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Introduction

School principals' leadership has been an important research area in education for about 50 years (Waters
& Marzano, 2006). Particularly at elementary and high school levels, effective school and principal
leadership have been researched for sustainable achievement and instructional development (Heck &
Hallinger, 1996; Spillane, 2003). In this respect, researchers state that initial research on school leadership
emphasized student achievement and teacher performance (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Murphy & Vriesenga,
2006; Yukl, 2012). As for recent leadership studies in the field of school management, they mostly focused on
leadership styles. Many researchers think that leadership style is a significant variable that affects how members
of an organization work. They thus reported that school principals' leadership styles (transformational,
interactional, operational, distributive and instructional) affected employees' perceived job satisfaction,
performance, school culture and climate and their behaviours of organisational citizenship, organisational justice,
school participation and school development (Blase & Blase, 1999; Dinham, 2005; Griffith, 2004; Harris, 2004;
Heck, Larsen & Marcoulides, 1990; Leithwood & Jantzi,1990; Marks & Printy, 2003; Nguni, Sleegers &
Denessen, 2006; Silins, 1994). Day and Leithwood (2007) state that the findings of studies on the importance of
leadership in schools are satisfactory. Furthermore, teacher commitment, which is one of the primary concepts
focused in the present study, was demonstrated to be affected by school principals' leadership behaviors (Geijsel,
Sleegers, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2003; Ross & Gray, 2006).

Comprehensive studies on organizational commitment were conducted in the literature (Buchanan, 1974;
Kim, Eisenberger ve Baik, 2016; Gupta, 2017; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Mathieu & Farr, 1991; Meyer, & Allen,
1991; Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Steers, 1977; Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016).
Organisational commitment is known as a positive concept. It is accepted as an important variable in understanding
employees' behaviors towards the job in organizations (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch & Topolnytsky, 2002;
Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979). Moreover, teachers' organizational commitment plays a significant role in
achieving reforms and success in education in general and enhancing individual performance in particular
(Tsui & Cheng, 1999). In this respect, many studies carried out in school contexts showed that teachers'
organizational commitment was a significant predictor of their job performance, absenteeism and quitting
work (Cheng, 1990; Morris & Sherman, 1981; Mowday, Porter & Steers, 1979). Besides, some studies also
reported positive relationships between teachers' motivation, job satisfaction, self-efficacy and commitment
(Canrinus, Helms-Lorenz, Beijaard, Buitink & Hofman, 2012; Rosenholtz, 1989).

Determining the tendencies of the studies that examine the relationships between school principals'
leadership styles and teachers' organizational commitment is of significance. Therefore, the aim of this
systematic review is to analyze research articles that focus on the relationships between school principals'
leadership styles (e.g. transformational, operational, instructional and distributive) and teachers'
organizational commitment.

Theoretical Background

Creating a positive learning environment and setting norms for the working environment depends on
effective school principals (Hallinger, Bickman & Davis, 1996). Differences among schools such as taking
an active role in instructional practices, ensuring communication among staff members, increasing
employees' motivation, commitment, and job satisfaction, forming a positive school environment and
contributing to student achievement are attributed to school principals' leadership (Andrews & Soder, 1987).
Accordingly, school principals as leaders are defined as individuals who build a trust-based relationship with
school staff, improve teachers' knowledge and skills and contribute to school achievement (Youngs & King, 2002).
In other words, they are the individuals who take on various roles in schools, work with others to guide their
followers and influence them to achieve the school goals (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). However, school
administrators are expected to exhibit different leadership styles depending on developments in the field of
education. There are many leadership styles such as transformational leaders who construct a vision and mission
in school and increase their employees' motivation (Bass, 1990), instructional leaders who enhance the interaction
between the curriculum and employees to boost achievement (Blase & Blase, 1999), distributive leaders who
ensure cooperation between professional learning communities and include their followers in decision-making
processes (Heck & Hallinger, 2009), servant leaders who work for the good of their followers without expecting
anything in return (Black, 2010) and ethical leaders who set rules for interpersonal communication, make decisions
and share them with their followers (Brown, Trevino & Harrison, 2005).
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Teachers' organizational commitment, which is another variable of the present work, is an important factor for
their job satisfaction, performance, and motivation as well as the effective functioning of schools. Teachers'
commitment reflects their desire to meet their personal needs and work for the school (Anderman, Belzer & Smith,
1991). In addition, teachers' perceptions of commitment develop the feeling of participation in important decisions
for the school (Hart & Willower, 1994). Organisational commitment, a topic that falls within organisational
behaviour and psychology (Mathieu & Zazac, 1990; Reichers, 1985), is individuals' becoming a part of the
organisation, making effort for their belief in its goals and values, and their desire to continue being a member of
the organisation (Porter, Steers, Mowday & Boulian, 1974). In another definition, it is the individuals' feeling of
commitment to an organization or group (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). To sum up, as Cook and Wall (1980) state,
organizational commitment refers to individuals' emotional reactions towards the organization's goals and values.

In the literature, there are different classifications related to the dimensions of organizational commitment.
O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) consider the dimensions of commitment in three groups that are compliance,
identification, and internalization. Modway et al. (1979) classify the concept as behavioral and attitudinal
commitment, whereas Weiner (1982) categorie it as instrumental and moral commitment. Yet, in the educational
literature, Meyer and Allen's dimensions are widely used in empirical studies. These scholars indicate three
dimensions of organizational commitment that are affective, continuance and normative. Affective dimension is
employees' feelings related to their adoption of organizational values, goals, and objectives. Continuance
dimension is employees' enforcement towards the time and efforts they spare for their organization, and in return
for this, their feeling that they are obliged to stay in the organization. This is because employees with compliance
commitment think that they are less likely to find a new job if they leave their organization. Lastly, in normative
commitment, employees think that working in the organization is a duty for them and the organization needs them
in real terms, and bear the feeling of appreciation towards their employers (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Meyer & Allen,
2000;).

In the international literature, there are many studies on the relationship between school principals' leadership
styles and teachers' organizational commitment (Anderman, 1991; Hallinger, Hosseingholizadeh, Hashemi &
Kouhsari, 2018; Hulpia, Devos & Van Keer, 2011; lbrahim, Ghavifekr, Ling, Siraj & Azeez, 2014; Ross & Gray,
2006; Sun, 2004; Yu, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2002). Similar studies also exist in the Turkish context where school
principals' leadership styles (Akan, 2015; Bektas, Cogaltay & Sokmen, 2014; Bulug, 2009), charismatic
characteristics (Arabaci, 2014), ethical leadership behaviours (Ayik, Yiicel & Savas, 2014; Madenoglu, Uysal,
Sarier & Banoglu, 2014; Okgu, 2014; Ugurlu, Sancar & Cinar, 2013), spiritual leadership (Bozkus & Giindiiz,
2016), servant leadership (Cerit, 2010; Dogan & Aslan, 2016), transformational leadership (Cetin & Aydin, 2012),
and supportive and developer leadership (Erdogan ve Kolamaz, 2011) were examined with relation to teachers'
commitment.

The direction and level of the relationships between school principals' leadership behaviors and teachers'
commitment and the relationships between the dimensions of organizational commitment and leadership styles
should be examined in detail. Additionally, focusing on the relational findings reported in research studies as a
whole is thought to contribute to the theoretical literature. Besides, common findings that are retrieved are assumed
to guide further studies in this area of research. On the other hand, such findings will provide important data for
leader school principals as practitioners regarding what leadership style(s) to exhibit in order to enhance teachers'
commitment to the school. In this regard, the research question of the present study is as follows: “What are the
common findings of the studies that examined the relationships between school principals' leadership styles and
teachers' organizational commitment?”

Method

This study aimed at systematically reviewing the research studies that examined the relationships between
school principals' leadership behaviors and teachers' organizational commitment in Turkey. In systematic reviews,
findings of a research topic are selected and synthesized progressively based on certain criteria (Victor, 2008). It
requires making choices related to a research topic after implementing the criteria, and holistically evaluate the
pieces of proof. A set of systematic steps are followed for an objective review (Higgins & Green, 2011). These
steps include setting objectives, determining the scope, using certain inclusion criteria, data gathering methods and
gathering the data (Lunny, Brennan, McDonald & McKenzie, 2016). In this respect, systematic reviews consist of
sections that are search strategy, inclusion criteria, scanning, gathering and defining the data, demonstrating the
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quality of the studies included, and synthesis of the findings, respectively (EPPI-Centre, 2006; Gough, 2007
Davies, Morriss & Glazebrook, 2014; Germain & Cummings, 2010; Karagam, 2013).

Inclusion Criteria

In the present review, the criteria used to include research articles for analysis were period of publication (i.e.
being published between 2000-2017), design and method (i.e. empirical and quantitative), type of journal (i.e.
national and international refereed journal), and context (i.e. being conducted in educational institutions other than
universities). Additionally, they should have been conducted in the Turkish context and reported teacher
perceptions, and should have been indexed in respectable databases. Lastly, theses/dissertations and theoretical
papers were excluded from the review.

Search Strategy and Databases

The data were gathered through systematic review with the help of the databases including WQOS, ERIC,
EBSCO, SCOPUS, and ULAKBIM. Google Scholar was additionally used when needed. In this process, the
studies conducted in the Turkish context were searched with the following key terms: “organizational commitment,
the relationship between, organizational commitment and leadership”. In some cases, journal web sites were used
for the search. These searches were done in both Turkish and English.

Scanning

A total of 197 articles were retrieved by searching the keywords ‘“organizational commitment”, “the
relationship between, organizational commitment and leadership” in the databases. Forty-three articles were found
in SCOPUS, while 50 in ULAKBIM, 40 in ERIC and 58 in Web of Science. The abstracts of the articles were read
carefully. Theoretical, qualitative and recurring studies as well as those that are unrelated were excluded, which
left 29 articles. However, these 29 articles were re-examined, and six of them were further excluded due to not
being clear about sampling, method or content, or because of certain methodological problems. Thus, the review
was conducted with 23 research articles.

Determining the Quality of the Studies

The quality of the 23 articles was evaluated based on EPPI-Centre (2006), and the framework for assessing the
weight of evidence proposed by Gough (2007) and Davies et al. (2014). Evaluating the methodological quality,
methodological relevance and topic relevance of studies as a whole demonstrate the weight of evidence. Therefore,
being well-designed and employing reliable and valid measurement tools make studies stronger in terms of
evidence. Besides, the methodology and the topic of the articles being relevant also contribute to this aspect. Both
researchers of the present study prepared a quality check-list and evaluated the articles by rating them from 1 to 4
based on quality. In case of a disagreement, the opinion of an expert was obtained. The purpose was to present
strong and weak evidence together in a certain order and make this attempt more reliable. In this step, the 23
articles examined was found to not to be insufficient in terms of quality. Then, in order to see the findings more
clearly, the authors, topics, methods, measurement tools and findings of these studies are presented in a table
(Appendix 1). The reliability coefficients of the instruments used in the studies ranged between .65 and .99. Most
of the studies re-examined reliability in their own samples. In 18 studies, reliability coefficients were re-calculated,
they were not reported in three studies, the coefficients of the original developers were given in two studies, and
no reliability was reported in one study. In the studies in which coefficients were not reported, the methodology
sections were evaluated as a whole and were not included in the analysis. The samples sizes ranged from 200 to
1112 individuals in the studies.

Synthesis of the Findings

In this phase, the articles were read, coded and summarised individually, and relevant themes were formed.
Matrices were created with regard to the leadership behaviors related to organizational commitment. In these
matrices, the dimensions that relate to organizational commitment were determined one by one, and themes were
formed. Based on these relationships and themes, Table 1 was compiled which shows the relationships, and then
Table 2 was obtained which shows the leadership behaviors that are related to organizational commitment. A list
of the articles that were examined presented at the end of this paper.
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Findings
Leadership Behaviours and Organisational Commitment

In this section, the findings regarding the relationships between school principals' different leadership
behaviors and organizational commitment are presented. The relationships in-between are firstly given in Table 1.
The relationships between the sub-dimensions of organizational commitment and leadership practices are then
examined to reveal what characteristics of organizational commitment are related to leadership practices.

Relationships between leadership behaviors and organizational commitment

Five studies reported that transformational leadership was related to organizational commitment (Akan &
Yalgin, 2015; Bektas, Cogaltay & S6kmen, 2014; Bulug, 2009; Cetin & Aydin, 2012; Kul & Giiglii, 2010). In two
of these studies, transformational leadership was demonstrated to be a predictor of organizational commitment
(Kul & Giigli, 2010; Bektas, Cogaltay & Sokmen, 2014). In three studies, transformational leadership was found
to be positively related to two organizational commitment dimensions, which are the identification and
internalization (Akan & Yalgin, 2015; Bektas, Cogaltay & S6kmen, 2014; Bulug, 2009; Cetin & Aydin, 2012; Kul
& Giiglii, 2010;). Bektas, Cogaltay, and Sokmen (2014) stated that among transformational, operational and
laissez-faire leadership, transformational leadership had the highest explanatory power for explaining
organizational commitment with 54%, which was followed by operational leadership with 15% and laissez-faire
leadership with 1%. Kul and Giiglii (2010) reported that transformational leadership, but not operational
leadership, predicted organizational commitment, while Akan and Yal¢m (2015) found that identification
commitment was negatively related to operational leadership. Bulug (2009) revealed that there were positive
relationships between transformational leadership characteristics and organizational commitment, and one of these
characteristics, inspirational motivation, was the only significant predictor of organizational commitment. In their
study, Cetin and Aydin (2012) asserted that intellectual stimulation, a transformational leadership characteristic,
predicted affective commitment, and was positively related to continuance commitment. In another study, Arabaci,
Alaoglu, and Dogan (2014) indicated that the charismatic leadership characteristics including determining a vision,
showing environmental sensitivity, taking personal risks and maintaining communication were positively related
to organizational commitment. Lastly, Bulug (2009) demonstrated that idealized effect and individual interest had
a positive and significant relationship with organisational commitment.

