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Bilgi Zengini Ortaokullar, Yenilik¢i Ogretmenler: Bilgi Yonetimi Yenilikei
Davranslar Icin Gerekli Mi?

Mehmet DURNALI™
! Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit Universitesi, Eregli Egitim Fakiiltesi, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii, Tiirkiye

> . L . —_— Makale Bilgileri
Ozet: Okullarda bilginin etkin ydnetimi ve bu siirecin ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i akale Brigllert

davramiglari tizerindeki etkisi giderek daha kritik bir hale gelmektedir. Aragtirmamizin Arastirma Makalesi
amaci, ortaokullarda gérev yapan égretmenlerin okullarindaki bilgi yonetimi egilimi
ile sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranis diizeylerini belirlemek; bu iki degisken arasindaki
iliskiyi incelemek ve bilgi yonetimi egiliminin yenilik¢i davranis tizerindeki yordayici 04/09/2024
giictinii analiz etmektir. Arastirma, 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Zonguldak ilinin Kabul Tarihi
merkez il¢esinde bulunan kamu ortaokullarinda gorev yapan 212 ogretmenden elde

edilen verilerle yiiriitiilmiistiir. Veriler, “Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi” ve ‘“Yenilik¢i 27/12/2025
Davranis” olcekleri kullanilarak toplanmistir. Analiz siirecinde; aritmetik ortalama,
standart sapma, Pearson korelasyon katsayisi ile basit ve ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon
tekniklerinden yararlamilmistir. Bulgular, ortaokullarda bilgi ydonetimi egiliminin Bilgi yonetimi,
yiiksek; dgretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranis diizeylerinin ise orta diizeyde oldugunu
ortaya koymugtur. Ayrica, bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile yenilik¢i davranis arasinda gii¢lii
ve pozitif yonde anlamly bir iliski tespit edilmistir. Regresyon analizleri, bilgi yonetimi yaraticilik,
egiliminin ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davramislarini  anlamh  diizeyde yordadigini
gostermektedir. Bu ¢alisma, bilgi yonetimi egilimi ve yenilik¢i davranig degiskenleri
ile bunlarin alt boyutlar: arasindaki iligkiyi ortaokul ogretmenlerinden elde edilen ortaokul.
veriler baglaminda ilk kez detayli bicimde ortaya koymaktadwr. Bu yoniiyle, alan

yazina ozgiin ve yenilik¢i katkilar sunmakta; ayni zamanda soz konusu degiskenlerin

kuramsal temellerini giiclendirmektedir. Ortaokullarin orgiitsel gelisiminde bilgi

yonetimi ve yenilik¢ilik olgularimin stratejik onemini vurgulayan bulgular, egitim

yoneticileri ve politika yapicilar i¢in yol gésterici niteliktedir.

Gonderim Tarihi

Anahtar Kelimeler
yenilik¢i davranis,

O0gretmen,

1. Giris

Okul orgiitiinii gelistirmeye yonelik yaklagimlar, uzun siire boyunca geleneksel paradigmalarin
davranigsal varsayimlarina dayanmis ve egitim yOnetimi kuraminin temelini olusturmustur.
Ancak gilinlimiizde, bilgi ¢aginin ortaya ¢ikardigi ve geleneksel yaklagimlarin dtesine gegen
dontistimsel davranis bicimlerine duyulan gereksinim giderek artmaktadir. Bu yonelim, okul
orgiitiinii  gelistirme epistemolojisi c¢ercevesinde ¢ok sayida arastirmaci tarafindan da
desteklenmektedir (Durnali, 2019; Eren vd., 2024; Tura ve Akbasl, 2021a; Yalc¢in vd., 2023).
S6z konusu gereksinim, 21. yiizyil becerilerinin 6n plana ¢iktig1, egitimde dijitallesmenin hiz
kazandigi, kiiresellesmenin ve c¢ok diizlemli 6grenme ortamlarinin yayginlastigir giiniimiiz
egitim baglaminda daha da belirgin hale gelmistir. Ozellikle egitim sistemlerinin siirdiiriilebilir
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kalkinma hedefleriyle uyumu (United Nations (UN), 2015), dijital yeterliliklerin gelistirilmesi
(OECD, 2023) ve okul orgiitlerinin yenilikgiligi destekleme diizeyleri, egitim yonetimi alaninda
temel arastirma konular1 arasinda yerini almaktadir. Bu cercevede, okul bilgi yOnetimi
paradigmasi ¢agin bir geregi olarak one ¢ikmakta; hem akademik calismalarda hem de okul
uygulamalarinda giderek daha fazla karsilik bulmaktadir (Arpact, 2017; Durnali, 2018a, 2018b;
Durnali ve Limon, 2020). Paradigmatik gelisimi vurgulanan aktiielin dogal bir sonucu olarak,
giiniimiizde okullarda bilgi yonetiminin iist diizeyde gergeklesmesi gerekmektedir. Vurgunun
yonii, temelde bilgi edinimi, bilgi paylasimi, bilgi duyarliligi (Wang vd., 2008) ve bu siireglerin
kolaylastirilmasina yoneliktir. Bu izdiisiimde, okul yoneticilerinin siireci destekleyici ve
kolaylastirici bir rol iistlenmesi beklenirken, bilgiyi iireten, kullanan ve yayan temel aktorlerin
Ogretmenler oldugu agiktir.

Etkili ve verimli bilgi yonetimi, okullarin 6rgiitsel amaclarini {ist diizeyde gergeklestirmelerine
onemli katkilar saglamaktadir. Ortaokullarda bilgi yonetimi, bilgi caginda okul orgiitlerinin
stirdiiriilebilir kalkinma hedeflerine (UN, 2015) uyum saglamasi ve dgretmenlerin mesleki
gelisiminin desteklenmesi agisindan kritik bir okul gelisim unsuru olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
Nitekim alanyazinda, etkili bilgi ynetimi uygulamalarinin érgiitsel dgrenmeyi (Uziim, 2023),
ogretmenlerin profesyonel gelisimini (Zhao, 2010) ve 6gretmenlerin 6z yeterlik algilart ile
yaraticilik diizeylerini artirdigina iliskin giiglii kanitlar bulunmaktadir (Baezat vd., 2017;
Durnali ve Gokbulut, 2025). Buna karsin, giincel tartismalar incelendiginde, 6gretmenlerin
yenilikei is davraniglar ile bilgi yonetimi arasindaki iligkinin ampirik diizeyde yeterince ortaya
konulmadigir goriilmektedir. Oysa c¢agdas okul liderligi anlayisi, 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i
davraniglarin1 yalnizca tesvik etmeyi degil, bu davranislar1 dogrudan etkileyen yapisal
stiregleri—basta bilgi yoOnetimi sistemleri ve bilgi yonetimi politikalar1 olmak iizere—
giiclendirmeyi de zorunlu kilmaktadir (Durnali, 2018a, 2018b, 2019).

Literatiirde birgok arastirmaci (Cimen ve Yiicel, 2017; Gokbulut, 2021; de Jong ve den Hartog,
2010), yenilik¢i davranislarin temel boyutlari olan fikir {iretme, arastirma, destekleme ve
uygulama siireclerini etkili ve verimli bicimde sergileyebilen 6gretmenlerin, okul basarisi
acisindan kritik bir role sahip oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Egitim yonetimi disiplininde son
yillarda, okullarda bilgi yonetimi egilimiyle dogrudan iliskili olarak 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i
davraniglar sergileyip sergileyememesi onemli ve giincel bir problem alan1 haline gelmistir. Bu
sorunsalin, yaratici, yenilik¢i ve gelisim odakli okul 6rgiitlerinin olusturulmasi baglaminda
egitim yonetimi arastirmacilarinin temel ilgi alanlarindan biri oldugu goriilmektedir. Tiirkge
alanyazinda bilgi yonetimi egilimi okul 6rgiitii baglaminda Durnali ve Limon (2020) tarafindan
incelenmis; Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislart ise farkli arastirmacilar tarafindan ele
alinmistir (Abbak ve Erdamar, 2024; Cimen ve Yiicel, 2017). Ancak ortaokullarda gézlemlenen
bilgi yonetimi egilimlerinin, ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin yenilik¢i is davraniglart tizerindeki
etkisini dogrudan ele alan ampirik bir arastirmaya ulasilamamistir. Bu durum, yalnizca
alanyazinda kuramsal ve ampirik bir boslugu degil; ayn1 zamanda uygulayicilar acisindan
yenilikgi  okul  kiiltiiriiniin ~ gelistirilmesinde ~ bilgi  yOnetimi stratejilerinin  nasil
biitiinlestirilecegine iliskin rehberlik eksikligini de ortaya koymaktadir.

Bu arastirmada ortaokul diizeyine odaklanilmasinin kuramsal ve gelisimsel temellere dayanan
gerekgeleri bulunmaktadir. Ortaokul déonemi, 6grencilerin soyut diisiinme, problem ¢ozme ve
elestirel diistinme gibi tist diizey biligsel becerileri kazanmaya bagladiklar1 6nemli bir gelisim
evresidir (Ainiyah, 2024; Aydin vd., 2022). Bu donemde o6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i 6gretim
yaklasimlar1 benimsemeleri, 6grencilerin biligsel esneklik, yaraticilik ve 6grenmeye yonelik
igsel motivasyonlarinin gelisimine dogrudan katki saglamaktadir (Liu vd., 2024). Ayrica
ilkokuldan ortadgretime gecis siirecinde Ogrenciler, daha karmasik bilgi yapilarini
anlamlandirmaya yonelik yogun bir 6grenme ¢abasi i¢ine girmekte; bu siirecte 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i tutum ve uygulamalar1 6grenme ortamlarinin niteligini belirgin bigimde artirmaktadir.
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Ote yandan okullarda etkili bilgi yonetimi siiregleri—ornegin bilginin edinimi, paylasimi ve
kullanimi—ogretmenlerin -~ yenilik¢i  davraniglarimi destekleyen yapisal bir zemin
olusturmaktadir (Deveci vd., 2023; Durnali, 2018a, 2018b). Bu baglamda ortaokullarda bilgi
yonetimi egilimi ile 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i davraniglar arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi, hem
ogrencilerin gelisimsel ihtiyaclarina uygun 6gretimsel yeniliklerin desteklenmesi hem de okul
orgiitlerinin bilgi temelli doniisiim siireclerinin anlagilmasi agisindan kritik bir 6neme sahiptir.
Bu onem dogrultusunda, ortaokullarda gergeklesen bilgi yonetimi egilimleri ile ortaokul
O0gretmenlerinin yenilik¢i is davranislar1 arasindaki iliskinin nicel verilere dayali olarak
cozlimlenmesi, bu aragtirmanin temel motivasyonunu olusturmaktadir. Bu motivasyon
cercevesinde agagidaki arastirma sorular1 belirlenmistir:

1. Ogretmenlerin goriislerine gore, okullarinda gerceklesen bilgi yonetimi egilimi ve
sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranislar ne diizeydedir?

