea ened collective learning culture
Recoanition recoanition ' (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Tepper, 2007; Hargreaves
9 g & Fullan, 2012)
Subtle erosion of psvcholoaical Closed, low-trust, hierarchical, and innovation-
Psychological and psy g resistant school climate; teacher silence and reduced

Cultural Effects .
mistakes

safety, implicit discouragement of

motivation (Parlar et al., 2022; Karadas & Kurtay,
2024; Edmondson, 1999)
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Delegation of authority, which is nominally a
participatory practice, may be controlled in a micro-
authoritarian environment to reinforce managerial
dominance while creating an illusion of inclusion (Bulug,
2015b; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). Over time, teachers
perceive participation as symbolic rather than genuine,
weakening collaboration, trust, and commitment (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Somech, 2010). Similarly, appraisal and
recognition processes, when applied selectively or
inconsistently, can shift from supporting intrinsic
motivation to functioning as implicit behavioral controls
(Tepper, 2007; Bryk & Schneider, 2002).

The cumulative effect of these behaviors transforms the
organizational culture and school climate. Schools with
persistent micro-authoritarian practices tend to become
closed, hierarchical, risk-averse, and resistant to
innovation. Teacher silence becomes normalized, and
professional learning and collaboration are undermined
(Parlar et al.,, 2022; Karadas & Kurtay, 2024). Such
climates have long-term negative implications not only for
teacher well-being and engagement but also for students’
learning outcomes and the school’s capacity for continuous
improvement (Thapa et al.,, 2013). By systematically
analyzing the dimensions, manifestations, and
consequences of micro-authoritarian behaviors, Table 2
offers an integrated conceptual framework. This
framework supports researchers and practitioners in
identifying subtle leadership behaviors that compromise
teacher autonomy, psychological safety, and collaboration,
while providing a tool for developing interventions aimed
at promoting democratic, trust-based, and learning-
oriented school environments.

Purpose and Importance of the Study

The purpose of this study is to present a conceptual
analysis of micro-authoritarian behaviors in school
administrators. In this context, the following questions will
be addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the authoritarian
leadership literature and the concept of micro-
authoritarian behavior?

2. What are some examples of micro-authoritarian
behavior?

3. What are the effects of authoritarian practices in the
context of educational organizations on teacher
attitudes, organizational morale, and collaboration
processes?

4. What are the potential contributions of micro-
authoritarian behavior to school climate and the
discipline of educational administration?

Method

This study is a review based on a literature review and
aims to address the concept of micro-authoritarian
behaviors in school administrators within a conceptual
framework. Review-type studies aim to present the
theoretical origins, related variables, and developmental
trajectory of a particular concept in a holistic manner
(Grant & Booth, 2009).

Literature Review Process

International and national literature was reviewed
within the scope of the study. The narrative literature
review was conducted through leading academic databases
in the fields of educational administration, organizational

behavior, and leadership. Web of Science, Scopus, ERIC,
PsycINFO, ScienceDirect, and DergiPark databases were
used in this context. English and Turkish sources were
included in the review process.

The review covered publications published between
2000 and 2025. This time range was determined to capture
both the development of contemporary leadership theories
and the emergence of related concepts such as
psychological safety, organizational silence, and implicit
leadership behaviors.

During the literature search process, a combination of
English and Turkish keywords was used. The primary
keywords included:

“authoritarian  leadership”,  “micro-authoritarian
behavior”, “implicit leadership”, “abusive supervision”,
“petty tyranny”, “organizational silence”, “teacher
silence”,  “psychological  safety”, “organizational
commitment”, “school climate”, and “educational
leadership”.

In Turkish searches, the following keywords were used:

“otoriter liderlik”, “mikro-otoriter davranig”, “orgiitsel
sessizlik”, “psikolojik gilivenlik”, “okul iklimi”, and
“egitim liderligi”.

These keywords were used both individually and in
various combinations using Boolean operators (AND,
OR).

As a result of the initial search, a total of approximately
173 studies were identified. After removing duplicate
records and screening titles and abstracts for relevance, 110
studies were selected for full-text review and some of these
studies were eliminated due to inclusion and exclusion
criteria above and 96 studies were finally reviewed for the
study.

The inclusion criteria were as follows:

1. studies published in peer-reviewed journals,
2. studies directly related to leadership behaviors in
educational or organizational contexts,

3. studies addressing authoritarian leadership or
conceptually related constructs (e.g., abusive
supervision, organizational silence, psychological
safety),

4. publications in English or Turkish.
5. publications published between 2000 and 2025
In this study, the scope of the literature review was
primarily limited to publications produced between 2000
and 2025 in order to ensure the inclusion of contemporary
and practice-oriented research. However, a limited number
of seminal works published prior to 2000 (e.g., Lewin,
1939; Foucault, 1977; Ashforth, 1994) were included
solely to provide a theoretical and conceptual foundation
for the study. These earlier sources were not considered
part of the systematic or applied literature review; rather,
they were used to support the conceptual framework.
Accordingly, the applied literature analysis and evaluation
were strictly confined to studies published within the 2000-
2025 time frame.
The exclusion criteria included:
1. studies not directly related to
organizational behavior,
2. non-academic publications (e.g.,
papers),
3. studies lacking conceptual or empirical relevance to the
scope of the research.

leadership or

reports, opinion
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Following the full-text evaluation based on these
criteria, a total of 96 studies were included in the final
analysis. These studies formed the theoretical and
conceptual basis of the present review. The literature
review process was conducted in line with the general
principles of systematic review methodology (Grant &
Booth, 2009; Page et al., 2021), although the study is
primarily conceptual in natiire (Figure 1).

- PRISMA 2020 Flow Diagram

Databases searched (n = 8) J | Registers (n = 173)
Duplicated records removed (n = 63) ’

!

[ Screening
[

’ Records screened (n = 173) }

!

( — Eligibility
[

[ Full-text articles assessed for eligibility (n=173) J
|
J

I
Irrelevant topics (n = 30)
No full text available (n=20)

Duplicated publications (n=27) |

[

| B Included

S e

Studies included in review (n = 96) |

Figure 1. Prisma 2020 flow diagram

Ethical Statement

This study is a review based on a literature review and
does not require the collection of data from any human
participants. Therefore, ethical committee approval is not
required. Academic ethical principles were observed
throughout all stages of the study; all sources used were
cited in the text and bibliography in accordance with APA
7 rules. Maximum care was taken to ensure the correct
citation of sources, to keep quotations within their context,
and to adhere to the principle of scientific honesty.