Regarding the relationshpi between ethical leadership and organisational commitment, there are five studies
conducted in the literature. Four of these studies found that ethical leadership was a significant predictor of
organisational commitment (Ayik, Yiicel & Savas, 2014; Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier & Banoglu, 2014; Ugurlu,
Sincar & Cmar, 2013; Ugurlu & Ustiiner, 2011), while the fifth study reported a significant and positive
relationship (Okgu, 2014). In these studies, the explanatory power of ethical leadership for explaining the variation
in organisational commitment was reported as 14% in Ugurlu and Ustiiner (2011) and 6% in Ugurlu, Sincar, and
Cnar (2013), whereas Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier, and Banoglu (2014) stated that it had a high level of predictive
power (B=.74). As for the subdimensions of leadership, Ugurlu and Ustiiner (2011) found that only climatic ethics,
an ethical leadership behavior, was a significant predictor of teachers' commitment to the school. Okgu (2014)
revealed that only the responsibility dimension, an ethical leadership behavior, predicted identification
commitment, and the tolerance dimension predicted the internalization commitment. Ayik, Yiicel, and Savas
(2014) stated that administrators' ethical behaviors were strong predictors of continuance and affective
commitment, and were positively and significantly related to normative commitment. Besides, they also reported
that ethics predicted continuance and normative commitment in decision-making. Similarly, Ugurlu, Sincar, and
Cmar (2013) found that ethical leadership significantly predicted affective and normative commitment.

Two studies found that school principals' shared leadership behaviors positively predicted teachers'
organizational commitment. In both studies, shared leadership had a positive relationship with the affective and
normative commitment of teachers (Uslu & Beycioglu, 2013; Yetim, 2016). Uslu and Beycioglu (2013) found that
shared leadership behaviors were positively and significantly related to teachers' affective and normative
commitment. While they stated that shared leadership behaviors explained 27% of the variation in organizational
commitment, Yetim (2016) showed that shared leadership and organizational commitment had a significant and
positive relationship.

There are two studies reporting that school principals' cultural leadership behaviors were related to
organisational commitment (Teyfur, 2015; Uygur & Yildirim, 2011). In these studies, school principals' cultural
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leadership behaviours reduced cohesion commitment, but increased identification and internalisation commitment.
They reported that cultural leadership behaviours explained 9% to 32% of variation in organisational commitment
characteristics, and cultural leadership behaviours had a moderate level of explanatory power for explaining
identification and internalisation commitment. Besides, in these studies, cultural leadership behaviours had a
significant negative relationship with cohesion commitment, and had an explanatory power of 9 to 14%.

School principals' servant leadership behaviours were a predictor of teachers' commitment (Cerit, 2010; Dogan
& Aslan, 2016). Cerit (2010) reported that among servant leadership behaviours, valuing individuals, improving
their skills, forming a community, acting authentically, enhancing leadership and sharing leadership were
positively and significantly related to organisational commitment. In these two studies, servant leadership
explained 61 to 69% of the variation in organisational commitment. Moreover, Dogan and Aslan stated that servant
leadership explained 43 to 49% of the variation in normative, affective and continuance commitment.

Cokluk and Yilmaz (2010) asserted that supportive leadership positively predicted organisational commitment
while commanding leadership reduced commitment. Similarly, Yaman and Ozer (2015) pointed out that behaviors
that improve and support teachers were positively and significantly related to teachers' organizational commitment.
Sama and Kolamaz (2011) showed that with developing ad supportive leadership behaviors, cohesion commitment
decreased, but identification and internalization commitment increased.

Bozkus and Giindiiz (2016) found that spiritual leadership increased commitment in teachers, and strongly
predicted affective and normative commitment.

In two different studies, behaviors of managing change and talent where reported to be related to teachers'
organizational commitment. Cagrici and Savas (2016) stated that as school administrators exhibit more behaviors
of implementing change and other behaviors related to change, teachers' organizational commitment increase. On
the other hand, Aytag (2015) demonstrated that school principals' leadership behaviors in the form of talent
management predicted teachers' commitment. Besides, strategic talent and working with others, which are talent
management characteristics, were important predictors of organizational commitment.

Table 1. Leadership Approaches and Models As Predictors of Organisational Commitment or its Subdimensions

Predictive leadership approaches and models References
Change leadership Cagric1 & Savas (2016)
Working together with others Aytag (2015)
Strategic talent
Supportive and developing leadership Cokluk & Yilmaz (2010)
Sama & Kolamaz (2011)
Inspirational motivation Bulug (2009)
Individual interest Cetin & Aydin (2012)
intellectual stimulation
. . Kul & Giiglii (2010)
. Transformational leadership Bektas, Cogaltay & Sokmen (2014)
E Akan & Yalgin (2015)
O Behavioral ethics Ayik, Yiicel & Savas (2014)
Q ethics in decision-making
L Ethical behaviours Usurlu, Sincar & Cimar (2013)
& Climatic ethics Ugurlu & Ustiiner (2011)
. . . Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier &
Ethical leadership behaviors Banoglu (2014)
Responsibility Tolerance Okgu (2014)
Valuing individuals, Cerit (2010)
developing individuals,
acting authentically
Servant leadership Dogan & Aslan (2016)
Cultural leadership Uygur & Yildirmm (2011)
Teyfur (2015)
Shared leadership Uslu & Beycioglu (2013)
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Spiritual leadership Bozkus & Giindiiz (2016)
Leadership approaches and models related to organizational References
commitment
Supportive and developing leadership Yaman & Ozer (2015)
3:' Transformational leadership Bulug (2009)
Z Transformational leadership Cetin & Aydin (2012)
O Transformational leadership Akan & Yalegin (2015)
:: Charismatic Arabaci, Alanoglu & Dogan (2014)
g Ethical leadership Okgu (2014)
@ Instructional leadership Yaman & Ozer (2015)
Shared leadership Yetim (2016)

Relationships Between Leadership Behaviours and the Subdimensions of Organisational Commitment
Relationships with Cohesion Commitment

In five studies, there are findings revealing a significant and negative relationship between cohesion
commitment and different leadership behaviors (Kul & Giiglii, 2010; Okgu, 2014; Sama & Kolamaz, 2011; Teyfur,
2015; Uygur & Yildirim, 2011). These studies reported significant and negative relationships between supportive
leadership, cultural leadership, ethical leadership dimensions (i.e. tolerance, justice, responsibility, honesty and
democratic behaviors) and cohesion commitment, and between transformational leadership and cohesion
commitment. Furthermore, Bektas, Cogaltay, and Sokmen (2014) found a significant and positive relationship
between laissez-faire and transactional leadership and cohesion leadership. Yet, Akan and Yal¢in (2015) did not
find a significant relationship between the same variables. The decrease in cohesion commitment shows that
teachers' superficial behaviors also decreased, and they are attached to their schools more strongly.

Relationships with Continuance Commitment

In seven studies examined, there are findings revealing a significant and positive relationship between
continuance commitment and different leadership behaviors (Arabaci, Alanoglu & Dogan, 2014; Aytag, 2015;
Bozkus & Giindiiz, 2016; Cetin & Aydin, 2012; Cokluk & Yilmaz, 2010; Dogan & Aslan, 2016). They reported
that there were significant and positive relationships between supportive leadership, servant leadership, spiritual
leadership, talent management dimensions of strategic talent and working with others and continuance
commitment, and between charismatic leadership, ethics in decision-making, transformational leadership
dimensions of inspirational motivation, individual interest and intellectual stimulation and continuance
commitment. Unlike these findings, three studies could not reveal a relationship between continuance commitment
and certain leadership behaviors. These behaviors are instructional leadership, shared leadership and ethical
leadership (Uslu & Beycioglu, 2013; Ugurlu, Sincar & Cinar, 2013; Yaman & Ozer, 2015). Considering that
continuance commitment refers to the commitment to school due to an obligation, leadership behaviors can be
said to strengthen this obligatory commitment.

Identification and Internalisation Commitment

In seven different studies examined, different leadership behaviors were reported to be significantly and
positively related to identification and internalization commitment. These behaviors include supportive leadership,
cultural leadership, ethical leadership and transformational leadership (Bektas, Cogaltay & S6kmen, 2014; Kul &
Giiglii, 2010; Okgu, 2014; Sama & Kolamaz, 2011; Uygur & Yildirim, 2011; Teyfur, 2015). Moreover, two studies
also found that operational leadership was significantly and positively related to internalization commitment
(Bektas, Cogaltay & Sckmen, 2014; Kul & Giiglii, 2010). However, in two studies, there are inconsistent findings
regarding the relationship between transactional leadership and identification (Akan & Yal¢m, 2015; Bektas,
Cogaltay & Sokmen, 2014)

Affective and Normative Commitment

In six different studies examined, there are findings showing that different leadership behaviours were
significantly and positively related to affective and normative commitment (Arabaci, Alanoglu & Dogan, 2014;
Ayik, Yiicel & Savas, 2014; Bozkus & Giindiiz, 2016; Dogan & Aslan, 2016; Ugurlu, Sincar & Cinar, 2013; Uslu
& Beycioglu, 2013). These behaviors include servant leadership, shared leadership, spiritual leadership,
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charismatic leadership and ethical leadership. Additionally, there were significant and positive relationships
between individual interest and intellectual stimulation and affective commitment, and between transformational
leadership and normative commitment (Cetin & Aydin, 2012). Cokluk and Yilmaz (2010) revealed a significant
and positive relationship between supportive leadership and affective commitment and a significant and negative
relationship between commanding leadership and affective commitment.

The relationships of different leadership behaviors with the subdimensions of organizational commitment were
evaluated in the context of mutual causality. Although the findings revealing relationships in the studies examined
do not provide causal relationships, they allow for making certain predictions. In this regard, various conclusions
can be drawn. In an environment where school administrators support individuals, common values are emphasized
and collaboration and communication are strong, teachers' cohesion commitment decreases, or in other words,
teachers perform less superficial behaviors. Besides, teachers' continuance commitment increases in that case. This
type of leadership behaviors exhibited by administrators force teachers to keep staying in their institutions.
However, it can be stated that as school administrators show interest in individuals, make efforts in forming
common visions and objectives, support a culture of collaboration and trust and set an example for their staff,
teachers' identification, internalisation, the affective and normative commitment would increase.

Table 2. Principals' Predictive Leadership Behaviours Towards Teachers' Organisational Commitment

Leadership behaviors References

Forming shared visions and Cagric1 & Savas (2016), Bulug (2009), Kul & Gigli (2010), Bektas,

objectives Cogaltay & Sokmen (2014), Akan & Yal¢mn (2015), Dogan & Aslan
(2016) Cerit (2010), Bozkus & Giindiiz (2016).

Culture of collaboration Aytag (2015), Okeu (2014), Ayik, Yiicel & Savas (2014,) Cerit (2010),
Dogan & Aslan (2016)

Enhancing communication and Bulug (2009), Sama & Kolamaz (2011), Cokluk & Yilmaz (2010), Okgu

interaction (2014), Cerit (2010), Uslu & Beycioglu (2013)

Showing individual interest and Bulug (2009), Cetin & Aydin (2012), Kul & Giiglii (2010), Bektas,

value Cogaltay & Sokmen (2014), Akan & Yal¢in (2015), Cerit (2010), Dogan
& Aslan (2016)

Exhibiting supportive and Cokluk & Y1lmaz (2010), Sama & Kolamaz (2011), Cerit (2010), Dogan

developing behaviours & Aslan (2016)

Forming a working culture based Ayik, Yiicel & Savag (2014), Ugurlu, Sincar & Cinar (2013), Ugurlu &

on justice, respect and trust Ustiiner (2011), Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier & Banoglu (2014), Okcu

(2014) Cerit (2010), Teyfur (2015), Ugurlu & Ustiiner (2011)

Sharing control and responsibility Uslu & Beycioglu (2013), Yetim (2016)

among employees

Establishing common values and Bulug (2009), Cetin & Aydin (2012), Uygur & Yildirim (2011), Bozkus

symbols in school & Giindiiz (2016), Ugurlu & Ustiiner (2011)

Managing and maintaining change  Cagric1 & Savas (2016), Cetin & Aydin (2012), Bulug (2009), Kul &
Giicli (2010), Bektas, Cogaltay & Sokmen (2014), Akan & Yalcin
(2015)

Considering all of the above findings together, the leadership behaviours that can be influential on teachers'
organisational commitment can be indicated as follows (see Table 2): forming a common objective and vision in
school, promoting a culture of cooperation, enhancing communication and interaction, showing interest and
appreciation of individuals, supportive and constructive behaviours, forming a working culture based on justice,
respect and trust, sharing control and responsibilities, and managing and maintaining change in school.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study aimed at revealing the types of leadership behaviors that are reported to be potentially related to
teachers' organizational commitment in the literature. According to the common findings of the studies examined,
as school principals performed a higher level of leadership behaviors, teachers' level of commitment to their
schools increased. This result overlaps with Mathieu and Zazac's (1990) meta-analysis study on the roots and
results of organizational commitment in which they concluded that organizational and individual characteristics,
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as well as leader-group relationships, constitute the basis for organizational commitment. Similarly, in their
systematic review on the relationship between administrators' leadership behaviors and nurses' intent to stay in
their position and commitment, Cowden, Cummings, and Profetto-Mcgrath (2011) found that transformational
leadership and supportive working environments increased nurses' intent to stay and commitment. In addition,
they also observed that relational leadership increased nurses' intent to stay, the quality of their working
environment and commitment. On the other hand, in their systematic review, Choi and Tang (2009) listed school
principals' not allowing for any freedom, weakness of collaboration and not being able to ensure learning
opportunities and participation to decisions as the factors that reduce teachers' commitment. This result shows
that school principals have an influence on teachers' commitment to their school.