2. Ogretmenlerin goriislerine gore, okullarinda gerceklesen bilgi yonetimi egilimi,
sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranis diizeylerini anlamli bicimde yordamakta midir?

1.1. Ortaokullarda Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi

Literatiirdeki anaakim ¢alismalar (Durnali ve Limon, 2020; Nonaka ve Takeuchi, 1995;
Ozgozgii, 2015) incelendiginde, bilgi yonetiminin (BY) modern okullarin merkezinde yer alan
ve siirekli gelisen bilgi olgusuna dayandig acikc¢a goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda BY, okullarin
etkililigini ve verimliligini artirmaya yonelik bir referans ¢ergevesi sunmakta; ayni1 zamanda
onemli bir yonetsel ve orgiitsel davranis bi¢gimi olarak konumlanmaktadir. Kuramsal gerceveyi
sekillendiren arastirmalar (Durnali, 2018a, 2018b, 2019) dikkate alindiginda, bilgi yonetiminin
giincel ve islevsel konumunu daha net bi¢gimde ortaya koymak miimkiindiir. Ortaokul
orgiitlerinde bilgi yonetimi egiliminin gelistirilmesi, Milli Egitim Bakanligina (MEB) baglh
okullarda giderek yayginlasan bilgi temelli teknolojilerin etkili ve verimli kullanimina énemli
katkilar saglayabilir. Buna ek olarak, bilgi yogun orgiitler olarak nitelendirilen ortaokullarda
bilgi akisinin optimize edilmesi, egitimin hem niteliksel hem de niceliksel basarisini artirma
potansiyeli tagimaktadir.

llgili arastirmalar (Becerra-Fernandez ve Stevenson, 2001; Nonaka, 1999), bilgi caginda
ortaokullarin yalnizca bilgi aktaran kurumlar olmaktan 6te, bilgi iireten, dis ¢cevredeki bilgiyi
orgiite kazandiran ve siirekli 6grenen orgiitler olarak yapilandirilmasinin gerekliligine isaret
etmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, okullarin ¢ift yonlii bir yapiya (organizational ambidexterity) sahip
olmalar1 6nem kazanmaktadir. Baska bir ifadeyle, okullarin hem mevcut bilgi ve uygulamalari
sirdiirmeleri hem de yenilik¢i bilgi iiretimi ve doniisiim siireglerini es zamanli olarak
yonetebilmeleri beklenmektedir. Giincel calismalar (Coban vd., 2024; Ozdemir vd., 2024),
okullarin bilgi kesfi (exploration) ve bilgi kullanimi1 (exploitation) siirecleri arasinda kurduklari
dengenin, liderlik uygulamalari ile 68retimsel yenilikler arasindaki iliskilerde belirleyici bir rol
oynadigimi ortaya koymaktadir. Bu tiir bir ¢ift yonlii yapi, bilgi yonetimi siire¢lerinin okulun
O0grenen Orgiit niteligiyle biitlinlesmesini ve siirdiiriilebilir yenilik¢i kapasitenin gelismesini
desteklemektedir. Bu c¢ercevede bilgi yoOnetimi; bilginin belirlenmesi, olusturulmasi,
edinilmesi, paylasilmasi, kullanilmasi ve depolanmasi siireclerini kapsayan, Orgiitsel
kapasitenin artirilmasiyla dogrudan iliskili stratejik bir siirecler biitlinii olarak tanimlanabilir
(Balasubramanian vd., 1999; Duffy, 2000; Nonaka, 1999). Bu siire¢lerin sistemli ve amaglara
uygun bicimde yiiriitiilebilmesi i¢in bilgi yoOnetiminin, ortaokullarin egitim ve Ogretim
hedefleriyle uyumlu, biitiinlesik bir orgiit yapist ve okul iklimi igerisinde ele alinmasi
gerekmektedir (Rastogi, 2000; Walsh ve Ungson, 1991).

Ortaokullarda bilgi yonetimi egiliminin kuramsal temelleri, acik ve ortiik bilginin bilgi
yonetimi siireglerinde ayr1 ayri1 ele alinmasi ve bu bilgi tiirleri arasinda doniisiim saglanmasinin
Onemini vurgulayan bilgi temelli teoriye dayandirilmaktadir (Grant, 1996; Nonaka ve
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Takeuchi, 1995; Santo, 2005). Bu teori, bilginin orgiitler i¢in stratejik bir varlik oldugunu kabul
etmekte ve okullar arasindaki basar1 farkhiliklarinin bliyiik o6l¢iide bilgiyi ydnetme
bicimlerindeki farkliliklardan kaynaklandigini ileri siirmektedir (Brown ve Duguid, 1998;
Davenport vd., 1998). Bilgi temelli teoriye gore, bir okulun bilgiyi etkili bigimde kullanmasi
ve yeni bilgi kiimeleri sentezlemesi, diger okullarla karsilagtirildiginda daha yiiksek diizeyde
uyum, gelisim ve Orgiitsel yetkinlik sergilemesine olanak tanimaktadir (Prieto ve Easterby-
Smith, 2006).

Literatiirde vurgulanan temel noktalardan biri, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin yiiksek diizeyde
gerceklesmesinin ortaokullarin orgiitsel verimliligini anlamli bi¢imde artirabilecegidir. Bu
baglamda aragtirmacilar (Cohen ve Levinthal, 1990; Nonaka ve Takeuchi, 1995; Popper ve
Lipshitz, 1998), bilgi yonetiminin dort temel boyutunun—-orgiitsel hafiza, bilgi paylasimi, bilgi
edinimi/kavrama ve bilgi duyarliligi—orgiitsel davraniglara planli ve sistematik bigimde
donistiiriilmesi  gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Bu boyutlarin ortaokullarda etkili bigimde
uygulanmasi, 6gretim sorumluluguna iliskin bilgilerin egitim amaglar1 dogrultusunda
yonetilmesini miimkiin kilmaktadir. Orgiitsel hafiza, deneyimlerden elde edilen bilgilerin
saklanmasii ve erisilebilir hale getirilmesini; bilgi paylasimi, bu bilgilerin o6rgiit liyeleri
arasinda dolagimini; bilgi edinimi, dis kaynaklardan yeni bilginin temin edilmesini; bilgi
duyarlilig1 ise okulun yeni bilgiye agiklik diizeyini ifade etmektedir (Wang vd., 2008).
Ortaokullarin temel aktorleri olan 6gretmenlerin bu siireglere sagladiklari katkilar, ¢esitli okul
degiskenleri lizerinde anlamli etkiler yaratabilmektedir (Argon ve Demirer, 2015; Zhao, 2010).

Bu dogrultuda, ¢alismamizda bilgi yonetimi olgusuna iligkin kuramsal yaklasim olarak bilgi
temelli teori (knowledge-based view) benimsenmistir (Grant, 1996; Nonaka ve Takeuchi,
1995). Bu yaklasim, bilginin 6rgiitlerin en stratejik kaynagi oldugunu ve rekabetci iistiinliigiin
bilginin edinilmesi, paylasilmasi ve doniistliriilmesi siirecleri yoluyla saglanabilecegini
savunmaktadir. Arastirmada kullanilan Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi Olgegi (Wang vd., 2008;
Durnali ve Limon, 2020) de bu kuramsal gergeveye dayanmaktadir. Olgek, bilgi ydnetiminin
orgiitsel hafiza, bilgi paylasimi, bilgi edinimi/kavrama ve bilgi duyarlilig1 boyutlarini 6lgerek
bilgi temelli teoriyle uyumlu bir yapisal model sunmaktadir. Bu baglamda caligmada
benimsenen bilgi yonetimi yaklasima, ilgili teorik gerceveyle tutarli bicimde ele alinmistir. Ayni
zamanda Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i i davraniglari, modern profesyonel 6gretmenlik anlayisinin
onemli bir bileseni olarak degerlendirilmistir.

1.2. Ogretmenlerin Yenilik¢i Is Davramislar

Giliniimiizde yenilik¢i 6gretim uygulamalarinin etkili bi¢cimde hayata gecirilebilmesi icin
elverigli bir 6grenme ikliminin olusturulmasi, ortaokul diizeyinde oncelikli bir yonetsel
gereklilik héline gelmistir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davraniglarinin anlasilmasi,
okullarin degisime uyum saglama ve doniisiim kapasitesini giiclendirme acisindan rasyonel bir
yaklasim sunmaktadir. Nitekim yenilik¢i okullarda sunulan yonetsel destek ve yeniligi tegvik
eden orgilitsel dinamiklerin, 6gretmenlerin bireysel yaraticiliklarini ve yenilik¢i davranislarini
anlamli diizeyde yordadig1 belirtilmektedir (Yiiner ve Ozdemir, 2020). Ortaokullarin; degisen
toplumsal, teknolojik ve pedagojik dinamiklere uyum saglama, kaliteli egitim sunma ve
rekabet¢i egitim ortamlarinda varliklarini stirdiirebilme amaciyla stirekli bir doniisiim siireci
icerisinde olduklar1 goriilmektedir (Akbasli ve Durnali, 2017; Cimen ve Yiicel, 2017;
Hargreaves, 1999; OECD, 2016). Bu siirecte, d6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislarinin;
mesleki gelisimlerinin desteklenmesi, yasam boyu 6grenme becerilerinin gelistirilmesi, yeni
egitim politikalarmin etkili bi¢imde uygulanmasi ve Ogrencilerin farklilasan egitimsel
gereksinimlerine uygun 6gretim yontemlerinin gelistirilmesi agisindan kritik bir rol oynadigi
vurgulanmaktadir (Cimen ve Yiicel, 2017; Gokbulut ve Durnali, 2023; Hargreaves, 1999).
Bunun yam sira, 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davraniglarin, ortaokullarin orgiitsel