Findings

The  Relationship
Leadership Literature
Behavior Concepts

The literature on authoritarian leadership has
historically focused on how leaders wield power within
organizations, the extent to which they centralize decision-
making processes, and the degree to which subordinates
are subject to this power. Early leadership research defined
authoritarian leadership through overt use of power, rigid
hierarchies, and one-way communication. This leadership
style was often associated with concepts of discipline,
order, and control (Lewin et al., 1939). In this approach,
leadership was largely treated as a structural and formal
phenomenon, with the means by which the leader exercised
their authority forming the primary point of analysis.
However, with the development of leadership studies, it
has become increasingly clear that authoritarianism is not
limited to practices observable at the macro level.
Particularly since the 1980s, the organizational behavior
literature has begun to emphasize that leadership is

Between Authoritarian
and Micro-Authoritarian

reproduced through everyday interactions, forms of
discourse, and behavioral patterns at the micro level
(Mintzberg, 2009; Yukl, 2013). This transformation has
made it necessary to evaluate authoritarian leadership not
only through “what kinds of decisions are made,” but also
through “how these decisions are communicated and
implemented.”

In this context, micro-authoritarian behaviors offer a
conceptual framework that makes visible the behavioral
and interactional dimensions of authoritarian leadership.
Micro-authoritarianism refers to the way a leader generates
control without using owvert pressure, punishment, or
coercive sanctions, but through language choices, gestures
and facial expressions, feedback practices, meeting
management, and symbolic practices that limit
participation. These behaviors often go unnoticed because
they are perceived as a natural part of organizational
routines, but when they become continuous, they transform
into a powerful control mechanism (Ashforth, 1994).
Contemporary leadership literature shows that such low-
intensity but persistent behaviors can be more effective
than overt authoritarian practices. Alvesson and Einola
(2019) emphasize that leadership in modern organizations
is increasingly taking on “fine-tuned” forms, with authority
being generated through norms, expectations, and
interaction patterns rather than direct commands.

This explains why micro-authoritarian behaviors have
become a significant subject of analysis, particularly in
today's organizations. While the direct use of the concept
of "micro-authoritarianism™ is limited in the international
literature, numerous parallel concepts exist to describe
these behavioral patterns. Among these, petty tyranny
(Ashforth, 1994), abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000),
microaggressions (Sue et al., 2007), and the use of implicit
power hold significant importance. These studies
demonstrate that small but systematic behaviors of leaders
have powerful effects on the psychological experiences of
employees. In particular, Ashforth's (1994) concept of
"petty tyranny" provides an important theoretical basis for
micro-authoritarian behaviors. Ashforth states that leaders'
humiliating, overly controlling, and arbitrary practices
create a climate of fear and silence within the organization.
Similarly, Tepper (2007) emphasizes that destructive
leadership does not always manifest as overt bullying, but
sometimes produces organizational consequences through
low-intensity but persistent behaviors. These findings
reveal why micro-authoritarian behaviors should not be
seen as merely “mild” or “insignificant” interactions.

Micro-authoritarian ~ behaviors  in  educational
organizations can be conceptualized as mechanisms
through which authoritarian leadership is reproduced and
maintained at the relational and interactional level. While
formal authority provides the structural foundation for
leadership, it is the daily practices, subtle interactions, and
relational micro-practices that sustain, legitimize, and
circulate authority within schools. From a theoretical
perspective, Foucault’s analyses of power offer a critical
lens to understand these dynamics. Foucault (1977) argues
that power is not merely possessed by individuals or
exercised hierarchically; instead, it is diffuse, relational,
and productive, emerging from the micro-level interactions
that constitute everyday organizational life. In this
framework, authority is experienced and reinforced
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through communicative patterns, feedback practices,
meeting dynamics, and symbolic gestures, rather than
through overt commands alone.

Micro-authoritarian behaviors represent examples of
what Foucault (1977, 1991) describes as disciplinary
micro-practices. These practices subtly shape individuals’
conduct, regulate acceptable behavior, and establish
organizational norms without the need for overt coercion.
Techniques such as selective acknowledgment of
contributions, implicit discouragement of dissent, and the
symbolic reinforcement of hierarchical expectations
function as mechanisms for the normalization of authority
within schools (Ashforth, 1994; Tepper, 2007). Through
these micro-practices, teachers internalize hierarchical
norms and adjust their behaviors to align with the implicit
expectations of administrators, illustrating the Foucauldian
notion that power is simultaneously constraining and
productive. From this perspective, micro-authoritarianism
can be understood as the relational reproduction of power,
where the formal authority of school administrators gains
its operative meaning primarily through daily interactions.
Rather than relying on formal directives or sanctions,
micro-authoritarian practices create conditions in which
teachers self-regulate their behaviors and internalize
organizational norms (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison &
Milliken, 2000). This understanding extends the analysis
of authoritarian leadership beyond structural hierarchies to
the subtle, everyday mechanisms that produce and
maintain organizational authority, emphasizing how power
circulates and becomes embedded in school culture over
time.

Applying a Foucauldian lens to micro-authoritarian
behaviors provides a more nuanced understanding of
leadership in educational organizations. It shifts the
analytical focus from formal authority structures to micro-
level practices through which power is enacted,
experienced, and reinforced, thereby offering both
theoretical depth and practical insight into how

authoritarian leadership persists in seemingly collaborative
environments (Foucault, 1977; Ashforth, 1994; Tepper,
2007; Detert & Burris, 2007).

From the perspective of educational organizations, the
impact of micro-authoritarian behaviors becomes even
more pronounced. Schools are organizations that require
high levels of interaction, collaboration, and professional
autonomy. In such structures, the leader's subtle controlling
behaviors weaken teachers' perceptions of professional
autonomy and reduce their willingness to participate in
decision-making processes (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
In this respect, micro-authoritarianism can be considered
one of the most functional but least visible forms of
authoritarian leadership in the educational context. Micro-
authoritarian  behaviors represent a contemporary
expansion of the authoritarian leadership literature. This
concept allows for the analysis of the structural and formal
dimensions of leadership, as well as its interactional and
psychological dimensions. Thus, it enables an examination
of how authoritarianism manifests itself daily in school
organizations.