The dimensions that were often addressed in the studies included leadership behaviours that are forming a
common objective and vision in school, promoting a culture of cooperation, enhancing communication and
interaction, showing interest and appreciation of individuals, supportive and constructive behaviours, forming a
working culture based on justice, respect and trust, sharing control and responsibilities, and managing and
maintaining change in school. In this regard, when these variables are considered as a whole, it can be argued that
individual-oriented behaviors have a potential of strengthening organizational commitment. Besides, it was seen
in this review that teachers' organizational commitment had strong relationships with transformational leadership,
servant leadership, and ethical leadership behaviors, respectively according to their strength, and these behaviors
were significant predictors of commitment as well. Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky (2002)
conducted a meta-analysis on the consequences and antecedents of affective, continuance and normative
commitment, and revealed strong relationships between organizational commitment and organizational justice and
transformational leadership. In their systematic review, Cummings et al. (2010) found that administrators'
relational and transformational leadership skills positively affected nurses' working in cooperation and their
commitment and motivation. Lastly, in their study on the relationships between leadership, commitment and
culture, Jackson, Meyer, and Wang (2013) reported that effective and normative commitment w positively related
to transformational and charismatic leadership, but negatively related to laissez-faire leadership.

Implications for School Administrators

Teachers' commitment can be promoted by school administrators' establishing interpersonal communication
with them, arousing the feeling of 'us' within the group and gaining the confidence of the school staff. Therefore,
it is important to develop a school culture in which nobody is marginalized, everybody sees the value, and there is
cooperation, support, and trust. In this respect, school principals should receive training for developing leadership
behaviors to have quality relationships with their staff.

In this study, relationship-oriented leadership behaviors of school administrators were demonstrated to have
the potential of enhancing teachers' organizational commitment, which is thought to be a contribution to theory.
However, there are certain limitations to this study. Only the studies conducted in the Turkish context were
examined. These studies were relational or correlational, which makes it difficult to make interpretations for
causality and weakens their generalisability. Moreover, this study is limited to the studies that could be reached
through the databases searched.

Many studies show that different patterns in school principals' leadership behaviors are related to teachers
commitment. Accordingly, further research can be extended to mediator variables that can strengthen the
relationship between leadership and commitment. On the other hand, studies can be conducted to test cause-effect
relationships. The present study can be replicated with theses and dissertations. It can also be extended to include
studies published in the international literature.
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Appendix I. Brief findings reported in the studies examined

No. Authors Participants Measurement tools- dimensions Reliability Analysis Findings Statistics
Cronbach o method
1 Cagrict & Savag (2016) 252 elementary school  Change leadership .95 Correlation School principals' change leadership behaviours predict r=.42
teachers Leaders' behaviour of establishing the change Regression teachers' organizational commitment. R?=.225
Leaders' behaviour of implementing the change p=.431
Organisational commitment .89
2 Sama & Kolamaz (2011) 180 elementary and  Supportive and  developing  leadership .92 (reported from  Correlation School principals supportive leadership and developing  r=-.27
high school teachers approaches the original scale). Regression leadership characteristics are negatively related to cohesion =-.30
commitment.
Supportive and developing leadership predict identification — R%=.45
Reported to be commitment. r=.66/r=.63
Organisational commitment between .79 and
Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation .93. Supportive and developing leadership predict internalization ~ R?=.30
commitment. r=.53/r=.53
3 Cokluk & Y1ilmaz (2010) 200 elementary school  Leadership behaviours Not reported. Correlation Supportive leadership predicts organisational commitment. (R?=.24)
teachers Guiding leadership behaviours Regression As supportive leadership increases, affective commitment (R%=.23)
Commanding leadership behaviours increases. (R?=.09)
Organisational commitment Supportive leadership and continuance commitment are  (R%*=.22)
Affective commitment, Continuance inversely related.
commitment Commanding leadership are inversely related to, and predicts ~ (R?=.23)
organizational commitment.
Commanding leadership are inversely related to, and predicts ~ (R?=.07)
affective commitment.
Commanding leadership are inversely related to, and predicts
continuance commitment.
4 Cerit (2010) 563 elementary school  Servant leadership .98 Correlation Valuing individuals, developing their skills, forming a  r=.63-.80
teachers Valuing individuals, Developing individuals Regression community, acting authentically, enhancing leadership and
Forming a community, Acting authentically .88-.92, sharing leadership is positively related to organisational
Improving leadership, Sharing leadership commitment.
Organisational commitment 91 Valuing individuals, developing their skills and p=.20, p=.47,
acting authentically predict organisational commitment. p=45
Servant leadership predicts organisational commitment. (R?=.69)
5 Dogan & Aslan (2016) 336 teachers workingin  Servant leadership .98 Descriptive Servant leadership are positively related to affective  r=.66-.70
special education  Organisational commitment .85 Correlation commitment, continuance commitment and normative
training centers and  Affective commitment, Continuance Regression commitment. (R?=.43)
science and arts centers.  commitment .93-.89 Servant leadership predicts affective commitment. (R?=.44)
Normative commitment Servant leadership predicts continuance commitment. (R?=.49)
Servant leadership predicts normative commitment. (R?=.61)
Servant leadership predicts organisational commitment.
6 Yaman & Ozer (2015) 378 middle school Instructional leadership .97 Descriptive Instructional leadership behaviours are positively related to  r=.14
teachers Organisational commitment .90 Correlation teachers' organizational commitment behaviors.
Normative commitment is the only dimension of r=.24
organizational commitment that has a significant relationship
with instructional leadership. r=.19

Supporting and developing teachers is the instructional
leadership dimension with the strongest relationship with
teacher commitment.
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Appendix |. Continuation

7 Uygur & Yildirim (2011) 402 Cultural leadership .94 Descriptive School principals' cultural leadership roles are inversely  (r?=.14)
elementary Organisational commitment Correlation related to and predict, cohesion commitment.
school Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation .79-93  (values School principals' cultural leadership roles are positively — (r?=.32)
teachers reported in the related to and predict, identification and internalization  (r?=.24)
original study) commitment.
8 Teyfur (2015) 530 middle  Cultural leadership .92 Descriptive School principals' cultural leadership roles are inversely  (r?=.09)
school Organisational commitment Causal related to and predict, cohesion commitment.
teachers Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation .79-93  (values  comparison School principals' cultural leadership roles are positively — (r?=.15)
reported in the  Correlation related to and predict, identification and internalization  (r?=.21)
original study) commitment.
9 Uslu & Beycioglu (2013) 324 Shared leadership .92 Descriptive School principals' cultural leadership roles are positively — (r?=.27)
elementary Organisational commitment Causal related to organizational commitment behavior, and shared
school Affective commitment, Continuance comparison leadership is explanatory.
teachers commitment 77 Correlation Affective and normative commitment positively related to  r=.52
Normative commitment shared leadership. r=.53
10 Yetim (2016) 473 Distributed leadership Not reported. Correlational School principals' distributed leadership behaviours are  r=.73
elementary Organisational commitment positively related to teachers’ organizational commitment.
school
teachers
11 Bozkus & Giindiiz (2016) 333 Spiritual leadership .94 Correlational Spiritual  leadership positively predicts organizational ~ p=.23
elementary, Organisational commitment .58-.79 (Reported  Structural commitment.
middle and  Affective commitment, Normative commitment ~ from the adapted  equation Spiritual  commitment  positively  predicts  affective, p=.39, p=27
high  school  Continuance commitment version.) modeling continuance and normative commitment. p=37
teachers
12 Aytag (2015) 402 high  Talent management leadership .87 Correlation Subdimensions of talent management are related to r=.17-91
school Working together with others, Values Regression organisational commitment.
teachers Personal characteristics, Strategic talent Strategic talent variable predicts organisational commitment. p=.53
Organisational commitment .85 Working with others predicts organizational commitment. p=40
Affective commitment, Normative commitment Personal characteristics, working with others values together
Continuance commitment positively predict affective commitment. (R?=.90)
Strategic talent and working with others together predict
continuance commitment. (R=.12)
Strategic talent predicts normative commitment.
B=.86
13 Arabaci, Alanoglu & Dogan (2014) 217 Charismatic Leadership .94 Descriptive School principals' charismatic leadership characteristics are  r=.19
elementary Setting a vision, Showing environmental Correlation positively related to teachers' organizational commitment.
and high  sensitivity, Exhibiting extraordinary behaviors Setting a vision, showing environmental sensitivity, taking  r=.14-.20
school Taking personal risks, Sensitivity to member personal risks, communication and maintenance are positively
teachers needs, Not maintaining the existing situation related to organizational commitment.
Organisational commitment .85 Charismatic leadership has the strongest relationship with the
Affective commitment, Normative commitment dimensions that are affective and continuance commitment. It  r=.20-.23

Continuance commitment

has a weaker relationship with normative commitment.
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14 Ayik, Yiicel & Savag (2014) 267 Ethical leadership .98 Descriptive School administrators' ethical leadership behaviours are  r=.51
elementary Communicative ethics, climatic ethics, ethicsin ~ .92-.96 Correlation positively related to teachers' organisational commitment.
school decision-making, behavioral ethics Regression There are positive relationships between ethical leadership ~ r=.27-51
teachers Organisational commitment 91 and all subdimensions of organisational commitment.
Affective commitment, continuance  .76-.83 Behavioural ethics is a predictor of affective commitment. p=.55
commitment, normative commitment Behavioural ethics is a predictor of continuance commitment. =90
Ethics in decision-making is a predictor of continuance  f=-.29
commitment. B=.59
Behavioural ethics is a predictor of normative commitment. p=-.29
Ethics in decision-making is a predictor of normative
commitment.
15 Ugurluy, Sincar & Cmar (2013) 195 high  Ethical leadership .97 Descriptive Ethical leadership behaviours are positively related to  (R?=.058)
school Organisational commitment .76 Regression organizational commitment, and ethical leadership is a
teachers Affective commitment, normative commitment  (reported  from predictor. (R?=.037)
and continuance commitment the original Ethical leadership predicts affective and normative  (R?=.057)
study). commitment.
16 Ugurlu & Ustiiner (2011) 1112 Ethical leadership .98 Regression Administrators' leadership behaviors are a predictor of R?=.14
elementary, Communicative ethics, climatic ethics, ethicsin ~ .89-.98 teachers' organizational commitment.
middle and  decision-making, behavioural ethics Only climatic ethics among administrative ethics behaviorsis ~ p=.21
high school  Organisational commitment 73 a predictor of organizational commitment.
teachers Affective commitment, continuance ~ .73-.86 (reported
commitment, normative commitment from the adapted
version of the
scale).
17 Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier & Banoglu 940 high  Ethical leadership .99 Regression School principals' ethical leadership behaviours predict p=.74
(2014) school Communicative ethics, climatic ethics, ethics in teachers' organisational commitment.
teachers decision-making, behavioral ethics
Organisational commitment .98
18 Okgu (2014) 590 high  Ethical leadership .97 Correlation There are negative relationships between the ethical r=-.12/-.22
school Tolerance, justice, responsibility, honesty, .82-.94 Regression leadership dimensions of tolerance, justice, responsibility,
teachers democracy 91 honesty and democracy and cohesion commitment.
Organisational commitment There are positive relationships between the ethical leadership ~ r=.21/.37
Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation .82-.93 dimensions of tolerance, justice, responsibility, honesty and
democracy and identification and internalisation commitment.
The responsibility dimension predicts the identification =26
commitment. p=.08

The tolerance dimension predicts the internalization
commitment.
Ethical leadership behaviours do not predict the cohesion

dimension (i.e. superficial behaviors).
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19 Bulug (2009) 250 Multifactorial leadership .94 Correlation The leadership styles of idealised effect (behaviour), idealised
elementary Transformational leadership: ldealised effect  .65-.86 Regression effect (attributed), inspirational motivation, intellectual  r=.43-r=.64
school (behavior), idealized effect (attributed), stimulation, individual support and conditional reward are
teachers inspirational motivation, intellectual positively related to organisational commitment.

stimulation, individual support Inspirational motivation is a predictor of organisational

Operational leadership: Conditional reward, .69 commitment. p=.88

Managing with exceptions (active), managing  .41-.81

with  exceptions  (passive), laissez-faire

leadership .93

Organisational commitment

20 Cetin & Aydin (2012) 465 high  Transformational leadership .98 Descriptive School administrators' individual interest and mental  R?=.30
school Inspirational motivation, Idealised effect, Correlation stimulation predict affective commitment.
teachers Individual interest, Mental stimulation Regression Administrators' transformational leadership characteristics of

Organisational commitment .78 inspirational motivation, individual interest and mental

Affective commitment, normative commitment stimulation

and continuance commitment have significant relationships with continuance commitment.

There are significant relationships between administrators'
individual interest and teachers' normative commitment.

21 Kul & Giiglii (2010) 291 physical ~ Multifactorial leadership Not reported. Descriptive School  administrators'  transformational ~ leadership  r=-.34
education Transformational leadership, Correlation characteristics are negatively related to cohesion commitment.
teachers Operational leadership Regression School administrators' transformational leadership behaviors  r=.51

Organisational commitment are positively related to identification commitment.

Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation School  administrators'  transformational ~ leadership  r=.80
characteristics are positively related to identification
commitment. p=39
Transformational leadership is a predictor of organizational
commitment. =72
Operational leadership positively related to organizational
commitment.

Operational leadership is not a predictor of organizational
commitment.

22 Bektas, Cogaltay & Sokmen (2014) 296 Multifactorial leadership .95 Descriptive Transformational  leadership and identification and  r=.67-r=.50
elementary Transformational  leadership, Continuance  .76-.98 Correlation internalization commitment are positively related.
school leadership Regression Transformational leadership is positively related to
teachers Laissez-faire leadership organizational commitment. r=.54

Organisational commitment .90 The strongest predictor of organizational commitment is  R?=.30

Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation .88-.90 transformational leadership.

The weakest predictor of organizational commitment is R?=.01
laissez-faire leadership. R?=.15
Continuance leadership predicts organizational commitment. r=.15-r=.44
Continuance leadership related to the subdimensions of  r=.43

commitment.
Laissez-faire leadership is related to cohesion commitment.
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23 Akan & Yalgin (2015) 515 Leadership styles Not reported. Descriptive Transformational  leadership and identification and  r=.39-r=.46

elementary, Transformational  leadership, ~ Continuance Correlation internalization commitment are positively related.

middle and  leadership Regression There is no significant relationship between transformational

high school  Laissez-faire leadership .90 leadership and cohesion commitment.

teachers Organisational commitment .85-.93 There is a significant and negative relationship between =-13

Cohesion, Identification, Internalisation continuance leadership and identification commitment.

There is a significant and negative relationship between  r=-.15,r=-.19
laissez-faire leadership and identification and internalization
commitment, but no relationship with cohesion commitment.
Transformational leadership positively predicts identification ~ p=.24
commitment.
Transformational leadership positively predicts  p=.22

internalization commitment.
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Okul Miidiirii Liderligi ve Ogretmen Baghhg iliskisi: Sistematik Bir
Derleme

Giris

Okul miidiiri liderligi arastirmalar1 yaklasik 50 yildir egitimin 6nemli ¢aligma alanlarindandir (Waters
ve Marzano, 2006). Ozellikle ilkogretim ve ortadgretim diizeyinde siirdiiriilebilir basar1 ve &gretimsel
gelismeler i¢in etkili okul ve miidiir liderligi arastirmalarin odagini olugturmaktadir (Heck ve Hallinger,
1996; Spillane, 2003). Nitekim arastirmacilar okul liderligine iligkin ilk calismalarin 6grenci basarisi ve 6gretmen
performansina vurgu yaptigimi belirtmektedirler (Leithwood ve Jantzi, 2005; Murphy ve Vriesenga, 2006; Y ukl,
2012). Degisim ve gelisime bagl olarak son donem okul yonetimi alanindaki liderlik arastirmalari ise daha ¢ok
liderlik stillerine odaklanmugtir. Pek ¢ok aragtirmaci liderlik stilini bir 6rgiitiin {iyelerinin nasil isledigini etkileyen
onemli bir degisken olarak diisiinmektedir. Nitekim bu dénem aragtirmalarinda okul miidiirlerinin sergiledigi
liderlik stillerinin (doniistimci, etkilesimci, islemsel, dagitimci ve 6gretimsel) galiganlarin algilanan is doyumu,
performans, okul kiiltiirii ve iklimi, orgiitsel vatandaslik, orgiitsel adalet, okula katilim ve okul gelistirme gibi
davraniglarini etkiledigi goriilmiistiir (Blase ve Blase, 1999; Dinham, 2005; Griffith, 2004; Harris, 2004; Heck ve
Larsen ve Marcoulides, 1990; Leithwood ve Jantzi,1990; Marks ve Printy, 2003; Nguni, Sleegers ve Denessen,
2006; Silins, 1994). Day ve Leithwood (2007), okullarda liderligin onemine yonelik yapilan arastirmalarin
bulgularmin tatmin edici diizeyde oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ote yandan bu ¢alismanim temel kavramlarindan biri
olan 6gretmen bagliligmin da okul miidiirii liderligi davranislarindan etkilendigi aragtirmalarla ortaya konmustur
(Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood ve Jantzi, 2003; Ross ve Gray, 2006).

Orgiitsel baglilik alan yazininda siire¢ icerisinde kapsamli arastirmalar yapilmistir (Buchanan, 1974;
Eisenberger ve Baik, 2016; Gupta, 2017; Mathieu ve Zajac, 1990; Mathieu ve Farr, 1991; Meyer, ve Allen,
1991; Mowday, Steers ve Porter, 1979; O’Reilly ve Chatman, 1986; Steers, 1977; Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016).
Orgiitsel davranis literatiiriinde orgiitsel baglilik olumlu bir kavram olarak bilinmektedir. Orgiitsel baglilik,
orgiitlerde ¢alisanlarin ise yonelik davraniglarinin anlasilmasinda dnemli bir degisken olarak kabul edilmektedir
(Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch ve Topolnytsky, 2002; Mowday, Steers ve Porter, 1979). Bununla birlikte
o0gretmenin Orgiitsel bagliligi 6zel anlamda bireysel performansin gelistirilmesinde, genel anlamda egitim
reformlariin ve egitsel basarinin gergeklestirilmesinde 6nemli rol oynamaktadir (Tsui ve Cheng, 1999).
Nitekim okullarda yapilan pek ¢ok calisma Ogretmenlerin o&rgiitsel bagliliginin, is performansinin,
devamsizliginin ve isten ayrilmanin énemli bir yordayicisi oldugunu goéstermistir (Cheng, 1990; Morris ve
Sherman, 1981; Mowday, Porter ve Steers, 1979). Ayrica bazi arastirmalarda 6gretmen lerin motivasyonu,
is tatmini, Oz-yeterlik ve bagliklar1 arasinda olumlu iligkiler ortaya konulmustur (Canrinus, Helms-Lorenz,
Beijaard, Buitink ve Hofman, 2012; Rosenholtz, 1989).

Okul midirlerinin liderlik stilleri ile 6gretmenlerin 6rgiitsel bagliliklar1 arasindaki iliskilerin incelendigi
¢alismalarin egilimlerinin belirlenmesi 6nemlidir. Bu amagla bu sistematik derleme ¢alismasinda okul
midirlerinin liderlik stillerinin (dontsiimcii, islemsel, 6gretimsel ve dagitimct vb.) 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel
baglilig1 arasindaki iliskilerin incelendigi makale c¢alismalarinin ayrintili bir bi¢imde analiz edilmesi
amaclanmigtir.

Kavramsal Cerceve

Okulda olumlu 6grenme iklimi, egitim programlari ve ¢alisma ortamindaki normlarin olusturulmasi
etkili okul miidiirlerine baghidir (Hallinger, Bickman ve Davis, 1996). Okullarin yonetiminde 6gretim
¢alismalarinda aktif rol alma, ¢alisanlar arasinda iletisimi saglama, ¢alisanlarin motivasyonu, baglhiligi ve is
doyumunu artirma, olumlu okul iklimi olusturma ve Ogrenci basarisina katki saglama gibi faktorler
konusunda okullar arasindaki farkliliklar, okul miidiiriiniin liderligine baglanmaktadir (Andrews ve Soder,
1987). Bu baglamda bir lider olarak okul miidiirii, okul personeliyle glivene dayali iliskiler kuran, 6gretmenlerin
bilgi ve beceri gelistiren ve okulun basarisina katki saglayan kisi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Youngs ve King, 2002).
Bir bagka anlatimla okulda cesitli roller iistlenen, takip¢ilerine yon vermek i¢in baskalariyla birlikte calisan ve
okulun hedeflerine ulagmak i¢in izleyenlerini etkileyen kisiler olarak ifade edilmektir (Leithwood ve Riehl, 2003).
Bununla birlikte egitim alanindaki gelismelere bagli olarak okul yoneticilerinin farkli liderlik stillerini
sergilenmesi beklenmektedir. Nitekim okulda vizyon ve misyon olusturan ve calisan motivasyonunu artiran
doniistimcti lider (Bass, 1990), okul basarisinin artirilmasinda egitim programi ve ¢alisanlar arasinda etkilesimin
gelistirilmesinde 6gretimsel lider (Blase ve Blase, 1999), mesleki 6grenme topluluklari arasinda isbirligini
saglayan ve takipgilerini karar alma siireglerine dahil eden dagitimer lider (Heck ve Hallinger, 2009),
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takipgilerinden herhangi bir karsilik beklemeden onlarin yararma calisan hizmetkar lider (Black, 2010) ve
calisanlar ile iletisim kurarak kisiler arasindaki iligkilerde uyulmast gereken kurallart belirleyen, karar alan ve
takipgileriyle paylasan etik lider gibi pek ¢ok liderlik stili bulunmaktadir (Brown, Trevino ve Harrison, 2005).

Arasgtirma konusunun bir diger degiskenini olusturan dgretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklar1 da 6gretmenlerin is
doyumu, performansi ve motivasyonu kadar, etkili okulun isleyisi iizerinde énemli bir faktordiir. Ogretmenin
baglihigi, 6gretmenin kisisel ihtiyaclarini karsilama ve okul ugruna caligsma istegini yansitmaktadir (Anderman,
Belzer ve Smith, 1991). Ayrica 6gretmenlerin baglilik algilari, okul adina alinan 6nemli kararlara katilma
duygusunu gelistirmektedir (Hart ve Willower, 1994). Orgiitsel davranis ve psikoloji alanmin (Mathieu ve Zazac,
1990; Reichers, 1985), caligma konularinda biri olan orgiitsel baglilik bir bireyin orgiitle 6zdeslesmesi, drgiitiin
hedef ve degerlerine olan inanci i¢in ¢aba gdstermesi ve oOrgiit liyeligine devam etme istegidir (Porter, Steers,
Mowday ve Boulian, 1974). Bir bagka tanimda kisinin 6rgiit veya grubuna kars1 hissettigi baglanma duygusudur
(O’Reilly ve Chatman, 1986). Ozetle Cook ve Wall’in (1980) belirttigi gibi orgiitsel baglilik orgiitiin hedeflerine
ve degerlerine karsi kisinin duygusal tepkilerini ifade etmektedir.

Alanyazinda orgiitsel bagliligin boyutlarina iliskin ¢esitli siniflandirmalar yapilmistir. O’Reilly ve Chatman
(1986), bagliligin boyutlarini; uyum, 6zdeslesme, igsellestirme bagliligi olmak iizere li¢ grupta incelemektedir.
Modway ve arkadaglar1 (1979), baglilig1 davranissal ve tutum bagliligi seklinde siniflandirmaktadir. Weiner (1982)
ise bagliligr aragsal ve moral baglilik olarak kategorize etmektedir. Ancak egitim literatiiriinde Meyer ve Allen’in
boyutlart ampirik ¢aligmalarda yaygin bir bigimde kullanilmistir. Bu yazarlar orgiitsel bagliligin duygusal, devam
ve normatif gibi ti¢ boyutunun oldugunu belirtmektedirler. Duygusal baglilik, ¢alisanlarm orgiitsel deger, hedef ve
amagclar1 benimsediklerine iligskin hissettigi duygulardir. Devam baglilig1, calisanlarin orgiitlerine ayirdiklar
zaman ve gosterdikleri ¢abalara yonelik yaptirimlart ve bunun karsiliginda orgiitte kalmanin zorunluluk oldugunu
hissetmeleridir. Zira devam bagliligi olan ¢alisanlar orgiitlerinde ayrilmalart durumunda yeni is bulma
seceneklerinin az oldugunu diistinmektedirler. Normatif baglilik, calisanlarin 6rgiitte galismalarinin kendileri igin
bir gorev oldugu ve orgiitiin ger¢cek anlamda kendisine ihtiya¢ duydugunu disiinmekte ve isverenlerine
minnettarlik duygusu beslemektedirler (Allen ve Meyer, 1993; Meyer ve Allen, 2000).

Uluslararasi alanyazinda okul mudiirii liderlik davranislar1 ve 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliligi iliskisine yonelik
birgok arastirma yapilmstir (Anderman, 1991; Hallinger, Hosseingholizadeh, Hashemi ve Kouhsari, 2018; Hulpia,
Devos ve Van Keer, 2011; Ibrahim, Ghavifekr, Ling, Siraj ve Azeez, 2014; Ross ve Gray, 2006; Sun, 2004; Yu,
Leithwood ve Jantzi, 2002). Benzer durum ulusal alanyazinda da goriilmektedir. Nitekim okul miidiirlerinin
liderlik stilleri (Akan, 2015; Bektas, Cogaltay ve S6kmen, 2014; Bulug, 2009), karizmatik ozellikleri (Arabaci,
2014), etik liderlik davranislar1 (Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas, 2014; Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier ve Banoglu, 2014; Okgu,
2014; Ugurlu, Sancar ve Cinar, 2013), ruhsal liderlik (Bozkus ve Giindiiz, 2016), hizmetkar liderlik (Cerit, 2010;
Dogan ve Aslan, 2016), doniisimci liderlik (Cetin ve Aydin, 2012), destekleyici ve gelistirici liderlik
ogretmenlerin baghiliklar: arasindaki iligkiler aragtirma konusu olmustur (Erdogan ve Kolamaz, 2011).