160



Durnal1 PAUEFD, 66, 157-182 [2026]

yapisinda ve yonetim siireclerinde yenilik¢i degisimlerin ortaya c¢ikmasina katki
saglayabilecegi ifade edilmektedir. Ozellikle dgretmenlerin, dgrencilere 21. yiizy1l becerilerini
kazandirmaya yonelik 6gretim yontem ve tekniklerini gelistirebilmeleri i¢in yenilik¢i ve
yaratict girisim becerilerini (Chen, 2010; Durnali vd., 2023) siirekli olarak giincellemeleri
gerekmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin, dgrenciler igin birer rol model olarak yenilik¢i davranislar sergilemeleri,
yenilige agik bireylerin ve toplumlarin yetistirilmesi agisindan 6nemli goriilmektedir. Yenilik¢i
is davraniglari, 6gretmenlerin 6gretim siireclerini gelistirmeye yonelik yeni fikirler iiretmelerini
ve bu fikirleri etkili bicimde uygulamaya koymalarini destekleyen bir egilim ve anlayisin
gelismesine katki saglamaktadir. Bu siliregte 0gretmenlerin yenilik¢i ve yaratici diisiinme
becerilerinin yani sira yaratici potansiyellerinin de giiclendigi; bununla birlikte okulun genel
verimliligine ve etkililigine katki sundugu ifade edilmektedir (De Spiegelaere, 2014; Durnali
vd., 2023; West, 2002). Scott ve Bruce (1994; 1998) tarafindan kavramsallastirilan yenilikgi is
davranisi, 6gretmenlerin yenilikgi nitelik tasiyan fikirleri tiretmeleri, bu fikirleri gelistirmeleri
ve uygulamaya gecirmeleri siire¢lerinin biitiinlinii ifade etmektedir. Bu kavram, farkl
arastirmacilarin ¢aligmalariyla da desteklenmis ve Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislarini
aciklamada temel bir kuramsal ¢er¢eve sunmustur (Damanpour, 1991; De Spiegelaere, 2014;
Thurlings vd., 2015). S6z konusu arastirmacilar, yenilik¢i is davranislarinin siirdiiriilebilirlik
ilkeleriyle uyumlu bigimde ele alinmasinin 6nemine de dikkat ¢ekmektedir (Hengst vd., 2020;
Stagl, 2007).

Bu dogrultuda yenilik¢i is davranisinin; aragtirma yapma, fikir tiretme, destek saglama,
uygulama, tesvik etme, fark etme ve tanimlama gibi cok boyutlu davranis oriintiilerini kapsadigi
goriilmektedir (Cimen ve Yiicel, 2017; de Jong ve den Hartog, 2010; Janssen, 2000; Scott ve
Bruce, 1998; Thurlings vd., 2015). Alternatif bir yaklasimla OECD (2005) ve Sweeney (2016)
tarafindan yenilik, okul baglaminda; 6zgiin ya da mevcut bir {iriin veya siirecin (6rnegin bir
Ogretim yontemi, politika ya da 6grenme hedefi) anlamli bigimde gelistirilmesi ve bu yeniligin
okulun oOrgiitsel amaglar1 dogrultusunda kullanilmasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede
Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davraniglari, mesleki gelisim stireclerinde siirekli bir yenilenmeyi
zorunlu kilmaktadir. Bu yenilenme; giincel 6gretim programlarinin izlenmesi, yeni kazanimlara
uygun 0gretim ilke ve yontemlerinin gelistirilmesi ve 6gretim materyallerinin farklilastirilarak
zenginlestirilmesi seklinde somutlagmaktadir. Dolayisiyla yenilik¢i davranislar, 6gretim
stirecinin planlanmasi ve uygulanmasinda iglevsel bir ara¢ olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Yenilik¢i bir 6gretmenden beklenen davranislar arasinda, iiretilen yeni fikirlerin okulun
orgiitsel siireclerinde uygulanmasi ve bu fikirlerin egitim-6gretim hedeflerine ulagilmasina
katki saglamas1 amaciyla orgiit liyeleriyle paylasilmasi yer almaktadir. Bu davraniglarin, okul
ici ig stlireglerinin daha etkili ve verimli islemesine 6nemli Olciide katki sundugu cesitli
arastirmalar tarafindan ortaya konmustur (Baharuddin vd., 2019; Cimen ve Yiicel, 2017).
Bununla birlikte, yenilik¢i is davramislarinin sergilenebilmesi; Ogretmenlerin bireysel
ozellikleri, mesleki bilgi ve performans diizeyleri, mesleki gelisimleri ve bireysel dinamikleri
ile okulun orgiitsel dinamiklerinin (6rnegin bilgi yonetimi egilimleri) etkilesimine baglidir
(Messmann vd., 2010). Bu aragtirmada, Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislarim
degerlendirmek amaciyla kuramsal ¢erceve olarak Cimen ve Yiicel (2017) tarafindan Tiirkgeye
uyarlanan Yenilik¢i Davranis Olcegi (YDO) esas almmustir. Olgek, de Jong ve den Hartog
(2010) tarafindan gelistirilen ve fikir iiretme, arastirma, destekleme ve uygulama olmak {izere
dort temel boyuttan olugmaktadir. Bu boyutlar, 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislarmin
kuramsal olarak anlasilmasi ve siiflandirilmasi i¢in temel bir yap1 sunmaktadir. Arastirmada,
Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislar s6z konusu dort boyut ¢ergcevesinde ele alinmis; 6gretim
siireclerinde yaratici fikir gelistirme, yenilik¢i yontemler arayisi, 6grenci ve meslektaslarla is
birligi i¢inde destek saglama ve yenilik¢i uygulamalar1 hayata gegirme baglaminda
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degerlendirilmistir. Boylece c¢alismanin  kuramsal temeli, oOgretmenlerin yenilik¢i
davraniglarinin sistematik ve ¢ok boyutlu bir yapi igerisinde ele alinmasina dayandirilmistir.

1.3. Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi ile Yenilik¢i Davramislar Arasindaki Kuramsal iliski

Ortaokullarda 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislar ile bilgi yonetimi egilimleri arasinda anlamli
ve karsilikli bir iligki bulundugu goriilmektedir. Bu iki temel okul degiskeninin kesisim alani,
cagdas egitim yonetimi literatiiriinde giderek artan bir ilgiyle ele alinmaktadir. Ortaokullarin,
ogrencilerin biligsel, duyussal ve sosyal becerilerinin temellendirildigi egitim kademeleri
oldugu dikkate alindiginda, s6z konusu iligkinin 6grenme ortamlarini dogrudan etkileyebilecegi
degerlendirilmektedir. Nitekim giincel arastirmalar (Budur vd., 2024; Rehman ve Igbal, 2020),
ortaokullarda bilgi yoOnetimi kapasitesinin gelistirilmesinin 68retmenlerin bireysel bilgi
diizeylerini artirdigimni ve bilgi temelli bir okul ikliminin olusumunu destekledigini ortaya
koymaktadir.

Ogretmenlerin bilgi {iretme, paylasma ve kullanma becerilerindeki gelisim, orgiitiin yenilik
kapasitesini gli¢clendirmekte ve yenilik¢i davranislarin kurumsal diizeyde daha yaygin hale
gelmesini miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu baglamda yapilan ¢esitli calismalarda (Bock vd., 2005;
Nonaka, 1994; Wang vd., 2008), yenilik¢i 6gretmen davranislarinin bireysel bilginin kurumsal
bilgiye doniistiiriilmesi ya da mevcut kurumsal bilginin bireysel diizeyde yeniden
yapilandirilmas siiregleriyle dogrudan iliskili oldugu belirtilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin bilgi
paylasimi yoluyla agik ve ortiikk bilgiyi doniistiirme siireclerine etkin bigimde katilimi, bilgi
yonetiminin 6rgiitsel grenme ile biitiinlesmesini saglamaktadir. Ozellikle Nonaka nin bilgi
doniislim kurami c¢ergevesinde ele alindiginda, Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislari;
sosyallestirme, digsallastirma, birlestirme ve i¢sellestirme siireglerini igeren sarmal bir orgiitsel
bilgi yaratma dongilisii icerisinde anlam kazanmaktadir. Bu doniisiimsel stireglerin
stirdiiriilebilir bi¢cimde isletilmesi, yalnizca Ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimine degil, ayni
zamanda okulun stirekli yenilenen bir 6grenen orgiit haline gelmesine de katki sunmaktadir.

Ortaokullarda bilgi yonetimi egiliminin 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislari tizerindeki etkisi,
ozellikle COVID-19 sonras1 hiz kazanan dijital dontigiim siireciyle birlikte daha belirgin hale
gelmistir (Yalap ve Gazioglu, 2023). Salgin siireci, egitim sistemlerini kisa siirede dijital
platformlara yonlendirmis ve uzaktan egitim uygulamalarim1 zorunlu kilmistir (Ugur, 2021;
Zhang, 2025). Bu hizl1 doniisiim, okullarda bilgiye erigim, bilginin paylagimi ve iiretilmesi gibi
temel yonetimsel siireclerin yeniden yapilandirilmasini gerekli kilmistir. Zhang (2025),
ogretmenlerin dijital yeterlikleri ile bireysel yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin, dijital sistemlerin
benimsenmesinde belirleyici rol oynadigimi vurgulamaktadir. Benzer sekilde Hidayat ve
digerleri (2023), bilgi yonetimi siireclerindeki iyilesmenin §gretmen yenilik¢iligini ve 6gretim
kalitesini anlaml1 bigimde artirdigini ortaya koymustur. Skrbinjek ve digerleri (2024) ise bilgi
yonetimi uygulamalarinin 6gretmen egitiminde yaraticilifi tesvik ettigini ve problem ¢ozme ile
yenilik¢i uygulamalara yonelimi gii¢lendirdigini belirtmektedir.