Authoritarian leadership has long been examined at the
macro level, focusing on formal structures, centralized
decision-making, and explicit use of power (Lewin et al.,
1939). However, recent research highlights that leadership
is also enacted through micro-level interactions and
everyday behaviors, often subtle but cumulatively
influential (Alvesson & Einola, 2019). In educational
organizations, understanding these micro-authoritarian
behaviors is particularly important because they can shape
teacher attitudes, psychological safety, collaboration, and
the overall school climate (Detert & Burris, 2007; Parlar et
al., 2022). Table 3 presents a comparative overview of
classical authoritarian leadership and micro-authoritarian
behaviors, emphasizing their characteristics, mechanisms,
psychological effects, visibility, and implications in
educational settings

Table 3. Comparison of Classical Authoritarian Leadership and Micro-Authoritarian Behaviors

Dimension / Classical Authorltarlan Micro-Authoritarian Behaviors Key References
Feature Leadership
Centralized decision-making, Low-intensity but persistent control Lewin et al., 1939;
Definition overt authority, hierarchical through everyday interactions; no overt ~ Ashforth, 1994; Tepper,
control pressure or sanctions 2007
Authority Direct orders, formal rules, Language use, gestures, feedback, Ashforth, 1994;

Implementation  sanctions

meeting management, symbolic

Alvesson & Einola,

practices 2019
Perceotibili Highly visible; authority is Often unnoticed; perceived as part of Ashforth, 1994;
P ty easily recognized routine Mintzberg, 2009

Rapid compliance but may
undermine long-term
motivation and commitment

Effectiveness

Cumulative, subtle effects; can
influence attitudes and behaviors more
deeply

Tepper, 2007; Alvesson
& Einola, 2019

Can create fear and obedience;

Psychological may reduce commitment and

Leads to silence, reduced psychological
safety, diminished autonomy and

Edmondson, 1999;
Detert & Burris, 2007;

Impact motivation motlvatlor}; impairs learning and Parlar et al., 2022
collaboration
Level of Macro-level: formal structures Micro-level; embedded in daily Foucault, 1977,
Visibility ! interactions Ashforth, 1994
Representative Discipline, control, centralized Petty tyranny, abusive supervision, Ashforth, 1994; Tepper,
Concepts management microaggressions, implicit power 2007; Sue et al., 2007
. . T Weakens professional autonomy;

Relevance in Limits teacher participation in RO .

. . L . reduces participation; negatively Hargreaves & Fullan,
Educational decision-making; creates rigid

Organizations hierarchy

impacts school climate and culture over
time

2012; Parlar et al., 2022
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The comparative Table 3 demonstrates that classical
authoritarian leadership and micro-authoritarian behaviors
share the common purpose of exercising control but differ
substantially in mechanism, visibility, and impact.
Classical authoritarianism is overt and structural, relying
on formal rules and sanctions to command compliance. In
contrast, micro-authoritarianism operates subtly, using
everyday interactions, symbolic cues, and selective
feedback to exert influence. This subtlety allows micro-
authoritarian behaviors to persist unnoticed while
gradually affecting teacher attitudes, collaboration, and
psychological safety. In educational organizations, these
micro-level behaviors can be particularly damaging, as
they undermine teacher autonomy, participation in
decision-making, and professional learning processes.
Over time, these practices may normalize a culture of
silence, fear, and hierarchical compliance, which
ultimately deteriorates school climate and organizational
effectiveness (Detert & Burris, 2007; Parlar et al., 2022).
Thus, while both forms of leadership enforce control,
micro-authoritarian  behaviors highlight the critical
importance of examining daily managerial practices and
interactions in understanding authoritarianism in schools.

The Effects of Authoritarian Practices in
Educational Organizations on Teacher Attitudes,
Organizational Morale, and Collaboration Processes

Educational organizations, by their very nature, are
structures based on collective production, shared
responsibility, and mutual interaction rather than
individual performance. The effectiveness of schools
largely depends on teachers' classroom practices,
collaborative relationships with colleagues, shared
learning processes, and the shared creation of meaning
toward organizational goals (Hargreaves and Fullan,
2012). Therefore, the leadership behaviors exhibited by
school administrators are among the key determinants
shaping teachers' attitudes toward the organization.
Authoritarian leadership practices can create a managerial
climate that limits teachers' perception of professional
autonomy and fosters a feeling of exclusion from decision-
making processes. Numerous studies in the international
literature show that the perception of authoritarian
leadership negatively affects teachers' organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and levels of professional
engagement (Shen et al., 2019; Nguni et al., 2006). In such
leadership environments, teachers risk being relegated to
the position of passive implementers who carry out
instructions, rather than active actors contributing to the
school's common goals.

In particular, the leader's one-way communication and
control-oriented approach limit teachers' participation in
managerial decisions, leading to a weakening of
organizational morale. Somech (2010) emphasizes that
teachers' participation in decision-making processes, while
merely a managerial preference, is a critical element in the
development of a culture of collaboration and a sense of
collective  responsibility.  Authoritarian  leadership
practices, however, have the potential to narrow this
participation, reducing interaction among teachers to a
formal and superficial level. At this point, micro-
authoritarian behaviors stand out as one of the most
effective but least visible forms of authoritarianism in

educational organizations. These behaviors, which do not
involve overt pressure and punishment, manifest
themselves through practices such as limiting the right to
speak in meetings, indirectly invalidating critical opinions,
selectively considering feedback, and implicitly imposing
"appropriate” behaviors. Although such practices are often
perceived by teachers as individual problems, they produce
serious consequences at the collective level over time
(Alvesson & Spicer, 2016).

Detert and Burris (2007) show that leadership
behaviors are decisive in determining employees' tendency
to "speak up," and that even small but persistent controlling
signals from a leader can lead employees to avoid
feedback. In the context of educational organizations, this
manifests itself as teachers being reluctant to share
innovative ideas, not voicing problems, and avoiding
taking professional risks. In such an environment,
collaboration ceases to be a process based on voluntary
contribution and is reduced to formal obligations.