Tim bu arastirmalarda incelenen okul miidiirlerinin liderlik davraniglari ile 6gretmenlerin bagliliklari
arasindaki iliskilerinin yonii ve diizeyi, siklikla incelenen liderlik stilleri ve orgiitsel baglilik boyutlarmin liderlik
stilleri ile olan iliskileri ve yordama diizeylerinin ayrintili bir bigimde incelenmesi 6nem arz etmektedir. Bununla
birlikte arastirmalardaki iligkisel bulgularm biitiinciil bir sekilde incelenmesi kuramsal alan yazma katki
saglayacagi disiiniilmektedir. Ayrica elde edilen ortak sonuglar ilerleyen donemlerde konuya yonelik yapilacak
arastirmalara bir yol gosterici rehber olacagi varsayilmaktadir. Diger taraftan bir uygulayici olarak lider okul
miidiirtinin ~ 6gretmenlerin  okula olan bagliliklarinin  artirilmasinda  s6z konusu liderlik = stillerinden
hangisi/hangilerini sergilemeleri hususunda 6nemli bir veri sunacaktir. Bu baglamada bu arastirmanin problem
ctimlesi su sekildedir: “Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik davranislart ile 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel baghliklart arasindaki
iliskileri inceleyen ¢alismalarin bulgular: arasinda ortak ortak noktalar var midir?”

Yontem

Bu arastirma, Tiirkiye’de egitim alaninda okul yoneticilerinin liderlik davranislariin 6gretmenlerin Grgiitsel
bagliliklar1 arasindaki iliskileri arastiran ¢aligmalari sistematik olarak incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Sistematik
incelemelerde incelenen konuya yonelik bulgular, belli bashi kriterlere gére segilmekte ve sentezlenmektedir
(Victor, 2008). Belirlenen bir arastirma sorusunun belirli se¢im kriterleri uygulandiktan sonra se¢imler yapilmasi
ve agik bir bigimde Kkanitlarin biitiinciil olarak degerlendirilmesini gerektirir. Nesnel olarak inceleme igin
sistematik bazi yollar izlenir (Higgins ve Green, 2011). Sistematik incelemelerde amag belirlenmesi, kapsamin
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tespit edilmesi, baz1 dahil edilme olgiitlerinin kullanilmasi, veri tarama yontemleri ve verilerin toplanmasi
asamalarindan olugmaktadir (Lunny, Brennan, McDonald ve McKenzie, 2016). Bu kapsamda sistematik
incelemeler sirasiyla arastirma stratejsi, dahil edilme kriteleri, tarama, verilerin toplanmasi ve tanimlanmasi,
arastirmada kullanilan ¢aligmalarin kalitelerinin ortaya konulmasi, bulgularin sentezi béliimlerinden olugmaktadir
(Davies, Morriss ve Glazebrook, 2014; EPPI-Centre, 2006; Gough, 2007; Germain ve Cummings, 2010; Karagam,
2013).

Dahil Edilme Kriteleri

Caligmada ilk olarak incelenen ¢aligmalarm 2000-2017 yilar1 arasinda, ampirik, nicel, ulusal ve uluslararasi
hakemli dergilerde yayimlanmis olmast ve {iniversiteler disindaki 6rgiin egitim kurumlarinda yapilmig olmast
oOlgiitleri konulmustur. Ayrica arastirmalarin Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde ve 6gretmen algilarina gore ¢aligilmig olmast
ve bilimsel alanda saygin kabul edilen veri tabanlarindaki makalelerin yer almasi gibi simirlandirmalar yapilmistir.
Diger taraftan tezler ve kuramsal galigmalar aragtirma diginda birakilmistir.

Arama Stratejisi ve Veri Tabanlari

Bu calismanm verileri WOS, ERIC, EBSCO, SCOPUS, ULAKBIM dizinlerinin/veri tabanlarinin
yardimlariyla sistematik derleme yontemiyle toplanmistir. Verilerin toplanmasi siirecinde Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde
yapilmis arastirmalar su arama terimleriyle arastirllmistir: “érgiitsel baghlik, érgiitsel baghlik ve liderlik iligkisi,
organizational commitment and leadership” gibi farkli kombinasyonlari igeren anahtar sozciikleri kullanilarak
yapilmistir. Baz1 dergilerde ise kendi web sayfalarmdan arastirilmistir. Aramalar Tiirkge ve Ingilizce dillerinde
yapilmistir.

Tarama

IaNTSY

Aragtirmalarin tarama siireci sonunda veri tabanlarina girilen “érgiitsel baglilik” “orgiitsel baghlik ve liderlik
iliskisi”, “organizational commitment and leadership” anahtar sozciikleri girildikten sonra ilk asamada toplam
197 makaleye ulasilmistir. Ulagilan makalelerin veritabanlarina gore dagilimi su sekildedir: SCOPUS 43 makale,
ULAKBIM 50 makale, ERIC 40 makale Web of Science 58. ikinci asamada ¢alismalarm 6z kistmlar1 detayli
bigimde okunmustur. Ugiincii asamada EPPI-Centre referans alinarak belirlenen élgiitlere gore, Tiirkiye 6rneklemi,
kuramsal ve nitel caligsmalar, tekrar eden ve alan dis1 ¢alismalar inceleme dis1 birakildiktan sonra geriye 29 makale
kalmistir. Ancak yontemleri bakimindan tekrar incelenen 29 makale arasinda orneklem, model ve kapsam
sorunlarmdan dolayi, 6 ¢aligma daha inceleme dig1 birakilmigtir. Boylece aragtirma toplam 23 makale iizerinden

yuriitilmiistir.
Arastirmalarin Niteliklerinin Tespiti

Incelenen 23 calismanin kalitesi EPPI-Centre (2006) calismasma ve Gough (2007) ve Davies vd., (2014)
tarafindan olusturulan kanitlara gore degerlendirilmistir. Bu aragtirmalari metodolojik niteligi ve konu bashgi
ilgisinin bir biitiin olarak degerlendirilmesi ise kanitlarin giiciinii ortaya koymaktadir. Bu baglamda incelenen
calismalardaki kanitlarin arastirmalarin iyi tasarlanmasi ve kullanilan 6lgme araglarinin giivenirlik, gecerlik gibi
caligmalarm yapilmis olmasi ¢alismalari kanit bakimindan giiglii hale getirmektedir. Bununla birlikte metodoloji
ve konuya gore segilen makalelerin konu baslhiklarinin yakin olmasi incelenen calismalardaki kanitlari
giiclendirmektedir. Bu bakimdan iki arastirmaci da kalite kontrol listesi hazirlayarak ¢alismalarin kalitelerine
yontemleri 1 ile 4 arasinda degerler vererek calismalar1 degerlendirmislerdir. Uyumsuzluk durumunda ise uzman
goriigiine bagvurulmustur. Buradaki amag giiglii ve zayif kanitlar1 bir arada diizenli bir bicimde sunmak, bu
calismay1 daha giivenilir hale getirmektir. Bu asamada incelenen 23 c¢alismada kalite bakimindan ¢ok yetersiz
olmadigina karar verilmistir. Daha sonra elde edilen bulgularin agik bir bigimde goriilebilmesi i¢in Microsoft
Office Excel programi yardimiyla incelemeye alinan arastirmalarin yazarlari, konulari, yontemleri, bulgulari,
giivenirlik ve bulgular1 verilmistir (Ek 1). Incelenen calismalarda kullanilan &lgeklerin giivenirlik degerleri .65 ile
.99 arasinda degismektedir. Caligmalarin biiyiik kisminda giivenirlik calismalar1 yeniden yapilmistir. Bu kapsamda
18 calismada giivenirlik degerlerine yeniden bakilmis, 3 calismada rapor edilmemis, 2 calismada ise Olgegi
gelistirenlerin giivenirlik degerleri verilmis ve 1 ¢aligmada ise hi¢bir dl¢egin giivenirligi rapor edilmemistir. Rapor
edilmeyen c¢alismalarda yontem boliimii bir biitlin olarak degerlendirilerek c¢aligmaya dahil edilmislerdir.
Caligmalarda 6rneklem biiyiikliikleri 200 ile 1112 arasindadir.

Bulgularin Sentezi
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Arastirmalarin analizi siirecinde, makaleler tek tek okunmus, kodlanmis, 6zetlenmis ve kapsamlarma gore
siniflandirilmistir. Orgiitsel baglilik ile iliskili liderlik davranislarina yonelik matrisler olusturulmustur. Bu
matrislerde orgiitsel baglilik ile iliskili olan boyutlar tek tek tespit edilmis ve temalar olusturulmustur. Daha sonra
bu iliskiler ve elde edilen temalara gore oncelikle iliskileri gdsteren tablo 1 olusturulmustur. Son agamada ise
orgiitsel baglilikla iligkili olan liderlik davraniglarina ulasilmis ve tablo 2 elde edilmistir. Arastirmaya alinan
makaleler kaynakcada inceleme alinan makaleler baslig: altinda yer verilmistir.

Bulgular
Liderlik davramslari ve orgiitsel baghhk

Bu boéliimde okul yoneticilerinin farkli liderlik davraniglarinin orgiitsel baglilikla iligkilerine dair bulgular
verilmektedir. Oncelikle liderlik davranislarinin 6rgiitsel baglilik ile olan iliskileri ortaya konulmustur (Tablo 1).
Sonraki boliimde ise orgiitsel bagliliga iligkin alt boyutlarm liderlik uygulamalari ile olan iligkileri incelenmistir.
Bu noktada amag liderlik uygulamalarmin orgiitsel baglihigin hangi 6zellikleri ile iliskili oldugunu ortaya
koymaktir.

Liderlik davramslari ile orgiitsel baghhk arasindaki iliskiler

Doéntistimei liderlik ile orgiitsel bagliligin iligkili oldugunu gosteren bes adet ¢aligma bulunmaktadir (Akan ve
Yal¢in, 2015; Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen, 2014; Bulug, 2009; Cetin ve Aydin, 2012; Kul ve Giiglii, 2010). Bu
calismalardan iki tanesinde doniisiimcii liderligin orgiitsel bagliligim bir yordayicisi oldugu ortaya konulmustur
(Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen, 2014; Kul ve Giiclii, 2010). Ug caligmada déniisiimcii liderligin 6rgiitsel baglilik
ozelliklerinden 6zdeslesme ve igsellestirme baglhiligi ile pozitif yonlii iligkili oldugu ifade edilmistir (Akan ve
Yalcin, 2015; Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen, 2014; Kul ve Giiglii, 2010). Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen (2014)
doniisiimctl, islemsel ve serbestlik taniyan liderlik arasinda %54 agiklama giicii ile orgiitsel baglilig: en yiiksek
aciklama giiciine doniisiimcii liderligin sahip oldugu, onu %15 ile islemsel liderligin izledigini ve en diisiik
diizeyde agiklama giiciine ise %! ile serbestlik taniyan liderlik davramislari oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Bunun
yaninda Kul ve Giiglii (2010) doniisiimsel liderligin orgiitsel bagliligi yordadigini, islemsel liderligin 6rgiitsel
bagliligr yordamadigini ortaya koymuslardir. Diger taraftan Akan ve Yalgin (2015) islemsel liderligin 6zdesme
bagliligi ile negatif yonde iliskili oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Bulug (2009) dontisiimcii liderlik 6zellikleriyle 6rgiitsel
baglilik arasinda pozitif yonde iligkiler bulundugunu ve bu 6zelliklerden telkinle giidiilemenin 6rgiitsel bagliligin
tek anlamli yordayicisi oldugunu gostermistir. Cetin ve Aydin (2012) calismalarinda doéniisiimeii liderlik
ozelliklerinden entelektiiel uyarimin duygusal bagliligi yordadigini ve devam baglilig: ile pozitif yonde iligkili
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Arabaci, Alaoglu ve Dogan (2014) ¢alismalarinda vizyon belirleme, ¢evresel duyarlik
gosterme, kisisel risk iistlenme, iletisim siirdiirme karizmatik liderlik 6zelliklerinin orgiitsel baghlik ile pozitif
yonde iliskili oldugunu belirmislerdir. Bulug (2009)’un ¢alismasida ideallestirilmis etki ve bireysel ilginin orgiitsel
baglililikla pozitif yonde ve anlamli iliskili oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Etik liderlik ile orgiitsel baglhlik arasinda iliski oldugunu ortaya koyan bes calisma bulunmaktadir. Bu
calismalardan dordiinde etik liderligin 6rgiitsel baghligin anlaml bir yordayicisi oldugu tespit edilirken (Ayik,
Yiicel ve Savas, 2014; Ugurlu, Sincar ve Car, 2013; Ugurlu ve Ustiiner, 2011; Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier ve
Banoglu, 2014), bir tanesinde ise anlaml1 ve pozitif yonde iligki oldugu ifade edilmistir (Ok¢u, 2014). Ugurlu ve
Ustiiner (2011) etik liderligin 6rgiitsel baghligi %14 agiklama giicii, Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cinar (2013) ise %6
aciklama giicli oldugunu ifade ederken, Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier ve Banoglu (2014) ise yiiksek diizeyde bir
yordama giicii oldugunu belirtmislerdir (f=.74). Bu ¢alismalardaki liderlik 6zelliklerinin alt boyutlarinin baglilik
ile iliskisini ortaya koyan calismalardan Ugurlu ve Ustiiner (2011) ydneticilerin etik liderlik davranislarmdan
sadece iklimsel etigin 6gretmenlerin okula bagliliginin anlamli bir yordayicisi olarak bulmuslardir. Okgu (2014)
etik liderlik davraniglarindan sadece sorumluluk boyutunun o6zdeslesme baghligini, hosgérii boyutunun
igsellestirme bagliliginin yordayicisi oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas (2014) ise yoneticilerin
davranissal etik davraniglarmin devam baglilig1 ve duygusal bagliligin giiclii yordayicilart oldugunu ve normatif
baglilikla pozitif yonde ve anlamli diizeyde iligkili oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Bunun yaninda karar vermede etigin
devam bagliligmi ve normatif bagliligi yordadigi ifade edilmistir. Benzer bi¢imde Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cinar (2013)
bicimde etik liderligin duygusal baglilig1 ve normatif baglilig1 anlamli bi¢imde yordadigini bulmuslardir.