Bu doniisiim siirecinde okul liderligi anlayisinin da yeniden sekillendigi goriilmektedir.
Witthoft ve digerleri (2024), bilgi temelli dijital yeniliklerin, agik inovasyon kiiltiiriinii
benimseyen doniistimsel okul liderligi yaklagimlarinmi gerekli kildigini ifade etmektedir. Yepes
ve Lopez (2023), iletisim teknolojilerinin bilgi paylasimini kolaylastirarak 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i davraniglarini olumlu yonde etkiledigini gostermistir. Ayrica Liu ve Sun (2025),
isbirlik¢i orgiit ikliminin bilgi paylasimini artirarak dgretmenlerde yenilik¢i is davraniglarini
destekledigini rapor etmistir. Bu bulgular, dijitallesen okul ortamlarinda pedagojik yeniliklerin
desteklenmesi, bilgi paylagim kiiltiiriintin giiclendirilmesi ve dgretmenlerin dijital okuryazarlik
becerilerinin gelistirilmesi gerektigine isaret etmektedir. Dolayisiyla bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile
Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davraniglar1 arasindaki kuramsal iliski, dijitallesme sonrasi okul
gelistirme siireclerinin temel bilesenlerinden biri olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
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2. Yontem

Aragtirmanin amaci, ortaokullarda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin okullarinda gerceklesen bilgi
yonetimi egilimleri ile sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranis diizeyleri arasindaki iliskileri incelemek
ve bilgi yonetimi egiliminin yenilik¢i davranis tizerindeki yordayici roliinii belirlemektir. Bu
dogrultuda, arastirmanin problem durumunu nicel veriler araciliiyla ¢éziimlemek amaciyla,
cagdas egitim bilimleri arastirmalarinda siklikla tercih edilen iliskisel tarama modeli
kapsaminda yordayict arastirma deseni kullanilmistir (Akbash vd., 2020; Durnali ve Ayyildiz,
2019; Biiyiikoztiirk vd., 2016; Mertens, 2010). Arastirma modelinde, ortaokullarda gergeklesen
bilgi yonetimi egilimi bagimsiz degisken, 6gretmenlerin sergiledigi yenilik¢i davranislar ise
bagimli degisken olarak ele alinmistir (bkz. Sekil 1). Bu model g¢ergevesinde, daha once
gelistirilmis ve psikometrik 6zellikleri dogrulanmis 6lgme araclari kullanilarak elde edilen
veriler SPSS programi araciligiyla analiz edilmistir. Uygulanan betimsel ve yordayici analizler
sonucunda, arastirma problemine yonelik gegerli ve giivenilir bulgulara ulasiimistir. Elde edilen
bulgular, betimsel iligkisel tarama modelinin sundugu analitik olanaklar dogrultusunda
yorumlanmig ve aragtirmanin amacina uygun agiklayici sonuglar ortaya konmustur.

Sekil 1. Arastirma Modeli

I v

Okuldaki bilgi yonetimi egilimi Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranisi
a) Orgiitsel hafiza a) Fikir {iretme
b) Bilgi paylagim PR b) Arastirma
c) Bilgi edinimi/kavrama il c) Destekleme
d) Bilgi duyarliligi d) Uygulama

Sekil 1°de gorsellestirildigi lizere, arastirmanin bagimsiz degiskeni bilgi yonetimi egilimi ve bu
degiskene ait alt boyutlar (orgiitsel hafiza, bilgi paylasimi, bilgi edinimi/kavrama ve bilgi
duyarlilig1) olarak belirlenmistir. Aragtirmanin bagimli degiskenini ise 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i
davraniglart ve bu davraniglara iliskin alt boyutlar (fikir iiretme, arastirma, destekleme ve
uygulama) olusturmaktadir. Arastirma, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin &gretmenlerin yenilikgi
davraniglarin1 yordayabilecegi yoniindeki kuramsal varsayimdan hareketle yapilandirilmistir.
Bu dogrultuda ¢alisma, degiskenler arasindaki yonlii iligkilerin test edilmesine olanak taniyan
yordayici arastirma deseni kapsaminda ele alinmistir. Benimsenen bu modelleme yaklagima,
deneysel bir nedensellik iddias1 tasimamakta; buna karsin, kuramsal temelli 6ngoriilerin
gelistirilmesini ve degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerin agiklayici bir gercevede incelenmesini
amaglamaktadir. Arastirma modelinin kuramsal altyapisi, ¢aligmanin girig boliimiinde yer alan
“Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi ile Yenilik¢i Davramglar Arasindaki Kuramsal Iliski” bash@ altinda
ayritili bicimde sunulmustur. Bu kapsamda gerceklestirilen literatiir taramasinda; Nonaka ve
Takeuchi’nin (1995) bilgi doniisiim kurami, Orgiitsel O6grenme yaklagimlari (Cohen ve
Levinthal, 1990; Popper ve Lipshitz, 1998), bilgi temelli teori (Brown ve Duguid, 1998; Grant,
1996) ile siirdiiriilebilir yenilik¢i davranis kuramlar1 (Janssen, 2000; Scott ve Bruce, 1994)
temel alinmigtir. S6z konusu kuramsal yaklagimlar dogrultusunda, bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile
Ogretmenlerin  yenilik¢i  davramiglart  arasindaki  olast iligkiler kuramsal diizeyde
gerekcelendirilmistir. Bu kuramsal c¢erceve dogrultusunda arastirmada asagidaki hipotezler
olusturulmustur:

H1: Ortaokullarda gozlenen bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i
davranig diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir iligki vardir.
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H2: Ortaokullarda gbzlenen bilgi yonetimi egilimi, 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i
davraniglarin alt boyutlarini anlamli bigimde yordamaktadir.

2.1. Evren ve Orneklem

Aragtirmanin evrenini, 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Zonguldak ili merkez ilgesinde
bulunan kamu ortaokullarinda goérev yapan toplam 463 O&gretmen olusturmaktadir.
Aragtirmanin amaci dogrultusunda, orgiitsel yapilarin (6rnegin, Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 merkezi
teskilat deneyimi) ve okul bilgi yénetimi siireglerinin (6rnegin, e-Okul, DYS, MEBBIS vb.)
daha kurumsal bir bigimde isledigi kamu ortaokullar1 6zellikle tercih edilmistir. Evrenin
biiylikliigii dikkate alinarak, Krejcie ve Morgan’in (1970) 6rneklem belirleme tablosu esas
alinmis; %95 giiven diizeyi ve %5 hata pay1 ile minimum 6rneklem biiytikliigii 212 6gretmen
olarak hesaplanmistir. Arastirmada Orneklemin belirlenmesinde, olasiliksiz 6rnekleme
yontemlerinden biri olan kolayda (Tiirk tipi tanidik ag / network zinciri) 6rnekleme yontemi
kullanilmistir. Bu yOntemin tercih edilmesi yalnizca ekonomik ve pratik gerekgelere
dayanmamakta; ayn1 zamanda aragtirmanin benimsedigi paradigma, epistemolojik sinirlar ve
saha erisimine iliskin yapisal kosullar ¢ergevesinde temellendirilmektedir.

Arastirma, ampirik-pozitivist yaklasim dogrultusunda yapilandirilmis olup nicel yontemsel
determinizmi esas almaktadir. Bu baglamda g¢alismanin temel amaci, 6gretmenlerin bilgi
yonetimi egilimleri ile yenilik¢i davraniglart arasindaki istatistiksel olarak anlamli iliskilerin
test edilmesidir. Kolayda ornekleme yontemi, her ne kadar olasiliksiz 6rnekleme tiirleri
arasinda yer alsa da belirli dlgiitlere sahip, ulasilabilir ve homojen hedef gruplarda gegerli ve
uygun bir teknik olarak kabul edilmektedir (Cohen vd., 2018; Patton, 2002). Aragtirmada yer
alan bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenlerin yapis1 dikkate alindiginda, ayn1 kademede gorev yapan
devlet ortaokulu 6gretmenlerinden olusan bu baglamda bireyler aras1 biligsel tutarliligin gérece
yiiksek, digsal varyansin ise sinirli oldugu varsayilmaktadir. Bu nedenle, Orneklem
sinirlandirmasinin dis gegerlik {izerindeki etkisinin tiim baglamlar i¢in degil, benzer orgiitsel
ortintiilere sahip okullar icin gegerli oldugu vurgulanmalidir.

Tablo 1. Orneklemin Demografik Karakterleri (n=212)

Demografik Karakterler Frekans (n) Yiizde (%)
Cinsiyet Kadin 149 70.28
Erkek 63 29.72
Yas 20-30 Yas arasi 34 16.04
31-40 Yas arasi 105 49.53
41-50 Yas arasi 51 24.06
50 Yas ve lizeri 22 10.37
Egitim Diizeyi Lisans 187 88.21
Lisanstistii 25 11.79
Mesleki Kidem 1-5 Y1l 28 13.21
6-10 Y1l 61 28.77
11-15 Y1l 68 32.08
16-20 Y1l 32 15.09
21 Y1l ve Uzeri 23 10.85

Arastirmanin temel amaci, maksimum genellenebilirlikten ziyade orneklemde yer alan
degiskenler arasindaki yordayici iligkilerin agiklanmasi oldugundan, istatistiksel gii¢, hipotez
testlerinin glivenilirligi ve kullanilan 6lgme araglarinin gegerligi ¢alismada Oncelikli olarak ele
alinmistir. Bu dogrultuda evrenin yaklasik %47°sine karsilik gelen 219 6gretmene ulasilmistir.
Elde edilen 6rneklem biiyiikliigii, Krejcie ve Morgan’in (1970) 6nerdigi 6lgiitlerle uyumludur
ve bu yéniiyle drnekleme hatasini azaltma potansiyeline sahiptir. Orneklemin belirli bir ilge ile
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siirlandirilmis olmasi, arastirmanin baglamsal gegerligi acisindan degerlendirildiginde,
incelenen olgunun derinlemesine ve sistematik bigimde analiz edilmesine olanak tanimaktadir.
Ozellikle ortaokul ogretmenlerinin bilissel ¢ergeveleri ve orgiitsel isleyisteki yapisal
benzerlikler, bu sinirli cografi baglamda elde edilen bulgularin anlamli ve tutarli bir bilgi
tiretimine katki sunmasini saglamaktadir.