Organizational morale and a sense of collective
belonging are largely related to individuals feeling valued
and heard. Micro-authoritarian leadership practices erode
this feeling, leading to psychological distance among
teachers. Indeed, studies conducted within the framework
of Edmondson's (1999) concept of psychological safety
reveal that collaboration is not sustainable in environments
where employees do not feel safe making mistakes and
expressing their opinions. Research conducted in the
Turkish context also presents results parallel to these
findings. Several studies have shown that teachers'
perception of school administrators as authoritarian
reduces organizational trust and weakens a collaborative
school culture (Bulug, 2015a; Parlar et al., 2022). In
particular, the administrator's closed attitude towards
criticism and their symbolic consideration of teachers'
opinions may negatively impacts solidarity among
teachers.

In school environments where collaboration is weak,
information sharing among teachers decreases, and
collaborative problem-solving and professional learning
processes are limited. This situation reduces the school's
capacity to become a learning organization and creates
invisible barriers to innovative practices (Louis et al.,
2010). The cumulative effect of micro-authoritarian
behaviors leads to the normalization of these barriers over
time. Micro-authoritarian behaviors should be considered
a critical factor shaping the relationship teachers have with
school administrators, the interaction networks among
teachers, and the collective work culture. The weakening
of organizational morale and the superficiality of
collaborative processes often stem not from overt conflicts,
but from the long-term effects of such invisible and
persistent leadership practices. Therefore, micro-
authoritarianism offers an important analytical framework
that should be considered as the opposite end of
collaborative leadership approaches in educational
organizations.

Micro-Authoritarianism in School Administrators

Micro-authoritarian behaviors encompass low-intensity
but persistent behavioral patterns where school administrators
exert control and direction through everyday managerial
interactions without explicitly resorting to formal authority.
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These behaviors manifest not as direct commands or
sanctions, but rather through communication language,
symbolic gestures, structuring decision-making processes,
and evaluation practices. In this respect, micro-
authoritarianism can be considered an area where the classical
understanding of authoritarian leadership is reproduced at the
behavioral and relational level (Ashforth, 1994; Alvesson &
Einola, 2019; Sahin, 2022).

In structures requiring high levels of professional
autonomy, collaboration, and mutual trust, such as
educational organizations, the impact of micro-
authoritarian behaviors often emerges indirectly and with a
delay. While seemingly insignificant or commonplace at
the level of individual interactions, these behaviors create
cumulative effects over time, transforming teachers'
perceptions of management, their risk-taking tendencies,
and their intra-organizational relationship networks
(Morrison, 2014). Therefore, the analysis of micro-
authoritarianism in school administration requires not only
answering the question of "which leadership style is
adopted,” but also "how leadership is exercised in daily
practice.” The areas where micro-authoritarian behaviors
are most clearly observed in educational organizations are
meeting and communication processes, feedback practices,
delegation of authority and participation discourse, and
performance evaluation and recognition mechanisms. Each
of these areas offers subtle clues about how the
administrator uses power and plays a decisive role in
shaping the school climate.

Meeting and Communication Processes

Meeting and communication processes are one of the
most visible, yet also the most normalized, areas of micro-
authoritarian behavior. In educational organizations,
meetings are more than just technical spaces where
information transfer takes place. Meetings are social
contexts where participation, professional respect, and a
culture of collective decision-making are built (Somech,
2010). Therefore, how meetings are structured, who
speaks, which opinions are considered, and which ideas are
ignored provide important indicators of the nature of
managerial authority. In a micro-authoritarian context, it is
common for school administrators to transform meetings
into one-way communication channels. The agenda being
determined solely by the administrator, teachers' agenda
suggestions being systematically postponed, or critical
opinions being met with defensive or dismissive responses
during the meeting, all lead to participation remaining at a
formal level. While such practices create the impression
that teachers have a voice, they limit their ability to truly
influence the process (Detert & Burris, 2007).

Research shows that small but repetitive control signals
given by leaders in communication processes directly
affect employees' voice-taking behavior. Morrison and
Milliken (2000) emphasize that employees develop shared
perceptions over time that "speaking is risky" or "speaking
has no impact,” and that this fosters an organizational
culture of silence. n the school context, such dynamics may
result in teachers being less willing to express pedagogical
problems, share innovative suggestions, or raise concerns
about administrative practices. Research indicates that
when employees perceive that speaking up is risky or
ineffective, they are more likely to withhold ideas and
concerns (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Detert & Burris,

2007). Therefore, micro-authoritarian practices observed
in meeting and communication processes, even in the
absence of overt pressure or punishment, may have
cumulative effects that weaken the quality of intra-school
interaction and limit the effective use of collective
intelligence (Morrison, 2014; Schein, 2010).

Feedback Practices

Feedback is considered one of the fundamental tools for
professional learning, instructional development, and
organizational improvement in educational organizations.
However, not only the presence of feedback but also its
tone, timing, content, and presentation are of great
importance. Micro-authoritarian behaviors are often
reproduced through these qualitative dimensions of
feedback (Yukl, 2013). Micro-authoritarian feedback
practices operate through methods such as indirect
guidance, constant comparison, creating vague
expectations, and conditionally recognizing success,
without explicit criticism or direct accusation. This type of
feedback undermines teachers' perception of professional
autonomy and creates a work environment where making
mistakes is perceived as a personal risk (Edmondson, 1999;
Tepper, 2007; Yukl, 2013) . Edmondson (1999) reveals
that in organizations with low psychological safety,
employees' tendency to avoid making mistakes increases,
and learning-oriented behaviors decrease significantly.

In the school context, micro-authoritarian feedback
practices may lead teachers to avoid trying innovative
teaching methods, to be reluctant to take risks in classroom
practices, and to limit professional sharing. Previous
studies suggest that in environments where controlling
leadership behaviors and low psychological safety prevail,
teachers tend to refrain from experimentation and open
communication (Edmondson, 1999; Detert & Burris,
2007). This situation may, in turn, constrain organizational
learning processes and contribute to a more superficial
form of instructional development (Schein, 2010;
Edmondson, 2019).