Okul midiirlerinin paylasilan liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel baglilik davraniglarmi olumlu
diizeyde yordadigmna dair iki ¢aligmaya rastlanmistir. Her iki ¢alismada da paylasilan liderlik &gretmenlerin
duygusal ve normatif bagliliklari ile olumlu yonde iliskili oldugu bulunmustur (Uslu ve Beycioglu, 2013; Yetim,
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2016). Bu calismalardan Uslu ve Beycioglu (2013) paylasilan liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmenlerin duygusal ve
normatif bagliliklar: ile pozitif ve anlaml iligki verdigini bulmuslardir. Uslu ve Beycioglu (2013) paylasilan
liderlik davraniglarmin 6rgiitsel bagliligi %27°lik bir agiklama giicline sahip oldugunu belirtirken, Yetim (2016)
paylasilan liderlik ile 6rgiitsel baglilik arasinda anlamli ve pozitif bir iligski oldugunu gostermistir.

Okul midiirlerinin kiiltiirel liderlik davraniglarin orgiitsel baglhilikla iliskili olduguna dair iki ¢alismaya
rastlanmistir (Uygur ve Yildirim, 2011; Teyfur, 2015). Bu calismalarda okul yoneticilerinin kiiltiirel liderlik
davraniglarinin uyum baglihigini azalttig1, 6zdeslesme ve igsellestirme bagliligini artirdigini ortaya konulmustur.
Kiiltiirel liderlik davraniglarinin 6rgiitsel baglilik 6zelliklerini %9 ile %32 arasinda agikladigi ve kiiltiirel liderlik
davranislarint 6zdeslesme bagliligi ve igsellestirme bagliligini orta diizeylerde agiklama giiciine sahip oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bunun yaninda bu ¢alismalarda kiiltiirel liderlik davranislart uyum bagliligi ile anlamli ve ters yonde
iligkili oldugu %09 ile %14 arasida bir agiklama giicliniin oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglar1 6gretmenlerin bagliliklarinin yordayicisidir (Cerit, 2010;
Dogan ve Aslan, 2016). Cerit (2010) ¢alismasinda hizmetkar liderlik davranislarindan bireylere deger verme,
insanlar1 gelistirme, topluluk olusturma, otantik davranma, liderligi gelistirme, liderligi paylagsma ile orgiitsel
baglilik ile pozitif ve anlamli diizeyde iliskiler verdigini ifade etmistir. Bu iki ¢alismada hizmetkar liderligin
orgiitsel bagliligi %61 ve %69 diizeyinde bir agiklama giiciine sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bunun yaninda Dogan
ve Aslan hizmetkar liderligin normatif, duygusal ve devam bagliligini %43 ile %49 arasinda ag¢ikladigini ifade
etmislerdir.

Cokluk ve Yilmaz (2010) destekleyici liderligin orgiitsel baglilig1 pozitif yonde yordadigi, emredici liderligin
ise orgiitsel baglig azalttigmi belirtmislerdir. Benzer bigimde Yaman ve Ozer (2015) 6gretmenleri gelistiren ve
destekleyen davraniglarin ogretmenlerin oOrgiitsel bagliliklari ile pozitif ve anlamli iliskiler verdigini ifade
etmislerdir. Sama ve Kolamaz (2011) gelistirici ve destekleyici liderlik davranislari ile uyum bagliligm azaldigini,
6zdeslesme bagliligi ve igsellestirme bagliliginin arttigini géstermislerdir.

Bozkus ve Giindiiz (2016) ruhsal liderlik davraniglarmin 6gretmenlerde baglilig1 artirdigi, duygusal ve normatif
baglilig: yiiksek diizeylerde yordadigi goriilmiistiir.

iki farkli calismada degisim ve yetenek yonetimi davranislarinin 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel baghihig: ile iliskili
oldugu ortaya konulmustur. Cagrici ve Savas (2016) okulda yoneticilerin degisimi kabul ettirme ve degisim
davraniglarina yonelik davranislarini gosterme diizeyleri arttikga 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklar arttigini ifade
etmistir. Diger taraftan Aytac (2015) okul miidiirlerinin yetenek yonetimi liderlik davranislarinin orgiitsel baglilig
yordadigimi gostermistir. Bunun yaninda ayni ¢alismada yetenek yonetimi 6zelliklerinden stratejik yetenek ve
baskalariyla birlikte calismanin orgiitsel baglhiligin 6nemli yordayicilari oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Tablo 1. Orgiitsel Baghlik ya da Alt Boyutlarm1 Yordayan Liderlik Yaklasimlar: ve Modelleri

Yordayici liderlik yaklasimlar: ve modelleri Kaynaklar
Degisim liderligi Cagrici ve Savas (2016)
Bagkalariyla birlikte ¢alisma, Aytag (2015)
Stratejik yetenek
Destekleyici ve gelistirici liderlik Cokluk ve Yilmaz (2010)
Sama ve Kolamaz (2011)
Telkinle giidiileme Bulug (2009)
O Bireysel ilgi, entelektiiel uyarim Cetin ve Aydin (2012)
> R, Kul ve Giiglii (2010)
<DE Déniistimei liderlik Bektas, Cogaltay ve S6kmen (2014)
% Akan ve Yalcin (2015)
> Davranissal etik, karar vermede etik Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas (2014)

Etik davraniglar

Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cinar (2013)

iklimsel etik

Ugurlu ve Ustiiner (2011)

Etik liderlik davraniglari

Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier ve Banoglu
(2014)

Sorumluluk, hosgorii

Okcu (2014)

Bireylere deger verme, insanlar1 gelistirme, otantik
davranma

Cerit, Y. (2010)
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Hizmetkar liderlik

Dogan ve Aslan (2016)

Kiiltiirel liderlik Uygur ve Yildirim (2011)
Teyfur (2015)
Paylagilan liderlik Uslu ve Beycioglu (2013)
Ruhsal liderlik Bozkus ve Giindiiz (2016)
Orgiitsel baghhkla iligkili liderlik yaklasimlar ve Kaynaklar
modelleri
Destekleyici ve gelistirici liderlik Yaman ve Ozer (2015)
Déniigiimeii liderlik Bulug (2009)
d Déniistimcii liderlik Cetin ve Aydin (2012)
£ Déniisiimeii liderlik Akan ve Yal¢in (2015)
é Karizmatik Arabaci, Alanoglu ve Dogan (2014)
= Igtik liderlik Okgu (2014)
Ogretim liderligi Yaman ve Ozer (2015)
Paylagilan liderlik Yetim (2016)

Liderlik Davramslar ile Orgiitsel Baghhgin Alt Boyutlar1 Arasindaki iliskiler
Uyum Bagliig ile Tlgili iliskiler

Bes farkli calismada uyum bagliligi ile farkli liderlik davraniglari arasinda anlamli ve ters yonde iliski olduguna
dair bulgular bulunmaktadir (Kul ve Giiglii, 2010; Okgu, 2014; Sama ve Kolamaz, 2011; Teyfur, 2015; Uygur ve
Yildirim, 2011). Bu ¢alismalarda destekleyici liderlik, kiiltiirel liderlik, etik liderlik boyutlari olan hosgorii, adalet,
sorumluluk, diiriistliik, demokratik davranislar ile uyum baglilig1 ve doniisiimcii liderlik ile uyum bagliligi arasinda
anlamli ve ters yonde iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Bunlarin yaninda Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen (2014)
calismasinda serbestlik taniyan liderlik ve siirdiiriimcii liderlik ile uyum baglhiligi pozitif yonde ve anlamli olarak
iligkili bulunmustur. Bu c¢alismalarin aksine Akan ve Yalgin (2015) galismasinda doniisiimcii ve serbest birakict
liderlik ile uyum bagliligi arasinda anlamli bir iliski olmadigimi belirtmistir. Uyum bagliliginin azalmasi
ogretmenlerin yiizeysel davranislarinin azaldigini ve okullarina daha giiglii baglandiklarini gdstermektedir.

Devam Baghhg ile ilgili iliskiler

incelenen yedi farkli ¢alismada devam baghligr ile liderlikte farkli davranislarin anlamli ve pozitif yonde
iliskileri olduguna dair bulgular bulunmaktadir (Arabaci, Alanoglu ve Dogan, 2014; Aytag, 2015; Bozkus ve
Giindiiz, 2016; Cetin ve Aydin, 2012; Cokluk ve Yilmaz, 2010; Dogan ve Aslan, 2016). Destekleyici liderlik,
hizmetkar liderlik ruhsal liderlik, yetenek yonetimi liderligi boyutlarindan stratejik yetenek ve basaklariyla birlikte
calisma ile devam bagliligi arasinda ve karizmatik liderlik, karar vermede etik ve doniisiimcii liderlik
boyutlarindan ilham verici motivasyon, bireysel ilgi ve entelektiiel uyarim ile devam baglilig1 arasinda anlamli ve
pozitif yonde iliskiler oldugu bulunmustur. Bunlarla birlikte bu bulgularin aksine ii¢ ¢calismada ise devam bagliligt
ile liderlik davranislari arasinda bir iligki olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Bunlar 6gretim liderligi, paylasilan liderlik ve
etik liderliktir (Uslu ve Beycioglu, 2013; Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cinar, 2013; Yaman ve Ozer, 2015). Devam baglilig
bazi zorunluluklardan dolayr okula baglanma oldugundan, liderlik davraniglarmin bu zorunlu baglilig:
giiclendirdigi ifade edilebilir.

Ozdeslesme veya I¢sellestirme Baghhg

Incelenen yedi farkli calismada farkli liderlik davramlarin 6gretmenlerin 6zdeslesme ve iglestirme baglilig
ile anlamli ve pozitif yonlii iliskili olduguna dair bulgular bulunmaktadir. Bunlar destekleyici liderlik, kiiltiirel
liderlik, etik liderlik, doniigtimcii liderliktir. (Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen, 2014; Kul ve Gii¢li, 2010; Okgu, 2014;
Sama ve Kolamaz, 2011; Teyfur, 2015; Uygur ve Yildirim, 2011). Bunlarin yaninda islemsel liderlik ile ilgili iki
calisma igsellestirme baglilig1 ile anlamli ve pozitif iliski oldugunu gostermektedir (Bektas, Cogaltay ve S6kmen,
2014; Kul ve Giiclii, 2010). iki farkli ¢alismada ise siirdiiriimcii liderlik ile 6zdeslesme arasindaki iliskiye dair
celiskili bulgular bulunmaktadir (Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen, 2014; Akan ve Yal¢in, 2015).
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Duygusal ve Normatif Baghhk

Incelenen alt1 farkli calismada farkli liderlik davramislarinin duygusal ve normatif baglilikla pozitif ve anlamli
iligkileri olduguna dair bulgular bulunmaktadir (Arabaci, Alanoglu ve Dogan, 2014; Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas, 2014;
Bozkus ve Giindiiz, 2016; Dogan ve Aslan, 2016; Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cinar, 2013; Uslu ve Beycioglu, 2013). Bunlar
hizmetkar liderlik, paylasilan liderlik, ruhsal liderlik, karizmatik liderlik, etik liderlik davraniglaridir. Bunun
yaninda bireysel ilgi ve entelektiiel uyarim ile duygusal baglilik arasinda pozitif ve anlaml iligki, doniisiimcii
liderlik ile normatif baglilik arasinda pozitif ve anlamli iligki oldugu bulunmustur (Cetin ve Aydin, 2012). Cokluk
ve Yilmaz (2010) destekleyici liderlik ile duygusal baglilik arasinda pozitif ve anlamli, emredici liderlik ile
duygusal baglilik arasinda negatif ve anlaml iliski bulmuslardir.

Farkl1 liderlik davranislarinin o6rgiitsel baglilik alt boyutlartyla olan iliskiler karsilikli nedensellik baglaminda
degerlendirilmektedir. Calismalardaki iligkileri ortaya koyan bulgular neden sonug iliskisi ortaya koymamakla
birlikte bazi tahminler yapmaya izin vermektedir. Bu baglamda dair bazi sonuglara ulasilabilir. Okul
yoneticilerinin bireylerin desteklendigi, ortak degerlere vurgu yapilan, isbirligi ve iletisimin gii¢lii oldugu
ortamlarda Ogretmenlerin uyum baghliklar1 azalmaktadir, Diger bir ifadeyle &gretmenler daha az yiizeysel
davranislar gostermektedirler. Bunun yaninda 6gretmenlerin devam bagliliklar1 artmaktadir. Yoneticilerin bu
liderlik davranislar1 6gretmenleri kurumlarinda kalmaya zorlamaktadir. Bununla birlikte okul ydneticilerinin
bireysel ilgileri, ortak vizyon ve amaglar olusturmaya ¢aligmalari, is birligi ve giiven kiiltiiriinii desteklemeleri ve
rol model olmalartyla birlikte 6gretmenlerin 6zdeslesme, igsellestirme, duygu ve normatif bagliliklarmin artacag:
ifade edilebilir.

Tablo 2. Ogretmenlerin Orgiitsel Baglihigini Yordayan Lider Miidiir Davranislar

Liderlik davramslari Kaynaklar

Ortak amag ve vizyon olusturma Cagric1 ve Savas (2016), Bulug (2009), Kul ve Giiglii (2010), Bektas,
Cogaltay ve Sokmen (2014), Akan ve Yal¢in (2015), Dogan ve Aslan
(2016) Cerit (2010), Bozkus ve Giindiiz (2016).