Katilimci 6gretmenlerin demografik 6zelliklerine iligskin bilgiler Tablo 1°de sunulmustur. Tablo
| incelendiginde, katilimcilarin %70.28’inin kadin 6gretmenlerden (n= 149), %29.72’sinin ise
erkek Ogretmenlerden (n= 63) olustugu goriilmektedir. Yas dagilimi agisindan
degerlendirildiginde, katilimcilarin yaklasik yarisinin 3140 yag araliginda yer aldig1 (%49.53;
n=105) belirlenmistir. Bunu sirasiyla 41-50 yas araligindaki 6gretmenler (%24.06; n=51), 20—
30 yas araligindaki 6gretmenler (%16.04; n = 34) ve 50 yas ve lizerindeki 6gretmenler (%10.38;
n=22) izlemektedir. Egitim diizeyi degiskenine gore katilimcilarin biiyiik cogunlugunun lisans
mezunu oldugu (%88.21; n= 187), lisansiistlii diizeyde egitim almis 0gretmen oraninin ise
%11.79 (n= 25) oldugu saptanmistir. Mesleki kidem agisindan bakildiginda, katilimcilarin en
yiiksek oranda 11-15 yil arasinda mesleki deneyime sahip oldugu (%32.08; n= 68)
goriilmektedir. Bu grubu sirasiyla 6-10 yil deneyime sahip 6gretmenler (%28.77; n=61), 16—
20 yi1l deneyime sahip 6gretmenler (%15.09; n= 32), 1-5 yil deneyime sahip O0gretmenler
(%13.21; n= 28) ve 21 yil ve iizeri deneyime sahip 6gretmenler (%10,85; n= 23) takip
etmektedir.

2.2. Veri Toplama Aracglan

Veri toplama siirecinde; egitim bilimleri aragtirmalarinda yaygin olarak kullanilan demografik
bilgi formu ile Bilgi Yénetimi Egilimi Olgegi ve Yenilik¢i Davrams Olgegi kullanilmistir. S6z
konusu o6l¢ekler, arastirmanin kuramsal ¢ergevesiyle dogrudan iligkilidir. Arastirmanin temel
amaci, okullarda ortaya cikan bilgi yonetimi egilimleri ile Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i is
davraniglar arasindaki iligkiyi incelemektir. Bu dogrultuda, her iki degiskeni de gecerli ve
giivenilir bicimde Olgebilen, daha once Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmig, psikometrik 6zellikleri
kanitlanmis ve egitim orgiitleri baglaminda kullanima uygun 6lgme araglar tercih edilmistir.

2.2.1. Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi Olcegi (BYEO)

Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi Olgegi (BYEO), Wang ve digerleri (2008) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve
Durnali ile Limon (2020) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmustir. Olgek, dért boyut altinda toplanan
toplam 16 maddeden olusmakta ve 5°li Likert tipinde derecelendirilmistir ((5) Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum, ..., (1) Kesinlikle katiliyorum). Olgekte yer alan maddelerden biri “Okulda
caligsanlar olarak bilgi paylasmamizi ve birbirimizden 6grenebilmemizi saglayan sistemler ve
mekanlar bulunmaktadir” bigimindedir. Durnali ve Limon (2020) tarafindan gerceklestirilen
uyarlama ¢alismasinda, Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 6lgegin biitiinii igin .90; “Orgiitsel
Hafiza” boyutu i¢in .85; “Bilgi Paylasimi1” boyutu icin .71; “Bilgi Edinimi/Kavrama” boyutu
icin .67 ve “Bilgi Duyarlili§1” boyutu i¢in .80 olarak raporlanmigtir. Bu arastirmada elde edilen
veriler lizerinde gerceklestirilen analizler sonucunda ise Cronbach Alfa katsayisi dlgegin
biitiinii i¢in .90; “Orgiitsel Hafiza” boyutu i¢in .87; “Bilgi Paylasim1” boyutu igin .82; “Bilgi

~ %

Edinimi/Kavrama” boyutu i¢in .75 ve “Bilgi Duyarlilig1” boyutu i¢in .79 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Bilgi Yénetimi Egilimi Olgegi’nin “Bilgi Edinimi/Kavrama” alt boyutuna iliskin Cronbach
Alfa katsayisinin, uyarlama c¢alismasinda .67 diizeyinde bulunmus olmasi, geleneksel
degerlendirme olgiitlerine gore giivenirlik acisindan sinirda bir deger olarak yorumlanabilir.
Literatiirde .70’in altinda kalan giivenirlik katsayilarinin dikkatle ele alinmasi gerektigi ve bu
tiir alt boyutlarin yorumlanmasinda daha elestirel bir yaklagim benimsenmesinin uygun oldugu
vurgulanmaktadir (DeVellis, 2017; Tavsancil, 2010). Bununla birlikte, s6z konusu alt boyutun
yalnizca li¢ maddeden olusmasi, Cronbach Alfa katsayisinin gorece diisiik olmasimin olast
nedenlerinden biri olarak degerlendirilebilir. Nitekim madde sayisinin azligi, i¢ tutarlilik
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katsayilarin1 asag1 yonde etkileyebilen 6nemli bir faktordiir (Cortina, 1993; Field, 2009). Bu
baglamda, giivenirlik katsayilarinin yalnizca belirli esik degerlere gore degil; 6lgegin yapisal
ozellikleri ve baglamsal faktorler dikkate alinarak degerlendirilmesi gerektigi ifade
edilmektedir. Arastirmada s6z konusu alt boyut i¢in hesaplanan giivenirlik katsayisinin .75
olmasi, kullanilan 6rneklemin 6zgiin ¢alismaya kiyasla daha yiiksek bir i¢ tutarlilik sagladigini
gostermektedir. Ancak bu bulgunun tiim baglamlar i¢in tek basina yeterli bir giivenirlik
gostergesi olarak ele alinmamasi gerektigi; ilerleyen ¢aligmalarda bu boyutun daha fazla
maddeyle temsil edildigi ve farkli baglamsal 6zellikleri igeren olg¢eklerin gelistirilmesinin
yararli olacag diisiiniilmektedir. Bu siirliligin géz oniinde bulundurulmasi, dlgekten elde
edilen bulgularin hem toplam puanlar hem de alt boyutlar diizeyinde dikkatli bigimde
yorumlanmasini gerekli kilmaktadir.

Olgegin yap1 gegerliligini test etmek amaciyla Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi (DFA)
gerceklestirilmistir. DFA sonuglari, 6zgiin 6lgekte oldugu gibi bu arastirmada da modelin dort
faktorlii yapisin1 dogrulamistir. Model uyumunun degerlendirilmesinde, literatiirde benzer
aragtirmalarda siklikla bagvurulan uyum iyiligi dlciitleri esas alinmistir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999;
Marcoulides ve Schumacher, 2001; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Elde edilen uyum 1yiligi
degerleri (y¥/df = 1.89; RMSEA= .05; CFI=.97; GFI= .92; AGFI= .89; NNFI=.96; NFI= .94;
IFI= .94; RMR= .06; SRMR= .04), kurulan modelin verilerle olduk¢a iyi diizeyde uyum
gosterdigini ortaya koymustur.

2.2.2. Yenilikci Davranis 0l§e§i (YDO)

Yenilik¢i Davranis Olgegi (YDO), de Jong ve den Hartog (2010) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve
Cimen ile Yiicel (2017) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmistir. Olgek, dért boyut altinda toplanan
toplam 10 maddeden olusmakta ve 5’1i Likert tipinde derecelendirilmistir ((5) Hig, ..., (1) Her
zaman). Olcekte yer alan maddelerden biri “Bu kurumda calisanlar, islerini yaparken
kullanabilecekleri yeni ¢alisma yontemleri, teknikleri ve araglari i¢in arastirma yaparlar”
seklindedir. Cimen ve Yiicel (2017) tarafindan gerceklestirilen uyarlama ¢aligmasinda
Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 6lgegin biitiinii i¢in .93; “Fikir Uretme” boyutu i¢in .61;
“Arastirma” boyutu i¢in .82; “Destekleme” boyutu i¢in .90 ve “Uygulama” boyutu i¢in .89
olarak raporlanmistir. Bu aragtirmanin verileri iizerinde gergeklestirilen analizler sonucunda ise
Cronbach Alfa katsayis1 dlgegin biitiinii i¢in .95; “Fikir Uretme” boyutu i¢in .81; “Arastirma”
boyutu i¢in .88; “Destekleme” boyutu i¢in .90 ve “Uygulama” boyutu i¢in .93 olarak
hesaplanmustir.

YDO'niin yapr gecerliligini test etmek amaciyla gergeklestirilen Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizi
sonuglari, 6zglin Olcekte oldugu gibi bu arastirmada da Ol¢egin dort faktorlii yapisini
dogrulamistir. Model uyumunun degerlendirilmesinde, alan yazinda yaygin olarak kabul goren
uyum 1iyiligi dl¢iitleri esas alinmistir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Marcoulides ve Schumacher, 2001;
Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Elde edilen uyum iyiligi degerleri (y*/df = 1.97; RMSEA= .07;
CFI= .96; GFI= .90; AGFI= .87; NNFI= .98; NFI= .96; IFI= .93; RMR= .05; SRMR= .03),
modelin verilerle miikemmele yakin diizeyde uyum sagladigin1 gostermektedir.

2.3. Veri Toplama Siireci ve Analizi

Veri toplama siireci, goniilliiliik esasina dayali olarak yliriitiilmiis ve arastirmaci tarafindan
belirlenen kamu ortaokullarinda ¢evrim i¢i Google Formlar araciligiyla gergeklestirilmistir.
Arastirmanin 6rneklemine dahil edilmeden 6nce katilimeilara ¢alismanin amaci, gizlilik ilkeleri
ve katilmin tamamen gonilliliik esasina dayandigi acgik bir bigimde sunulmustur. Bu
kapsamda, ilgili etik kurul onayi alinmis ve okul yoOnetimlerinden gerekli resmi izinler
saglanmistir. Ornekleme siireci, kolayda o6rnekleme teknigi c¢ercevesinde yiiriitiilmiis;
orneklemin, belirlenen minimum 6rneklem hacmini karsilamasina 6zen gosterilmistir (Krejcie
ve Morgan, 1970). Siirecin planlanmasinda zaman, maliyet ve erisim giicliigii gibi digsal
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smirlhiliklar dikkate alinmis; veri toplama siireci arastirma ekonomisi ilkeleriyle uyumlu
bi¢imde yapilandirilmistir.