Delegation of Authority and Participation Discourse

Participation and delegation of authority are among the
fundamental elements of a democratic school culture in
contemporary  educational ~management literature.
However, micro-authoritarian behaviors necessitate
focusing on how these principles are implemented in
practice rather than whether they are adopted at the
discourse level (Hargreaves &Fullan, 2012).

Micro-authoritarianism often manifests as "controlled
participation” or "limited delegation of authority." Giving
teachers specific responsibilities, but strictly monitoring these
responsibilities, demanding continuous reporting, and
concentrating final decisions in the administrator reflects a
management approach that is seemingly participatory but
essentially centralized. Such practices create a strong
perception that teachers are not truly involved in decision-
making processes and weaken their sense of organizational
belonging (Bulug, 2015b). Research suggests that
inconsistencies between the discourse of participation and
actual managerial practices may foster cynicism and distrust
among teachers (Bulug, 2015b; Somech, 2010). Over time,
teachers may come to perceive calls for participation as
symbolic rather than genuine, which can negatively affect
collaborative processes within schools (Bryk & Schneider,
2002; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
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Performance Appraisal and Recognition Mechanisms

Performance appraisal and recognition processes are
one of the areas where the most subtle and often difficult-
to-detect forms of micro-authoritarian behavior are
observed. The ambiguity of evaluation criteria, the
inconsistency of feedback, and the selective distribution of
recognition can function as implicit control tools for the
manager (Tepper, 2007). Such practices create an
environment of uncertainty where teachers constantly try
to anticipate the manager's expectations. Bryk and
Schneider (2002) state that unfair and non-transparent
evaluation systems seriously weaken organizational trust
and lead employees to develop cautious, even defensive,
attitudes towards management.

In a micro-authoritarian context, appreciation may shift
from being a tool that supports teachers' intrinsic
motivation to functioning as an implicit mechanism that
directs behavior. Studies suggest that when recognition
practices are perceived as selective or instrumental, they
may undermine trust and reduce collaborative tendencies
among teachers (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Tepper, 2007).
In such contexts, this dynamic may contribute to an
organizational climate that emphasizes individual visibility
and competition rather than sharing and collective learning
(Schein, 2010; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).

Possible Consequences of Micro-Authoritarian
Behaviors

Micro-authoritarian behaviors produce multifaceted
consequences in educational organizations through
low-intensity but persistent control practices exhibited by
school administrators in their daily interactions. Although
the effects of these behaviors may not be directly
noticeable in the short term, research indicates that they
contribute to significant transformations in teachers’
attitudes, emotional responses, and organizational behavior
patterns over time. Studies in school contexts show that
authoritarian leadership—characterized by centralized
decision-making and strict control—can erode affective
commitment among teachers, with organizational silence
acting as a mediator that reduces trust in the principal and
weakens teachers’ emotional attachment to the school
(Parlar et al., 2022).

Literature also reveals that authoritarian or highly
controlling management styles are negatively associated
with positive perceptions of the school climate; such styles
tend to correlate with less supportive, less collaborative
environments and weaker organizational morale (Rezky et
al., 2024). Additionally, teacher silence and weakened
voice in organizational processes are linked with less
favorable perceptions of school climate, suggesting that
persistent control and limited autonomy can contribute
indirectly to poorer organizational environments (Karadas
& Kurtay, 2024). Accordingly, micro-authoritarian
leadership practices are particularly associated with
teacher silence, erosion of psychological security and
autonomy, loss of organizational commitment and
motivation, and in the long term, negatively shaping the
school climate and culture (Parlar et al., 2022; Rezky et al.,
2024; Karadas & Kurtay, 2024).

Teacher Silence

Teacher silence is defined as the conscious avoidance
by employees of expressing their thoughts on
organizational problems, suggestions for improvement, or

managerial practices (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). It is
stated that micro-authoritarian behaviors foster this silent
behavior, and that small but persistent controlling signals
from the leader have a deterrent effect on teachers.
Teachers adopt silence as a safer strategy when they
develop the perception that critical opinions are not
welcome, even if there is no direct risk of punishment
(Detert & Burris, 2007).

In the school context, this results in the non-expression
of pedagogical problems, the non-sharing of innovative
ideas, and the non-questioning of managerial decisions. In
this respect, micro-authoritarian leadership can make
teacher silence not an isolated behavior, but a norm shared
throughout the organization (Knoll &van Dick, 2013).

Erosion of Psychological Safety

Psychological safety is defined as the shared belief that
individuals will not face negative consequences when
expressing their opinions, making mistakes, or asking
questions  (Edmondson, 1999). High levels of
psychological safety in educational organizations are
critical for teachers’ active participation in professional
learning processes and their adoption of innovative
practices. Research indicates that psychological safety
enables teachers to share ideas, take risks, and engage in
collaborative problem-solving without fear of negative
consequences (Edmondson, 1999; Frazier et al., 2017).
Micro-authoritarian  behaviors, rather than directly
targeting psychological safety, erode it slowly and subtly.
Implicit criticism, vague expectations, and selective
appreciation practices lead teachers to avoid making
mistakes and develop self-protective behaviors, which can
hinder both individual and organizational learning (Detert
& Burris, 2007; Parlar, Tirkoglu & Cansoy, 2022).
Edmondson (2019) emphasizes that in such environments,
the learning behaviors of those working are weakened, and
they systematically avoid taking risks. In a school context,
this can lead to limitations in instructional innovation and
stagnation of professional development.

Effects on Organizational Commitment and Motivation

Organizational commitment and motivation are among
the key variables for teachers' professional performance
and the overall functioning of the school. Literature shows
that authoritarian and controlling leadership behaviors
weaken the emotional bond that employees have with the
organization and negatively affect their intrinsic
motivation (Shen et al., 2019). Micro-authoritarian
behaviors shift the relationship between teachers and their
administrators to an instrumental and distant one; over
time, teachers may develop an attitude focused only on
fulfilling mandatory tasks. This leads to a decrease in
voluntary contributions, a weakening of professional
dedication, and an erosion of the sense of belonging to the
school's common goals. Research shows that these types of
leadership practices are associated with significant
decreases in teachers' levels of organizational commitment
(Parlar et al., 2021).