Isbirligi kiiltiirii Aytac (2015), Okgu (2014), Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas (2014,) Cerit (2010),
Dogan ve Aslan (2016)

Tletisim ve etkilesimi artirma Bulug (2009), Sama ve Kolamaz (2011), Cokluk ve Yilmaz (2010),
Okgu (2014), Cerit (2010), Uslu ve Beycioglu (2013)

Bireysel ilgi gosterme ve deger Bulug (2009), Cetin ve Aydin (2012), Kul ve Giiglii (2010), Bektas,

verme Cogaltay ve Sokmen (2014), Akan ve Yalgin (2015), Cerit (2010),
Dogan ve Aslan (2016)

Destekleyici ve gelistirici Cokluk ve Yilmaz (2010), Sama ve Kolamaz (2011), Cerit (2010),

davranislar gosterme Dogan ve Aslan (2016)

Adalet, saygi ve giiven temelli Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas (2014), Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cmar (2013), Ugurlu

¢alisma kiiltiirii olugturma ve Ustiiner (2011), Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier ve Banoglu (2014), Ok¢u

(2014) Cerit (2010), Teyfur (2015), Ugurlu ve Ustiiner (2011)
Kontrol ve sorumlulugu ¢alisanlar Uslu ve Beycioglu (2013), Yetim (2016)
arasinda paylasma
Okulda ortak deger ve semboller Bulug (2009), Cetin ve Aydin (2012), Uygur ve Yildirim (2011), Bozkus

olusturma ve Giindiiz (2016), Ugurlu ve Ustiiner (2011)

Degisimi yonetme ve siirdiirme Cagric1 ve Savas (2016), Cetin ve Aydin (2012), Bulug (2009), Kul ve
Giiglii (2010), Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen (2014), Akan ve Yal¢in
(2015)

Biitiin bu aragtirma bulgular1 bir arada diisiiniildiigiinde 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklarini iizerinde etkili
olabilecek bazi liderlik davraniglar1 ve davranislar1 su sekilde ifade edilebilir (Tablo 2): okulda ortak amag ve
vizyon olusturma, isbirligi kiiltlirii, iletisim ve etkilesimi artirma, bireylere ilgi gosterme ve deger verme,
destekleyici ve gelistirici davranislar gosterme, okulda adalet, saygi ve giiven temelli ¢aligma kiiltiirii olusturma,
kontrol ve sorumlulugu paylasma, okulda degisimi yonetme ve siirdiirmedir.
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Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Bu arastirmada alanyazinda belirli kriterlere gore segilen ¢alismalarda okul yoneticilerinin hangi tiir liderlik
davraniglarinin 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklar1 {izerinde potansiyel olarak etkili oldugunu ortaya koymak
amaglanmistir. Bu baglamda incelenen arastirmalardaki ortak bulgulara goére, okul miidiirlerinin farkl: tiirlerdeki
liderlik davraniglarin1 daha fazla sergilemeleriyle birlikte G6gretmenlerin okullarina olan baglhiliklarmimn arttigi
sonucuna ulagilmistir. Mathieu ve Zazac’in (1990) orgiitsel bagliligin kokenlerine ve sonuglarma iligkin meta-
analiz ¢calismasinda, drgiitsel ve kisisel dzelliklerin, lider-grup iliskilerinin 6rgiitsel bagliligin temelini olusturdugu
kaniti bu sonucu destekler niteliktedir. Benzer sekilde Cowden, Cummings ve Profetto-Mcgrath (2011)
yoneticilerin liderlik davraniglariyla hemsirelerin isten kalma niyeti ve bagliliklart arasindaki iliskiye yonelik
sistematik incelemesinde, doniisiimcii liderlik, destekleyici ¢alisma ortamlarmin hemsirelerin iste kalma niyetini
ve bagliligint artirdigimi belirlemislerdir. Bununla birlikte arastirmada iligkisel liderligin hemsirelerin goreve
devam etme niyetlerini, ¢alisma ortamlarinin kalitesini ve bagliliklarini artirdigimi saptanmistir. Buna karsin Choi
ve Tang (2009), sistematik derleme g¢aligmalarinda ogretmenlerin baghligini azaltan faktorler arasinda okul
miidiirlerinin 6zerklik tanimamasi, igbirliginin zayiflig1, 6grenme firsatlarmin ve karara katilimin saglanmamasi
gibi durumlari saymistir. Bu sonug okul liderlerinin 6gretmenlerin okullarina bagliliklari lizerinde etkili oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Aragtirmalarda yaygin olarak calisilan konular; liderlik davraniglari okulda ortak amag ve vizyon olusturma, is
birligi kiiltiirii olusturma, iletisim ve etkilesimi artirma, bireylere ilgi gosterme ve deger verme, destekleyici ve
gelistirici davraniglar gosterme, okulda adalet, saygi ve giiven temelli ¢alisma kiiltiirii olusturma, kontrol ve
sorumlulugu paylasma, okulda degisimi yonetme ve siirdiirme olarak tespit edilmistir. Bu baglamda bu degiskenler
bir biitiin olarak diisiiniildigiinde insan odakli davraniglarm orgiitsel baglilig1 giiclendirme potansiyeli tasidigi
ifade edilebilir. Diger taraftan bu calismada 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklar ile derecesine gore sirasiyla
donisiimetl liderlik, hizmetkar liderlik ve etik liderlik davranislarinin aragtirmada ele alman diger liderlik
yaklasimlarma gore daha giiglii iliskiler verdigi ve 6nemli yordayicilar1 oldugu goriilmistiir. Meyer, Stanley,
Herscovitch ve Topolnytsky (2002) orgiitsel bagliligin boyutlarindan duygusal, devam ve normatif bagliliklarmin
sonuglar1 ve onciilleri tizerine yaptiklari meta analiz ¢alismasinda da orgiitsel baglilik ile orgiitsel adalet ve
doniisimcii liderlik arasinda giiglii iliskilerin oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Cummings ve arkadaslarinin (2010)
sistematik derleme galigsmalarinda yoneticilerin iliskisel ve doniisiimsel liderlik becerilerinin saglik kuruluslarinda
calisan hemsirelerin is birligi igerisinde ¢alismalarmi, bagliliklarmi ve motivasyonlarini olumlu yonde etkiledigi
sonucuna ulagilmistir. Jackson, Meyer ve Wang (2013) liderlik, baglilik ve kiiltiir arasindaki iligkileri inceledikleri
calismalarinda duygusal ve normatif bagliligin dontisiimcii ve karizmatik liderlik ile pozitif iliskili, serbest birakici
liderlik ile negatif iligkili oldugunu saptamislardir.

Okul Yoneticilerine Yonelik Cikarimlar

Okul yoneticilerinin 6gretmenlerle birebir iliskiler kurmalari, ¢alisanlarla biz duygusu olusturmalari ve okul
kadrosunun giivenini kazanmalarinin 6gretmenlerin bagliliklarini artiracagi sdylenebilir. Bu bakimdan kimsenin
dislanmadigi, herkesin deger gordiigiinii hissettigi isbirligi, destek ve giivenin oldugu bir okul kiiltiirii anlayisinin
gelistirilmesinin 6nemlidir. Dolayisiyla okul miidiirlerinin liderlik davraniglarin1 gelistirme ve bu paralelde
egitimler almalari nitelikli iliskiler gelistirmeleri bakimindan 6nerilebilir.

Bu calismada okul yoneticilerinin iliski odakli liderlik davranislarmin 6gretmen orgiitsel bagliligini potansiyel
olarak gelistirme giiciine sahip oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu baglamda teoriye katki sagladig: diisiiniilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte bu ¢alismada bazi smirliklar bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle ¢aligma yalmzca Tiirkiye drneklemi
incelenmistir. Calismalar iliskisel oldugundan dolayr neden sonu¢ baglaminda yorumlari yapmay:
zorlagtirmaktadir ve genellenebilirligi zayiflatmaktadir. Bunun yaninda arastirma veri tabanlarindan ulasilabilen
calismalarla smirlidir.

Okul midiirlerinin liderlik davraniglarindaki farkli ériintiilerin 6gretmenlerin bagliliklar ile iliskili oldugunu
bircok c¢aligma gostermektedir. Bu baglamda liderlik ve baglilik arasindaki iliskiyi gili¢lendirecek araci
degiskenlerle caligmalar genisletilebilir. Diger taraftan neden-sonug iliskilerini test eden arastirmalar planlanabilir.
Diger taraftan aragtirma tezlerle yinelenebilir. Uluslararasi alanyazin incelenerek ¢alismalar genisletilebilir.
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31.
Ek 1. Arastirmada incel makalelere iliskin 6zet bulgular
No  Yazarlar Katihmeilar Olgme araglan- boyutlar Giivenirlik Analiz Bulgular Istatistik
Cronbach a yontemi
1 Cagrici ve Savas (2016) 252 Degisim liderligi .95 Korelasyon Okul midiirlerinin degisim liderligi davranislar 6gretmenlerin -~ r=.42
ilkogretim Liderin degisimi kabul ettirme davranis Regresyon orgiitsel bagliligim yordamaktadir. R?=.225
Ogretmeni Liderin degisim uygulamalari davranist p=431
Orgiitsel baglhhk .89
2 Sama ve Kolamaz (2011) 180 Destekleyici ve gelistirici liderlik yaklasimlar .92 (orijinal dlgek  Korelasyon Okul yoneticilerinin destekleyici liderlik ve gelistirici liderlik =-27
ilkogretim ve rapor edilmis). Regresyon ozellikleri uyum bagliligi ile negatif yonde iliskilidir. r=-.30
ortadgretim Ozdeslesme bagliligim destekleyici liderlik ve gelistirici
Ogretmeni liderlik yordamaktadur. R?=.45
Orgiitsel baglilik .79 ile .93 arasi r=.66/r=.63
Uyum, Ozdeslesme, Igsellestirme rapor edilmistir. Igsellestirme baglihgim destekleyici liderlik ve gelistirici
liderlik yordamaktadir. R?=.30
r=.53/r=.53
3 Cokluk ve Yilmaz (2010) 200 ilkokul  Liderlik davramslari Rapor edilmemis. Korelasyon Destekleyici liderlik orgiitsel baglilig1 yordamaktadur. (R?=.24)
Ogretmeni Yonlendirici liderlik davranislar Regresyon Destekleyici liderlik ile duygusal baglilik artar. (R?=.23)
Emredici liderlik davranislart Destekleyici liderlik ile siirekli baglilik ters iliskilidir. (R?=.09)
Orgiitsel baglilik Emredici liderlik drgiitsel baghlik ile ters yonde iliskilidir ve  (R?*=.22)
Duygusal baglilik, Siirekli baglilik yordamaktadir.
Emredici liderlik ile duygusal baghlik ters yonde iliskilidir ve ~ (R?=.23)
yordayicidir.
Emredici liderlik ile siirekli bagllik ters yonde iliskilidir ve  (R?=.07)
yordayicidir.
4 Cerit, Y. (2010) 563 ilkokul  Hizmetkar liderlik .98 Korelasyon Bireylere deger verme, insanlart gelistirme, topluluk  r=.63-.80
Ogretmeni Bireylere deger verme, insanlari gelistirme Regresyon olusturma, otantik davranma, liderligi gelistirme, liderligi
Topluluk olusturma, Otantik davranma .88-.92, paylagma ile orgiitsel baglilik pozitif yonde iliskilidir.
Liderligi gelistirme, Liderligi paylasma Bireylere deger verme, insanlart gelistirme ve otantik
Orgiitsel baglilik 91 davraniglar gosterme orgiitsel baglilig yordar. p=.20, =47,
Hizmetkar liderlik davranisi orgiitsel bagliligi yordar. p=45
(R?=.69)
5 Dogan ve Aslan (2016) 336 6zel  Hizmetkar liderlik .98 Tanmimlayict Hizmetkar liderlik ile duygusal baglilik, devam baglihigi ve  r=.66-.70
egitim Orgiitsel adanmuslik .85 Korelasyon normatif baglilik arasinda pozitif yonlii iligki vardir.
uygulama ve  Duygusal baglilik, Devam bagliligt Regresyon Hizmetkar liderlik duygusal baglilig1 yordar. (R?=.43)
bilim  sanat  Normatif baglilik .93-.89 Hizmetkar liderlik devamlilik bagliligim yordar. (R?=.44)
merkezi Hizmetkar liderlik normatif baglilhig: yordar. (R?=.49)
Ogretmenleri Hizmetkar liderlik 6rgiitsel adanmisligi yordar. (R?=.61)
6 Yaman ve Ozer (2015) 378 ortaokul  Ogretim liderligi .97 Tamimlayici Ogretim liderligi davramiglar 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel baghhk  r=.14
Ogretmeni Orgiitsel baglhihk .90 Korelasyon davranislari ile pozitif yonde iligkilidir.
Ogretim liderligi ile tek anlamli iliski veren orgiitsel baghhk — r=.24

boyutu normatif bagliliktir.

r=.19
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Ogretmenlerin  desteklenmesi ve gelistirilmesi davranisi
ogretmen baghligmni en yiiksek diizeyde iliskili olan 6gretim
liderligi boyutudur.

Ek 1. Devami
7 Uygur ve Yildirim (2011) 402 Kiiltiirel liderlik .94 Tammlayici Okul miidiirlerinin kiiltiirel liderlik rolleri ile uyum baghlign ~ (r?=.14)
ilkogretim Orgiitsel baglilik Korelasyon ters yonde iliskilidir ve yordanmaktadur.