Cok degiskenli istatistiksel analizlerin saglikli bi¢cimde yiiriitiilebilmesi amaciyla ug¢ (aykiri)
veriler, z-skorlar1 ve Mahalanobis mesafesi 6lciitleri kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. {lk asamada,
her bir katilimei i¢in standart sapma temelli z-skorlar1 hesaplanmis; +3.29 sinirin1 asan degerler
potansiyel u¢ veri olarak degerlendirilmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Ardindan, ¢ok
degiskenli aykir1 gézlemlerin belirlenmesi amaciyla Mahalanobis d? istatistigi dikkate alinmis
ve ¥* dagilimina gore belirlenen kritik degerin iizerinde kalan gozlemler incelenmistir. Bu
Olciitler dogrultusunda yapilan analizler sonucunda 7 ug veri érneklemden ¢ikarilmis ve kalan
212 veri lizerinden istatistiksel analizler gerceklestirilmistir.

Bu arastirmada, benzer problem durumlarini ele alan egitim bilimleri alanindaki ¢aligmalarda
yaygin olarak kullanilan giiclii istatistiksel analiz teknikleri tercih edilmistir (Akbasli vd., 2020;
Durnali ve Akbasli, 2020; Tuti ve Ozdemir, 2024). Verilerin analizi IBM SPSS ve AMOS paket
programlar1 kullanilarak yapilmistir. Betimsel istatistikler kapsaminda aritmetik ortalama,
frekans ve standart sapma degerleri hesaplanmis; degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerin
incelenmesinde Pearson korelasyon analizi ile basit ve coklu dogrusal regresyon analizleri
uygulanmistir. Istatistiksel anlamlilik diizeyi %5 (p< .05) olarak belirlenmistir.

Bilgi Yénetimi Egilimi Olgegi (BYEO) ve Yenilik¢i Davranis Olgegi (YDO) degiskenlerine ait
carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarinin £1 araliginda yer almasi, ortalama ve medyan degerlerinin
birbirine yakin olmasi ve Shapiro—Wilk ile Kolmogorov—Smirnov test sonuglarinin p> .05
diizeyinde anlamlilik gdstermemesi, verilerin normal dagilim varsayimint karsiladigini
gostermektedir. Bu dogrultuda, degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerin analizinde Pearson korelasyon
testi kullanilmis; normallik ve diger regresyon varsayimlarinin (dogrusallik, u¢ degerlerin
kontrolii, hata terimlerinin normal dagilimi ve bagimsizlig1) saglandigi belirlenerek regresyon
analizlerine gecilmistir. Bilgi yOnetimi egiliminin Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislarii
yordama durumu, basit ve ¢coklu dogrusal regresyon teknikleri kullanilarak test edilmistir.

2.4. Smmirhliklar

Bu aragtirmanin gii¢lii yont, elde edilen bulgularin; gecerligi ve giivenirligi kanitlanmis lgme
araclariyla 6gretmenlerden toplanan nicel verilere ve alan yazinda yer alan benzer nicel
caligmalarin bulgulariyla tutarli analizlere dayanmasidir. Bununla birlikte, aragtirmanin temel
sinirliligi, verilerin 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Zonguldak ilinin bir il¢esinin merkez
kamu ortaokullarinda gorev yapan 212 Ogretmenin goriisleriyle sinirlt olmasidir. Ayrica,
O0gretmen algilariin 6l¢iildiigli zaman dilimindeki baglamsal kosullar ve degiskenlerin durumu
da bulgularin yorumlanmasinda dikkate alinmasi gereken bir sinirlilik olusturmaktadir. Buna
ek olarak, arastirmada kullanilan bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenlere iligskin 6lgekleme araglari,
tercih edilen istatistiksel analiz programlar1 ve uygulanan analiz tekniklerinin dayandigi
istatistiksel varsayimlar da ¢alismanin metodolojik sinirliliklart arasinda yer almaktadir.

Kolayda 6rnekleme yonteminin olasiliksiz bir 6rnekleme tiirii olmasi, dis gegerlik agisindan
belirli siirliliklart beraberinde getirmektedir. Elde edilen bulgular, benzer sosyo-kiiltiirel ve
orgiitsel oOzelliklere sahip ortaokullar i¢cin anlamli ¢ikarimlar sunabilirken, farkli sosyo-
ekonomik bolgelerdeki okullar veya 6zel 6gretim kurumlari i¢in dogrudan genellenmesi uygun
olmayabilir. Bu durum, o6zellikle bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerin
baglamsal olarak farklilagabilecegi gercegi goz Oniinde bulundurularak dikkatle
degerlendirilmelidir. Ote yandan, bu arastirmanin amaci, Tiirkiye genelinde genellenebilir
sonuglar tiretmekten ziyade, belirli bir baglamda bilgi yonetimi egilimleri ile 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i davraniglart arasindaki iligkileri agiklamak ve anlamlandirmaktir. Bu dogrultuda,
calismada yordayici aragtirma deseni benimsenmis ve hipotez testleri i¢in gerekli 6rneklem
blytikliigil istatistiksel giivenilirligi saglayacak sekilde belirlenmistir. Bu durum, aragtirmanin
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i¢ gecerliginin giiclii oldugunu; ancak dis gegerliginin belirli sinirlar ¢ercevesinde ele alinmasi
gerektigini gostermektedir.

3. BULGULAR

3.1. Ortaokullarda Gergeklesen Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi ile Ogretmenlerin Sergiledikleri
Yenilikci Davranis Diizeyleri ve Aralarindaki Iliski

Bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranis diizeyleri arasindaki
iliskiyi gosterir Pearson korelasyon katsayilar1 Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi ile Yenilik¢i Davranis Arasindaki Korelasyon Degerleri
X SS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 BYEO 356 .57 1

2O0H 345 89 852" 1

3 BP 3.76 .57 828" 596 1

4 BE/K 342 76 799 599 665 1

5BD 3.60 .63 773" 489" 530" 443" 1

6 YDO 3.33 .81 731 490" 649" .552** 707" 1

7FU 333 .83 595 403" 525 457 568" 813" 1

8 A 330 .86  .684™ 469" 607" 565" 616" 918 .694™ 1

9D 331 .99 6617 433" 593" 464" .672% 903" 637 753" 1

10U 338 .92 674%™ 447 597 485" 678" 943 681" 803" .850" 1

*¥p< 01, *p<.05; 1. BYEO: Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi Olgegi; 2. OH: Orgéitsel hafiza; 3. BP: Bilgi paylasimi; 4. BE/K: Bilgi
edinimi/kavrama; 5. BD: Bilgi duyarliligi; 6. YDO: Yenilik¢i Davrams Olgegi; 7. FU: Fikir iiretme; 8. A: Aragtirma; 9. D:
Destekleme; 10. U: Uygulama; X: Ortalama; SS: Standart sapma

Tablo 2°de sunulan betimsel istatistikler incelendiginde, okullarda gergeklesen bilgi yonetimi
egilimi diizeylerine iligkin en yiiksek ortalamanin “Orgiitsel Hafiza” boyutunda (X = 3.45), en
diisiik ortalamanin ise “Bilgi Edinimi/Kavrama” boyutunda (X" = 3.42) oldugu goriilmektedir.
Bilgi yoOnetimi egilimi Ol¢eginin biitiinii ile dort alt boyutunun tamaminda Ogretmen
goriislerinin  “Katiliyorum™ diizeyi araliginda (3.42-3.76) yogunlastigi anlasiimaktadir.
Ogretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranis diizeylerine iliskin ortalamalar incelendiginde
ise en yiiksek ortalamanin “Uygulama” boyutunda (X = 3.38), en diisiik ortalamanin ise
“Arastirma” boyutunda (x = 3.30) oldugu belirlenmistir. Yenilik¢i davranis dlgeginin biitiinii
ve dort alt boyutunun tamaminda Ogretmen goriislerinin “Kismen Katiliyorum” diizeyi
araliginda (3.30-3.38) yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, alt boyutlara iligkin ortalama
puanlarin “Katiliyorum” diizeyinin alt esigi olan 3.40 degerine olduk¢a yakin oldugu dikkat
¢cekmektedir. Bu bulgunun, incelenen okullarin gérece merkeziyetci bir orgiit yapisina sahip
olmasi, karar alma siireglerinde 6gretmenlerin daha sinirli bir rol {istlenmeleri ve ast—iist
iliskilerinde uygulayict konumda bulunmalariyla iligkili olabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.
Ancak ortalama puanlarin “Katiliyorum” diizeyine yakinligi, s6z konusu okullarda gorev yapan
ogretmenlerin fikir {iretme, arastirma, destekleme ve uygulama boyutlarinda yenilikgi
davraniglar sergileme potansiyeline sahip olduklarina da isaret etmektedir.

Degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerin yorumlanmasinda korelasyon katsayilarina iliskin referans
araliklar1 Karasar’a (2009) gore esas alinmistir. Buna gore, korelasyon katsayisinin .00—.25
araliginda olmasi “gok zayif”, .26—.49 araliginda olmas1 “zayif”’, .50—.69 araliginda olmasi
“orta”, .70—.89 araliginda olmas1 “yiiksek™ ve .90—1.00 araliginda olmasi “¢ok yiiksek” diizeyde
iligki olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Analiz sonuglari, ortaokullarda gergeklesen bilgi yonetimi
egilimi ile 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranig diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak
anlamli iligkiler bulundugunu gdstermektedir. Bu bulgular dogrultusunda H; hipotezi test
edilmis ve hipotezin dogrulandig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi Olcegi biitiinii
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ile Yenilik¢i Davranis Olgegi biitiinii arasinda yiiksek diizeyde, pozitif yonlii ve anlamli bir
iliski oldugu belirlenmistir (» =.731; p <.01).