Long-Term School Climate and Culture

The most comprehensive effects of micro-authoritarian
behaviors manifest themselves in the long term on school
climate and organizational culture. School climate is
considered as the totality of perceptions shared by teachers,
administrators, and students regarding school life (Hoy and
Miskel, 2013). The persistence of micro-authoritarian
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leadership practices can lead to the school climate evolving
into an increasingly closed, risk-averse, and low-trust
structure. In such environments, individual self-defense
strategies take precedence over collaboration, and error-
avoidance behaviors over learning. Over time, this
situation leads to a transformation of the school culture; an
organizational structure emerges that is resistant to
innovation, hierarchical, and where silence is normalized.
Research indicates that authoritarian or controlling
leadership styles are associated with decreased teacher
voice, reduced psychological safety, and lower
organizational commitment, which collectively contribute
to rigid, hierarchical, and innovation-resistant school
cultures (Parlar et al., 2022; Karadas & Kurtay, 2024;
Edmondson, 1999). Thapa et al. (2013) emphasize that a
negative school climate has long-term effects on both
teacher well-being and student learning processes. In this
context, micro-authoritarian  behaviors should be
considered a critical factor shaping not only the current
functioning of the school but also its future institutional
orientations.

Educational organizations are inherently collaborative
structures that rely on teachers' collective responsibility,
shared learning, and interpersonal interactions (Hargreaves
& Fullan, 2012). Leadership behaviors significantly shape
teacher attitudes, morale, and collaboration. While
classical authoritarian leadership emphasizes formal
authority and centralized control, micro-authoritarian
behaviors operate subtly at the relational level, influencing
teachers’ perceptions, interactions, and organizational
culture without overt coercion (Alvesson & Einola, 2019).

Classical authoritarian leadership is overt, relying on
formal authority, rules, and top-down communication. In
contrast, micro-authoritarianism exerts control subtly
through relational and interactional practices, often
invisible to observers but cumulatively shaping teacher
behavior, collaboration, and morale. Micro-authoritarian
behaviors in schools undermine teacher autonomy by
creating controlled participation, implicit guidance, and
selective feedback. These subtle pressures erode
psychological safety, leading teachers to adopt silence as a
protective strategy, avoid innovation, and limit voluntary
collaboration (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Over time,
these dynamics weaken organizational commitment,
intrinsic motivation, and trust in school leadership,
transforming the school climate into a hierarchical, risk-
averse, and innovation-resistant environment (Parlar et al.,
2022; Karadas & Kurtay, 2024).

Furthermore, micro-authoritarianism affects key
interaction spaces, including meetings, feedback sessions,
delegation of authority, and performance evaluation. Each
of these areas provides subtle cues about how authority is
exercised and can lead to cumulative negative
consequences for school culture. These findings highlight
the importance of examining not only formal leadership
styles but also everyday managerial interactions to
understand their long-term impact on educational
organizations.

School Climate and Potential Contributions to the
Discipline of Educational Administration

School climate is a multidimensional concept that
refers to the shared perceptions of teachers, students, and
administrators regarding the prevailing relationship

patterns, norms, expectations, and daily practices in the
school. According to Hoy and Miskel (2013), school
climate is an integrated reflection of elements such as
leadership behaviors, communication patterns, trust levels,
and collaborative practices. Therefore, school climate is
considered not only an organizational outcome but also an
indicator of the managerial and pedagogical processes
carried out in the school. International literature reveals
that the quality of school climate is closely related to
student academic achievement, students' sense of
belonging to the school, teacher burnout, and the overall
effectiveness of the school (Thapa et al., 2013; Wang and
Degol, 2016). Positive school climates are characterized by
openness, mutual respect, and psychological security,
while negative school climates are often defined by fear,
silence, and risk-avoidance tendencies.

At this point, the impact of micro-authoritarian
behaviors on school climate is not direct and immediate; it
often manifests indirectly, cumulatively, and with a delay.
The leader's small but persistent controlling behaviors
gradually reduce teachers' expectations of participation in
managerial decisions and erode organizational trust. As
Edmondson (2019) emphasizes, in organizations where
psychological security is weak, individuals avoid making
mistakes and expressing their opinions openly; this
severely limits their learning capacity. Micro-authoritarian
leadership practices can transform the school climate into
an increasingly closed, control-oriented, and innovation-
averse structure. In such climates, teachers prefer to
maintain existing practices rather than try innovative
teaching methods; they avoid taking risks. Indeed, Bryk
and Schneider (2002) state that the weakening of trust in
the school climate is one of the most important obstacles to
pedagogical innovation.

Organizational learning, another critical dimension of
the school climate, largely relies on open communication
and feedback mechanisms. In environments where micro-
authoritarian behaviors prevail, feedback often becomes a
one-way process from top to bottom; teachers' experiences
and professional knowledge are not sufficiently utilized
(Schein, 2010). This situation weakens the school's
capacity to become a learning organization and slows down
institutional development.

From the perspective of the discipline of educational
administration, the concept of micro-authoritarian
behavior offers a finely tuned analytical lens to leadership
analyses. While traditional leadership studies often address
leadership styles categorically, micro-authoritarianism
allows for an understanding of how leadership is
constructed through daily practices and interactive
processes. This approach also aligns with contemporary
leadership theories that view leadership not as a static
characteristic, but as a continuously reproduced process
(Uhl-Bien, 2006). Furthermore, micro-authoritarian
behaviors draw attention to leadership practices that can
arise independently of educational administrators'
intentions and are often carried out unconsciously. In this
respect, the concept makes it possible to seek answers not
only to the question of "which leadership model school
administrators adopt" but also to the question of "how they
practice this leadership on a daily basis." Thus, the effects
of leadership behaviors on the school climate can be
analyzed in a more holistic way.
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Studies on school climate in the Turkish context show
that leadership behaviors play a central role in determining
the level of openness or closedness of the climate (Sisman,
2014a; Ozdemir, 2016). These studies reveal that the
communication style of administrators and the areas of
autonomy they grant to teachers are particularly decisive in
determining the quality of the school climate. The concept
of micro-authoritarian behavior offers a theoretical
framework that can explain these findings at a more micro
level. Focusing on micro-authoritarian behaviors
contributes to the educational administration literature at
three main levels:

« Firstly, it makes visible the implicit and everyday
dimensions of authoritarian leadership, going beyond
its overt and macro applications.