Ogretmeni Uyum, Ozdeslesme, I¢sellestirme .79-.93  (orijinal Okul miidiirlerinin kiiltiirel liderlik rolleri ile 6zdeslesme ve — (r?=.32)
¢alismadaki igsellestirme ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir ve yordayicidir. (r’=.24)
degerler)

8 Teyfur (2015) 530 ortaokul  Kiiltiirel liderlik .92 Tanimlayici Okul miidiirlerinin kiiltiirel liderlik rolleri ile uyum baghlizn  (r?=.09)

Ogretmeni Orgiitsel baglilik Nedensel ters yonde iliskilidir ve yordanmaktadir.

Uyum, Ozdeslesme, Igsellestirme .79-93  (orijinal  kargilagtrma Okul miidiirlerinin kiiltiirel liderlik rolleri ile 6zdeslesme ve — (r?=.15)
¢alismadaki Korelasyon igsellestirme ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir ve yordayicidir. (r’=.21)
degerler)

9 Uslu ve Beycioglu (2013) 324 Paylagilan liderlik .92 Tammlayici Okul miidiirlerinin paylagilan liderlik rolleri orgiitsel baghilik  (r?=.27)
ilkogretim Orgiitsel Baghlik Nedensel davramist ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir ve paylasilan liderlik

Ogretmeni Duygusal baglilik, Devam bagliligt karsilagtirma agiklayicidir.

Normatif baglilik 77 Korelasyon Duygusal baghlik ve normatif baglilik paylasilan liderlik ile  r=.52

pozitif yonde iligkilidir. r=.53
10 Yetim (2016) 473 Dagitimet liderlik Rapor edilmemis Korelasyonel Okul miidirlerinin dagitimer  liderlik  davraniglant  ile  r=.73
ilkogretim Orgiitsel baglilik ogretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklar pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Ogretmeni

11 Bozkus ve Giindiiz (2016) 333 ilkokul,  Ruhsal liderlik .94 Korelasyonel Ruhsal liderlik orgiitsel bagliligi pozitif olarak yordamaktadir. ~ p=.23
ortaokul  ve  Orgiitsel baglilik 58-.79 (Uyarlama  Yapisal esitlik  Ruhsal liderlik duygusal baglihgi, devam baghligimi ve

lise 6gretmeni ~ Duygusal baglilik, Normatif baglilik yapilan modeli normatif baglihig: pozitif yonde yordamaktadir. p=.39, p=27

Devam baglihigi caligmadan rapor) =37

12 Aytag (2015) 402 lise  Yetenek yonetimi liderligi .87 Korelasyon Yetenek yonetimi alt boyutlari orgiitsel baghlik ile iliskilidir. r=.17-91

Ogretmeni Bagkalaryla birlikte ¢aligma, Degerler Regresyon Stratejik yetenek degiskeni orgiitsel bagliligi yordar.

Kisisel nitelikler, Stratejik yetenek Bagkalariyla birlikte ¢alisma degiskeni Orgiitsel baghilign =53

Orgiitsel baglilik 85 yordar. B=.40

Duygusal baglilik, Normatif baglilik Kisisel nitelikler, baskalariyla birlikte ¢alisma ve degerler

Devam baghlig birlikte duygusal bagliligi pozitif yonlii yordar. (R%=.90)

Stratejik yetenek ve basgkalariyla birlikte g¢alisma birlikte
devam bagliligini yordar (R*=.12)
Stratejik yetenek normatif baghlig1 yordar.
p=86
13 Arabaci, Alanoglu ve Dogan (2014) 217 Karizmatik Liderlik .94 Tanmimlayict Okul miidirlerinin  karizmatik liderlik ~ozellikleri ile  r=.19
ilkogretim ve  Vizyon belirleme, Cevresel duyarlilik gosterme, Korelasyon ogretmenlerin orgiitsel baghilig pozitif yonde iligkilidir.

ortadgretim Sira dis1 davranislar sergileme Vizyon belirleme, g¢evresel duyarlik gosterme, kisisel risk — r=.14-.20

Odgretmeni Kisisel risk iistlenme, istlenme, iletisim ve siirdiirme boyutlar orgiitsel baglilik ile

duyarlilik, Mevcut durumu siirdiirmeme pozitif yonde iligkilidir.

Orgiitsel baglhihk .85 Karizmatik liderlik en yiiksek iliskiyi duygusal ve devam

Duygusal baghilik, Normatif baglilik bagliligi boyutlan ile vermektedir. Normatif baglilikla daha  r=.20-.23

Devam baglilig

diisiik diizeylerde iliski vermistir.
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Ek 1. Devami
14 Ayik, Yiicel ve Savas (2014) 267  ilkokul  Etik liderlik .98 Tammlayici Okul yoneticilerinin etik liderlik davranislari ile 6gretmenlerin =~ r=.51
Ogretmeni Tletisimsel etik, iklimsel etik, karar vermede etik, ~ .92-.96 Korelasyon orgiitsel bagliliklar pozitif yonde iliskilidir.
davranissal etik Regresyon Etik liderlik ile orgiitsel bagliligin biitiin alt boyutlar arasinda  r=.27-.51
Orgiitsel baglilik 91 pozitif yonlii iliskiler bulunmaktadir.
Duygusal bagliligi, devam baghligi, normatif .76-.83 Davramgsal etik duygusal bagliligin yordayicisidir. p=.55
baglilik Davramssal etik devam bagliliginin yordayicisidir. p=.90
Karar vermede etik devam bagliliginin yordayicisidir. p=-.29
Davramssal etik normatif baghihigimin yordayicisidir. Karar =59
verme etik normatif bagliliginin yordayicisidir. p=-.29
15 Ugurlu, Sincar ve Cinar (2013) 195 Etik liderlik .97 Tammlayici Etik liderlik davramslan ile orgiitsel baghlk pozitif yénde  (R?=.058)
ortadgretim Orgiitsel baglilik .76 Regresyon iliskilidir ve etik liderlik yordayicidir.
Ogretmeni Duygusal baglilik, normatif baglhilik ve devam  (orijinal Etik liderlik duygusal baglhligi ve normatif bagliligi yordar. (R?=.037)
bagliligi ¢alismadan rapor) (R?=.057)
16 Ugurlu ve Ustiiner (2011) 1112 ilkokul,  Etik liderlik .98 Regresyon Yonetici etik liderlik davramslari dgretmenlerin orgiitsel ~ R?=.14
ortaokul ~ ve iletisimsel etik, iklimsel etik, karar vermede etik,  .89-.98 baghliklarimn yordayicidir.
lise 6gretmeni  davramssal etik Yonetsel etik davraniglarindan sadece iklimsel etik orgitsel — f=.21
Orgiitsel baglilik 73 bagliliginin bir acgiklayicisidir.
Duygusal baglilik, devam baghlig, normatif .73-.86 (Orijinal
baglilik uyarlama  sonucu
rapor edilmis)
17 Madenoglu, Uysal, Sarier ve Banoglu 940 lise  Etik liderlik .99 Regresyon Okul miidirlerinin etik liderlik davranislar dgretmenlerin =~ p=.74
(2014) Ogretmeni Tletisimsel etik, iklimsel etik, karar vermede etik, bagliligim yordamaktadir.
davramissal etik
Orgiitsel baglihik .98
18 Okgu (2014) 590 Etik liderlik .97 Korelasyon Etik liderlik boyutlart olan Hosgorii, adalet, sorumluluk,  r=-.12/-.22
ortadgretim Hosgorii, adalet, sorumluluk,  diristlik, .82-.94 Regresyon diiriistliik, demokrasi ile Uyum arasinda negatif yonlii iliskiler
Ogretmeni demokrasi 91 bulunmaktadir
Orgiitsel baglilik Etik liderlik boyutlari olan Hosgorii, adalet, sorumluluk, r=.21/.37
Uyum, Ozdeslesme, I¢sellestirme .82-.93 diiriistliik, demokrasi ile Ozdeslesme ve igsellestirme ile
pozitif yonlii iliskiler bulunmaktadir.
Sorumluluk boyutu 6zdeslesme boyutunu yordar. p=26
Hosgorii boyutu igsellestirme boyutunu yordar. p=.08
Etik  liderlik davramslari  uyum boyutunu (yiizeysel
davramiglar) yordanmamaktadir.
19 Bulug (2009) 250 Cok faktorli liderlik .94 Korelasyon Liderlik ~stillerinden Ideallestirilmis  etki (davranis),
ilkogretim Déniisiimeii ~ liderlik:  Ideallestirilmis  etki  .65-.86 Regresyon ideallestirilmis etki (atfedilen), telkinle giidiileme, entelektiiel — r=.43-r=.64
Ogretmeni (davramig), ideallestirilmis etki (atfedilen), uyarim, bireysel destek, kosullu &diil ile orgitsel baglilik
telkinle giidiileme, entelektiiel uyarim, bireysel arasinda pozitif yonde iliskiler bulunmaktadir.
destek Telkinle giidiileme 6rgiitsel baghligin bir yordayicisidir.
islemsel liderlik: Kosullu o6diil, Istisnalarla .69 p=.88
yonetim (aktif), istisnalarla yonetim (pasif), .41-.81
Serbestlik taniyan liderlik
Orgiitsel baglhihk .93
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Ek 1. Devami
20 Cetin ve Aydin (2012) 465 Déniistimsel liderlik .98 Tammlayici Okul ydneticilerinin bireysel ilgi ve zihinsel tesvik davramiglart ~ R?=.30
ortadgretim ilham verici motivasyon, Ideal etki, Bireysel ilgi, Korelasyon opretmenlerdeki  duygusal ~ baghlizn  yordamaktadir.
Ogretmeni Zihinsel tesvik Regresyon Yoneticilerin doniisiimsel liderlik 6zelliklerinden ilham verici
Orgiitsel baglilik .78 motivasyon, bireysel ilgi ve zihinsel tesvik ile dgretmenlerin
Duygusal baglilik, normatif bagllik, devam devam baghligr arasinda anlamli iliskiler vardir. Yoneticilerin
baglilig bireysel ilgileri ile 6gretmenlerin normatif bagliliklan arasinda
anlamli iliskiler ortaya ¢ikmustir.
21 Kul ve Giiglii (2010) 291 beden  Cok faktorlii liderlik Rapor edilmemis Tammlayici Okul yoneticilerinin doniisiimeii liderlik ozellikleri ile uyum — r=-.34
egitimi Déniisiimeii liderlik, Islemsel liderlik Korelasyon bagllig negatif yonde iliskilidir.
Ogretmeni Orgiitsel baglilik Regresyon Okul yoneticilerinin - doniisimeti  liderlik o6zellikleri ile  r=.51
Uyum, Ozdeslesme, I¢sellestirme 6zdeslesme pozitif yonde iliskilidir.
Okul yoneticilerinin  doniisimeti  liderlik ~ozellikleri ile  r=.80
igsellestirme baglilig1 pozitif yonde iliskilidir.
Dontisimeti  liderlik ~ orgiitsel ~ baghligin -~ anlamli  bir  $=.39
yordayicisidir.
Islemsel liderlik igsellestirme baghlig ile pozitif yoénde — r=.72
iligkilidir
islemsel liderlik orgiitsel baglihg yordayic degildir.
22 Bektas, Cogaltay ve Sokmen (2014) 296 Cok faktorlii liderlik .95 Tammlayici Doniigtimeti liderlik ile 6zdeslesme ve igsellestirme arasinda  r=.67-r=.50
ilkogretim Déniistimeti liderlik, Stirdiirimeii liderlik .76-.98 Korelasyon pozitif yonlii iliski vardir.
Ogretmeni Serbestlik tantyan liderlik Regresyon Doniistimeti  liderlik ile orgiitsel baglilik pozitif yonde
iligkilidir. r=.54
Orgiitsel baglilik .90 Orgiitsel bagliligi doniisiimcii liderlik en yiiksek diizeyde — R%=.30
Uyum, Ozdeslesme, Igsellestirme .88-.90 yordar.
Orgiitsel baglig1 en az serbestlik taniyan liderlik yordar. R?=.01
Orgiitsel baglilig: siirdiiriimcii liderlik yordar. R?=.15
Siirdiriimetii liderlik ile baghlik alt boyutlari iliskilidir. r=.15-r=.44
Serbestlik taniyan liderlik ile uyum baglilig: iligkilidir. r=.43
23 Akan ve Yal¢in (2015) 515 ilkokul,  Liderlik stilleri Rapor edilmemis Tammlayict Doniistimeii liderlik ile 6zdeslesme ve igsellestirme arasinda  r=.39-r=.46
ortaokul  ve  Doniisiimeii liderlik, Stirdiiriimcii liderlik Korelasyon pozitif yonlii iliski vardir.
lise 6gretmeni  Serbest birakici liderlik Regresyon Déoniistimetii liderlik ile uyum boyutu arasinda anlamli bir iliski
Orgiitsel baglilik .90 yoktur.
Uyum, Ozdeslesme, I¢sellestirme .85-.93 Stirdiriimeti liderlik ile 6zdeslestirme bagliligr arasinda negatif — r=-.13
yonde anlamli iligki vardir.
Serbest birakici liderlik ile ozdeslestirme ve igsellestirme — r=-.15,r=-.19
boyutlar1 arasinda negatif yonde anlamli bir iligki vardir.
Uyum boyutu ile iligki yoktur.
Doniigtimeti liderlik 6zdeslesme bagliligini pozitif yonde — f=.24
yordar.
Doniigtimeii liderlik igsellestirme baghligini pozitif yonde — p=.22

yordar
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