Alt boyutlar diizeyinde incelendiginde, bilgi ydnetimi egiliminin “Orgiitsel Hafiza” boyutu ile
ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davramislariim “Fikir Uretme” (r = .403; p < .01), “Arastirma” (r =
469; p <.01), “Destekleme” (r = .433; p < .01) ve “Uygulama” (» = .447; p < .01) boyutlar
arasinda anlamli, pozitif yonlii ve zayif ile orta diizey arasinda degisen iliskiler oldugu
goriilmektedir. “Bilgi Paylasim1” boyutu ile yenilik¢i davramgin “Fikir Uretme” (r = .525; p <
.01), “Arastirma” (r =.607; p <.01), “Destekleme” (= .593; p <.01) ve “Uygulama” (r = .597;
p < .01) boyutlar1 arasinda ise anlamli, pozitif yonlii ve orta diizeyde iliskiler bulunmaktadir.
Bilgi yonetimi egiliminin “Bilgi Edinimi/Kavrama” boyutu ile yenilik¢i davranigin “Aragtirma”
boyutu arasinda orta diizeyde anlaml1 bir iliski (» = .565; p < .01) saptanirken; “Fikir Uretme”
(r = .457; p < .01), “Destekleme” (r = .464; p < .01) ve “Uygulama” (r = .485; p < .01)
boyutlariyla olan iligkilerin zayif ile orta diizey arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. “Bilgi
Duyarliligr” boyutu ile yenilik¢i davramgin “Fikir Uretme” (» = .568; p < .01), “Arastirma” (r
=.616; p <.01), “Destekleme” (» = .672; p <.01) ve “Uygulama” (» = .678; p <.01) boyutlar1
arasinda ise anlamli, pozitif yonlii ve orta diizeyde iliskiler oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu iliskisel
bulgular birlikte degerlendirildiginde, ortaokullarda bilgi yonetimi egilimi diizeylerinin
artmasina paralel olarak 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davranig diizeylerinin de artma
egilimi gosterecegi ileri siirlilebilir. Ancak bu ¢ikarimin nedensel bir iliskiyi degil, degiskenler
arasindaki istatistiksel iliskiyi yansittig1 g6z oniinde bulundurulmalidir.

3.2. Okullarinda Gerceklesen Bilgi Yonetimi Egiliminin Ogretmenlerin Sergiledikleri
Yenilik¢i Davramislar: Yordamasi

Bilgi yonetimi egilimi ve boyutlariin yenilik¢i davranmiglart ve boyutlarini yordama
diizeylerine iligkin bulgular ve yorumlara bu kisimda yer verilmistir.

3.2.1. Temel Model

Ortaokullarda gerceklesen bilgi yonetimi egilimi biitiiniiniin 6gretmenlerin sergiledigi yenilik¢i
davranis biitiinli yordama diizeyine iliskin bulgular Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Bilgi Yonetimi Egiliminin Yenilikci Davrams Uzerindeki Yordayici Etkisi

Bagimsiz Bagimli = )

Degisken Degisken a3 B F R R b ! P
Bilgi yonetimi Yenilikel 555 1036 239302 731 .534 731 15469 .00*
egilimi biitiinii davranis biitiinii

*n<.01

Tablo 3’te sunulan bulgular incelendiginde, modelde yer alan bilgi yonetimi egilimi dlgegi
biitlinliniin, 6gretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i davraniglarin biitiinli iizerinde istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bir yordayici oldugu goriilmektedir (F = 239.302; p <.05). Modele dahil edilen
bagimsiz degisken, yenilik¢i davranig toplam puanindaki varyansin %53’linii agiklamaktadir
(R = .73; R* = .53). Cohen (1988) ile Miles ve Shevlin’in (2001) etki biiytkligi
siiflandirmalarina gére bu oran, biiyiik diizeyde bir etki biiyiikliigline karsilik gelmektedir. Bu
bulgu, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin &gretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranislarini giiglii bir bigimde
yordadigin1 gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, model tarafindan agiklanamayan %47’lik
varyansin, yenilik¢i davraniglar iizerinde etkili olabilecek bireysel (kisilik 6zellikleri,
motivasyon), orgiitsel (okul kiiltiirii, liderlik) ya da c¢evresel (egitim politikalari, teknolojik
altyap1) degiskenlerle iliskili olabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, gelecekte
yapilacak caligmalarda bu degiskenlerin modele dahil edilmesi, yenilik¢i davraniglarin
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aciklanmasina yonelik daha kapsamli sonuglar elde edilmesine katki saglayabilir. Elde edilen
regresyon bulgular1 dogrultusunda H> hipotezi test edilmis ve bilgi yonetimi egiliminin
Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davraniglarint anlamli diizeyde yordadigi sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Buna
gore, arastirma kapsaminda ileri stiriilen H> hipotezi dogrulanmistir.

3.3.2. Alt Modeller

Ortaokullarda gerceklesen bilgi yonetimi egilimi boyutlarinin, 68retmenlerin sergiledikleri
yenilik¢i davranislart yordama diizeylerine iliskin ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon analizi bulgulari
Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Bilgi Yonetimi Egilimi Boyutlarimin Yenilik¢i Davranislar: Yordamasi

Bagimsiz ~ Bagiml

Modeller Degiskenler Degiskenler SH p ! P F R r

Sabit -1.052 256 - -4.111  .000*

- Yenilikei Orgiitsel hafiza -016 .054 -017 -294 .769
'§ davranig Bilgi paylagimi 430 .090 304 4.762 .000* 82.175 .784  .615

= biitiinii Bilgi edinimi A51 066 142 2305 .020%*

Bilgi duyarliligi .639  .069 492 9306 .000*

Sabit -265 325 - -816 416

N Orgiitsel hafiza -.006 .068 -.007 -.092 .926
'§ Fikir iretme  Bilgi paylagimi 339 115 235 2951 .004* 34.633 .634 .402

= Bilgi edinimi 144 083 133 1.733  .085

Bilgi duyarliligi 514 .087 388  5.902  .000*

Sabit -913 304 - -3.002 .003

« Orgiitsel hafiza -009 .064 -009 -139 .889
"qé Arastirma Bilgi paylagimi 386 107 257  3.594 .000* 55.192 719 517

= Bilgi edinimi 260  .078 230 3.329 .001%*

Bilgi duyarlilig1 528 082 383 6.477 .000*

Sabit -1.668 343 - -4.856 .000*

= Orgiitsel hafiza -.030 .072 -.027 -414 .680
% Destekleme  Bilgi paylasimi 5350 121 311 4409 .000* 58.290 .729 531

= Bilgi edinimi 069 088  .054 787 432

Bilgi duyarlilig: 785 092 496 8.517 .000*

Sabit -1.304 318 - -4.102  .000*

he! Orgiitsel hafiza -.020 .067 -.019 -294 769
% Uygulama Bilgi paylagimi 466 112 289 4.151 .000* 60.790 .736 .541

= Bilgi edinimi 102 082 .084 1.250 213

Bilgi duyarlilig1 735 085 497  8.614 .000*

Tablo 4’te sunulan bulgulara gére, Model 1’de bilgi yonetimi egilimi dl¢eginin orgiitsel hafiza,
bilgi paylasimi, bilgi edinimi/kavrama ve bilgi duyarliligi boyutlarindan olusan yordayici
degiskenler biitiinii, 6gretmenlerin sergiledigi yenilik¢i davraniglarin tamamini istatistiksel
olarak anlaml diizeyde yordamaktadir (F = 82.175; p <.05). S6z konusu degiskenler, yenilik¢i
davranig toplam puanindaki varyansin %61’ini agiklamaktadir (R =.78; R*=.61). Bu aciklama
giicli, Cohen (1988) ile Miles ve Shevlin’in (2001) siniflandirmalarina gére biiytik diizeyde bir
etki biiyiikligiine karsilik gelmektedir. Bununla birlikte, varyansin %39’luk kisminin
aciklanamamis olmasi; mesleki doyum, is ortami 6zellikleri ve okul ydneticilerinin tutumlari
gibi diger degiskenlerin modele dahil edilmesinin gerekliligine isaret etmektedir. Ayrica,
orgiitsel hafiza boyutunun (B =—.017; p > .05) yenilik¢i davranislar {izerinde tek bagina anlamli
bir yordayict olmadigi belirlenmistir. Standartlastirilmis regresyon katsayilari (B) dikkate
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alindiginda, yenilik¢i davranislar iizerindeki goreli etki sirasinin bilgi duyarlhilifi, bilgi
paylasimi, bilgi edinimi/kavrama ve orgiitsel hafiza seklinde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Model 2’ye iliskin bulgular incelendiginde, bilgi yonetimi egilimi boyutlarinin 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i davraniglarindan fikir tiretme boyutunu anlamli diizeyde yordadig1 goriilmektedir (F
= 34.633; p < .05). Model, fikir iiretme puanlarindaki varyansin %40’ 1 agiklamaktadir (R =
.63; R?=.40) ve bu oran Cohen’e (1988) gore biiyiik etki biiytlikliigline isaret etmektedir. Ancak
aciklanamayan %60’lik varyans, yaratic1 6z yeterlik, risk alma egilimi ve okul i¢i etkilesim gibi
bireysel ve orgiitsel faktdrlerin etkisini diisiindiirmektedir. Orgiitsel hafiza (B =—.007; p > .05)
ile bilgi edinimi/kavrama (B = .133; p > .05) boyutlarinin fikir liretme iizerinde tek bagina
anlaml bir etkisi bulunmamaktadir. Goreli 6nem siras1 yine bilgi duyarliligi, bilgi paylagima,
bilgi edinimi/kavrama ve Orgiitsel hafiza seklindedir.

Model 3’te, bilgi yonetimi egilimi boyutlarinin yenilik¢i davraniglarin arastirma boyutunu
anlamli bigimde yordadigi belirlenmistir (F = 55.192; p < .05). Model, aragtirma boyutundaki
varyansin %52’sini agiklamaktadir (R = .72; R* = .52) ve bu deger biiyiik diizeyde etki
biiyiikliigiine karsilik gelmektedir. Ac¢iklanamayan %48’lik varyans, 6gretmenlerin bireysel
arastirma ilgileri, dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri ve okulun arastirma iklimi gibi degiskenlerin
onemini ortaya koymaktadir. Orgiitsel hafiza boyutunun (B = —.139; p > .05) arastirma
boyutunu anlamli bi¢imde yordamadigi goriilmiistiir. Diger modellerde oldugu gibi, bilgi
duyarlilig1 bu boyut lizerinde de en gii¢lii yordayicidir.