« Secondly, it offers a new and complementary
conceptual tool in explaining teacher attitudes,
organizational trust, and collaboration processes.

« Thirdly, it deepens leadership-based explanations of
the formation of school climate, paving the way for
more sensitive and contextual analyses in the discipline
of educational administration.

In this respect, micro-authoritarian behaviors can be
considered not merely as a critical concept, but also as a
potentially useful analytical framework for understanding
and improving school climates. Previous studies
emphasize that leadership practices play a central role in
shaping trust, collaboration, and learning-oriented
environments in schools (Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Edmondson, 2019; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). From this
perspective, examining micro-authoritarian behaviors may
provide valuable insights for fostering more democratic,
trust-based, and learning-supportive school climates.

School climate is a multidimensional construct
reflecting shared perceptions of teachers, students, and

administrators regarding interpersonal relationships,
norms, expectations, and everyday practices in schools
(Hoy & Miskel, 2013). Positive climates encourage
openness, trust, and collaboration, whereas negative
climates are characterized by fear, silence, and risk
avoidance (Thapa et al., 2013; Wang & Degol, 2016).
Micro-authoritarian behaviors exert subtle but persistent
influence on school climate, often indirectly shaping
teacher participation, psychological safety, collaboration,
and organizational learning. Table 4 provides a
comparative overview of school climate characteristics
under supportive versus micro-authoritarian leadership
practices, highlighting their mechanisms and implications
for educational administration.

The table demonstrates how school climate functions as
a key intermediary between leadership behaviors and
organizational outcomes. Under supportive leadership,
teachers enjoy high autonomy, psychological safety, and
genuine collaborative engagement, fostering a positive,
learning-oriented  environment.  Conversely, micro-
authoritarian behaviors, despite being subtle and often
invisible, gradually degrade trust, reduce teacher
participation, and create a risk-averse atmosphere. This
cumulative effect manifests in limited collaboration,
reduced innovation, and a learning environment
constrained by silence and hierarchical control. Feedback
processes become one-way, teacher expertise is
underutilized, and opportunities for organizational learning
diminish (Schein, 2010; Edmondson, 2019). In the long
term, persistent micro-authoritarian practices may
transform school culture into a hierarchical, closed, and
innovation-resistant  environment,  highlighting  the
importance of examining leadership at the micro level
(Uhl-Bien, 2006).

Table 4. School Climate and the Effects of Micro-Authoritarian Behaviors in Educational Organizations

Dimension / Positive/Supportive Climate under Micro- Kev References
Feature Leadership Climate Authoritarian Behaviors y
Teacher High levels of involvement in Reduced participation; controlled or  Bryk & Schneider, 2002;

decision-making; genuine

Participation delegation of authority

symbolic involvement; teachers
avoid contributing ideas

Somech, 2010; Sisman,
2014b

Open expression of ideas;
mistakes treated as learning
opportunities

Psychological
Safety

Low psychological safety; teachers
avoid expressing opinions or taking
risks

Edmondson, 1999, 2019;
Detert & Burris, 2007

Collaboration &
Trust

Collaborative problem-solving;
strong organizational trust

Weak collaboration; interpersonal
trust eroded; teachers rely on formal
obligations

Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012;
Ozdemir, 2016

Open communication, feedback,

Organizational and shared professional

Feedback becomes one-way;
teacher expertise underutilized,;

Schein, 2010; Edmondson,

Learning knowledge; dynamic adaptation  innovation and learning constrained 2019
. Encogragemejnt _Of Risk-averse behaviors; preference Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Innovation & experimentation; safe S T '
- . ; . for maintaining routines; reluctance  Edmondson, 2019; Wang &
Risk-Taking environment for pedagogical .
: . to innovate Degol, 2016
innovation
Closed, control-oriented, . .
Long-Term Trust-based, democratic, hierarchical, and innovation- Bryk & Schneider, 2002;

Climate Effects  learning-oriented culture

resistant climate; normalized
silence

Sisman, 2014; Ozdemir,
2016; Thapa et al., 2013

Participatory leadership;
transparent communication;
shared responsibility

Managerial
Mechanisms

Subtle control through language,
symbolic gestures, selective
recognition, and implicit behavioral
cues

Ashforth, 1994; Alvesson &
Einola, 2019; Uhl-Bien,
2006
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From a discipline perspective, analyzing micro-
authoritarian behaviors provides a finely tuned framework
for understanding how leadership shapes the school
climate in everyday practice. It allows researchers and
practitioners to move beyond categorical leadership styles
and to assess the subtle, interactional processes that
influence teacher attitudes, trust, collaboration, and the
overall effectiveness of schools (Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).

Discussions and Conclusion

Discussion

This study aimed to examine the often invisible
dimensions of authoritarian leadership in educational
administration by focusing on micro-authoritarian
behaviors among school administrators within a
conceptual framework. While traditional literature frames
authoritarian leadership as overt power, centralized
decision-making, and hierarchical control, contemporary
evidence shows that authority is increasingly produced
through subtle, interactive, and everyday practices
(Ashforth, 1994; Tepper, 2007; Foucault, 1977). Micro-
authoritarian  behaviors represent low-intensity yet
persistent forms of control, systematically reproduced
through meeting and communication processes, feedback
practices, delegation of authority, and performance
evaluation mechanisms. These behaviors, often perceived
as routine managerial acts, cumulatively undermine
teachers’ voice, professional autonomy, and trust in school
administration, thereby shaping the school climate in
lasting ways (Detert & Burris, 2007; Edmondson, 1999;
Bryk & Schneider, 2002).

The study demonstrates that micro-authoritarian
behaviors primarily operate indirectly and cumulatively.
Practices such as controlled participation, symbolic
delegation, and ambiguous evaluation reinforce teacher
insecurity, organizational silence, and withdrawal over
time. Consequently, collaboration among teachers is
weakened, collective problem-solving is limited, and
professional interactions become superficial (Somech,
2010; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). These findings confirm
that micro-authoritarianism significantly shapes teacher-
administrator relationships, intra-staff relations, and the
overall social fabric of schools.

However, it is important to note that the effects of
authoritarian leadership are not universally negative. Some
studies suggest that, under specific conditions, directive
leadership can enhance efficiency, clarity, and
organizational compliance, particularly in contexts
requiring rapid decision-making or strong coordination
(Nguni et al., 2006; Shen et al., 2019). In educational
settings, such authoritative practices may temporarily
increase procedural consistency or reduce ambiguity in
school operations. Nevertheless, the evidence also
indicates that these potential benefits are often short-term
and may be outweighed by the long-term erosion of
psychological  safety, organizational trust, and
collaborative culture (Edmondson, 2019; Parlar et al.,
2022). Therefore, micro-authoritarian behaviors, as subtle
and persistent forms of authoritarianism, are particularly
concerning in environments that require professional
autonomy, innovation, and collective learning.

Conclusion

From a theoretical perspective, the study emphasizes
that micro-authoritarian behaviors provide a lens for
understanding leadership beyond formal styles, intentions,
or policies. Drawing on Foucauldian analyses, the study
highlights that authority is enacted through everyday
interactions and relational practices, which circulate power
across micro-level networks rather than through formal
hierarchies alone (Foucault, 1977; Ashforth, 1994). This
perspective reveals that even when administrators appear
compliant with formal policies, their daily practices can
reproduce hierarchical control, affecting teacher attitudes,
collaboration, and school climate.

The study's findings reveal that the effects of micro-
authoritarian  behaviors on teacher attitudes and
organizational morale are mostly indirect and cumulative.
In particular, symbolic participation, controlled delegation
of authority, and ambiguous evaluation practices reinforce
tendencies of insecurity, withdrawal, and organizational
silence among teachers over time. This leads to a
weakening of the collaborative school culture, the
limitation of collective problem-solving processes, and the
superficiality of professional interaction. Therefore, micro-
authoritarian behaviors indirectly affect not only the
administrator-teacher  relationships  but also the
relationships teachers have with each other and the overall
social fabric of the school. When evaluated in terms of
school climate, it is seen that the effect of micro-
authoritarian behaviors often appears with a delay. Small
but persistent controlling behaviors weaken the sense of
psychological security over time and transform the school
into a more closed, risk-averse organizational structure. In
such climates, it becomes an expected result that teachers
avoid innovative practices, are afraid of making mistakes,
and limit their learning initiatives. Therefore, micro-
authoritarianism should be considered a critical, yet often
overlooked, determinant in the formation of school
climate.

From the perspective of the educational administration
discipline, the concept of micro-authoritarian behavior
offers a significant theoretical contribution to leadership
analyses. This concept goes beyond approaches that
consider leadership only at the level of style, model, or
intention, providing an opportunity to examine it through
everyday interactions and micro-practices. Thus, it
becomes more visible how the behaviors of school
administrators, even if they appear to be consistent with
formal policies, can produce different results at the
implementation level. This study reveals that focusing on
micro-authoritarian behaviors offers three fundamental
contributions to the educational administration literature.
First, it conceptualizes and makes visible the latent and
everyday dimensions of authoritarian leadership. Second,
it provides a new and explanatory analytical tool in
explaining teacher attitudes, organizational silence, and
collaboration processes. Third, it deepens leadership-based
explanations of school climate formation, providing a
finely tuned evaluation perspective to the educational
administration discipline. In these respects, micro-
authoritarian  behaviors offer a strong theoretical
foundation for future empirical studies, scale development
initiatives, and administrator training programs.
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The conceptual findings of this study demonstrate that
micro-authoritarian behaviors among school
administrators often have invisible but powerful effects on
educational ~ organizations. The  recommendations
developed in this context are addressed under three
headings: application, research, and policy-making
processes. It is not enough for school administrators to
simply avoid overt authoritarian behaviors in their
leadership practices; they also need to be aware of micro-
authoritarian practices that emerge in daily interactions. In
this context, it is important for administrators to
systematically review their own behaviors in meeting
management, feedback presentation, and decision-making
processes. In particular, ensuring that teachers' opinions are
not merely formally collected but genuinely reflected in
decision-making processes can be considered a critical step
in preventing micro-authoritarianism.

In feedback processes, it is recommended that
administrators adopt a learning-supportive, open, and
interactive approach instead of a controlling and implicitly
directive language. This type of approach will contribute to
strengthening teachers' psychological safety by increasing
their courage to take professional risks and experiment
with innovation. Similarly, in delegation processes, sharing
responsibilities not only symbolically but also with actual
decision-makers can support teachers' sense of
organizational belonging.

In practical terms, this study suggests several
implications for educational administration. School
administrators must develop awareness of micro-
authoritarian behaviors, systematically examining how
their meeting management, feedback, delegation, and
evaluation practices affect teachers’ autonomy and trust.
Feedback should be interactive, constructive, and learning-
oriented rather than implicitly directive. Delegation of
responsibilities should involve genuine decision-making
authority to enhance teachers’ sense of organizational
belonging. Performance evaluation and recognition
mechanisms should be clear, consistent, and transparent to
prevent them from functioning as subtle control tools.
Incorporating these insights into administrator training
programs can increase self-awareness, reduce implicit
authoritarian behaviors, and promote inclusive and trust-
based school climates.

Since this study is a conceptual analysis, it clearly
reveals the need for empirical research on the appearance
of  micro-authoritarian  behaviors in  educational
organizations. Future studies should develop valid and
reliable measurement tools for micro-authoritarian
behaviors, enabling a more systematic approach to this
concept in the educational administration literature.
Furthermore, it is recommended that quantitative and
qualitative research be conducted together to examine the
relationship between micro-authoritarian behaviors and
variables such as organizational silence, teacher burnout,
psychological safety, and school climate. Comparative
studies, particularly in the Turkish context, could
contribute to a better understanding of the cultural and
structural dimensions of micro-authoritarianism.

From an educational policy perspective, it is suggested
that performance evaluation criteria for school
administrators should be re-evaluated to be sensitive not
only to outcome-oriented indicators but also to school

climate, teacher participation, and trust-based
relationships. Such an approach could limit the
institutional reproduction of micro-authoritarian behaviors
and support the development of more democratic, learning-
oriented school environments.

Ethical Statement: This study is a review based on a
literature review and does not require the collection of data
from any human participants. Therefore, ethical committee
approval is not required.
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