Model 4’e iliskin bulgular, bilgi yonetimi egilimi boyutlarinin yenilik¢i davranislarin
destekleme boyutunu anlamli diizeyde yordadigini gostermektedir (F = 58.290; p <.05). Model,
destekleme boyutundaki varyansin %53’linli agiklamaktadir (R = .73; R* = .53) ve bu oran
bliytiik etki biiyiikliigiine isaret etmektedir. Bununla birlikte, agiklanamayan %47’lik varyans;
1s birligi kiiltiirti, yonetsel destek algist ve kurumsal motivasyon gibi faktorlerin roliine dikkat
cekmektedir. Orgiitsel hafiza (B = —.414; p > .05) ve bilgi edinimi/kavrama (B = .787; p > .05)
boyutlarinin destekleme davranisi lizerinde tek basina anlamli etkileri bulunmamaktadir.

Son olarak, Model 5’te bilgi yonetimi egilimi boyutlarinin yenilik¢i davranislarin uygulama
boyutunu istatistiksel olarak anlamli bi¢imde yordadig: belirlenmistir (F = 60.790; p < .05).
Model, uygulama boyutundaki varyansin %54’iinli agiklamaktadir (R = .74; R? = .54) ve bu
deger biiyiik diizeyde etki biiytikliigiine karsilik gelmektedir. Ac¢iklanamayan %46’lik varyans
ise smif yonetimi becerileri, uygulamaya doniik engeller ve mesleki gelisim olanaklar1 gibi
degiskenlerin 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir. Orgiitsel hafiza (B = —.019; p > .05) ve bilgi
edinimi/kavrama (B =.084; p > .05) boyutlar1 bu modelde de anlaml1 yordayicilar degildir. Tiim
alt modellerde, yenilik¢i davranig boyutlari lizerindeki en giiclii yordayicinin bilgi duyarliligt
oldugu goriilmektedir.

4. Sonuc, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu aragtirmada, okul yonetimi kuramlarimin genisletilmesine katki saglayabilecek nitelikte,
betimsel nicelik degeri yiiksek ve veri temelli 6zgiin bulgular elde edilmistir. Arastirmanin
amaglart dogrultusunda olusturulan bilgi kiimesinin merkezinde, istatistiksel analizler
sonucunda ortaya konulan 6zgiin bulgular yer almaktadir. Elde edilen bu bulgular, ilgili
literatiirle iliskilendirilerek tartisilmis; bdylece arastirma sonuglarinin hem kuramsal énemi
hem de literatiire sundugu katki ortaya konulmaya ¢aligilmistir.

Arastirma bulgulari, katilimcilarin gorev yaptiklart ortaokullarda bilgi yonetimi egiliminin
belirli bir diizeyde gerceklestigini gostermektedir. Bu baglamda, bilgi elde etme, siniflandirma,
kavrama, depolama ve paylagim siireglerinin; giincel bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerinin
gelistirilmesi dogrultusunda siirekli iyilestirildigi sdylenebilir. Elde edilen bu sonug,
alanyazindaki ¢esitli ¢aligmalar tarafindan da desteklenmektedir (Durnali, 2013; Kaya, 2020;
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Ocak ve Efe, 2020). ilgili arastirmalar, Tiirkiye Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 tarafindan gelistirilen
ve okullara entegre edilen dijital uygulamalarin, orgiitsel hafizanin giiclenmesine ve bilgi
edinimi ile bilgi paylasiminin daha etkin bigimde gerceklesmesine katki sagladigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu durum, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin teknoloji yogun ¢agdas egitim ortamlarina
dayal1 bir bilgi yonetimi iklimi i¢inde desteklendigini gostermektedir (Durnali vd., 2019; Ocak
ve Efe, 2020).

Bu cergevede s6z konusu sistemlerin, 0gretmenlerin meslektaslart ve yoneticileriyle bilgi
paylasimini tesvik ettigi; okul disi bilgi kaynaklarina erisimi kolaylagtirdig1 ve orgiit tiyeleri
arasinda fikir aligverisini destekledigi anlasilmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, bu okullarda
geleneksel Orgiit kiiltiirlinden ziyade daha modern bir orgiit kiiltiiriinlin  benimsendigi
sOylenebilir. Nitekim, fikirlerin kime ait oldugundan ¢ok, drgiite sagladigi1 faydanin 6n planda
tutulmasi; yenilikgi diislincelerin hizli bigimde degerlendirilmesine ve gelistirilmesine olanak
tanimaktadir. Ayrica, Tiirk kiiltliriinde bireyler ve gruplar arasinda yaygin olan paylagim ve
dayamgma egiliminin; 6rgiit kiiltiirii (Oztiirk ve Sahin, 2017) ve orgiitsel iletisim (Giilnar, 2011;
Isik, 2018) gibi okul orgiitii dinamikleriyle uyumlu bi¢imde, profesyonel bilgi paylasimi
davraniglarina yansidigi goriilmektedir (Hatunoglu ve Yesil, 2020). Bununla birlikte, bulgular
okullarda bilgi yonetimi egiliminin ideal ya da milkemmel diizeyde oldugunu gostermemekte;
aksine, bu alanda halen gelistirilmesi gereken yonlerin bulunduguna isaret etmektedir.

Arastirmanin ikinci 6nemli bulgusu, &gretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislarini sergileme
diizeylerinin orta diizeyde oldugudur. Buna gore, 6gretmenlerin zaman zaman rutin, zaman
zaman ise yenilik¢i davranislar sergiledikleri; karsilastiklar1 sorunlara yenilik¢i ¢oziimler
iiretme konusunda belirli giiglii yonlere sahip olmakla birlikte cesitli sinirhiliklarinin da
bulundugu anlagilmaktadir. Ayni sekilde, is siireclerini gelistirmeye yonelik eylemlerde
bulunma noktasinda ogretmenlerin zaman zaman istekli, zaman zaman ise isteksiz
davrandiklar1 sdylenebilir. Bu durum, yeni 6gretim yontem ve tekniklerinin gelistirilmesi ve bu
yeniliklerin mevcut ¢aligma siireglerine uyarlanmasi konusunda d6gretmenlerin orta diizeyde bir
davranig sergilediklerine isaret etmektedir. Alanyazinda yer alan bazi arastirmalar (Hsiao vd.,
2011; Ismail ve Mydin, 2019; Ozgiir, 2013) bu bulguyu desteklerken; bazi calismalar
ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i 1 davraniglarini yiiksek diizeyde sergilediklerini (Akkog¢ vd., 2023;
Ertiirk, 2023b; Sezgin ve Ugar, 2021), Kilig (2015) ise diisiik diizeyde sergilendigini ortaya
koymustur. Farkli arastirmalarda ulasilan bu farkli sonuglar, yenilik¢i is davraniglarinin ¢ok
sayida degiskenden etkilendigini gostermektedir. Nitekim, Tura ve Akbash (2021a) yenilik¢i is
davraniglarin1 etkileyen faktorleri demografik, bireysel ve oOrgiitsel faktorler olarak
simiflandirmigtir. Benzer bigimde, Ertiirk (2023a) farkli sonuglarin ortaya ¢ikmasini; okul
yoneticilerinin sergiledigi yonetim davranislarina, okul sistemlerinin yapisal ve altyapisal
kapasitesine ve arastirmalarda yer alan katilimcilarin sahip oldugu farkli oOzelliklere
baglamaktadir.

Ucgiincii  olarak, bu arastirmada ortaokullarda gergeklesen bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile
ogretmenlerin sergiledikleri yenilik¢i is davranislar arasinda giiglii diizeyde ve pozitif yonlii
bir iliski oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu bulgu, okullarda bilgi yonetimi egilimi diizeylerinin
artmast durumunda, Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranig sergileme diizeylerinin de anlamli
bicimde artacagimi gostermektedir. Baska bir ifadeyle, bilgi yonetimi siireglerinin
giiclendirilmesi, Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davramiglarii destekleyen onemli bir oOrgiitsel
mekanizma olarak degerlendirilebilir. Alanyazin incelendiginde, dogrudan ortaokul
baglaminda bilgi yonetimi egilimi ile dgretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davraniglar: arasindaki iligkiyi
ele alan bir calismaya rastlanmamistir. Bu durum, arastirmanin 6zgiinliigiinii ve literatiirdeki
onemli bir boslugu doldurma potansiyelini ortaya koymaktadir. Aragtirmanin ontolojik temeli
ve literatiire katki iddias1 da biiytlik 6l¢iide bu agikliktan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte,
literatiirde yenilikei is davraniglarinin farkli degiskenlerle iliskisini ele alan ¢ok sayida ¢alisma

172



Durnal1 PAUEFD, 66, 157-182 [2026]

bulunmaktadir. Ornegin, dgretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davramislar1 ile proaktif davranislari
(Ertiirk, 2023a), algilanan psikolojik sermaye diizeyleri (Ertiirk, 2023b), okul miidiirlerinin
dagitimer liderlik davranislar1 (Ozkan ve Akman, 2024) ve algilanan orgiitsel destek (Akkog
vd., 2023) arasinda pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde iliskiler rapor edilmistir. Buna ek olarak,
Ogretmenlerin yenilikei is davranislart ile okullarin orgiitsel zeka diizeyleri (Tura ve Akbasli,
2021b) ve genel orgiitsel performans (Topdemir vd., 2023) arasinda giiglii pozitif iligkiler tespit
edilmistir.

Bilgi yonetimi baglaminda ele alindiginda; okulda bilgi yonetiminin gerceklesme diizeyi ile
Ogretmenlerin yaraticiliklar arasinda orta diizeyde pozitif bir iliski (Mazhar ve Akhtar, 2018),
Ogretmenlerin yaraticiliklart ile 6z-yeterlikleri arasinda giiglii pozitif bir iliski (Baezat vd.,
2017) oldugu belirlenmistir. Bunun yani sira, okul miidiirlerinin teknolojik liderlik davraniglar
ile 6gretmen performansi arasinda zayif (Durnali ve Akbasli, 2020) ve gii¢lii (Awan ve Ather,
2024) diizeylerde pozitif iligkiler ile oOrgiitsel yenilik¢ilik arasinda pozitif iliskiler rapor
edilmistir (Belawati vd., 2019). Bu ¢er¢evede, mevcut arastirmada elde edilen giiclii iligkinin,
literatiirdeki genel egilimle tutarli oldugu sdylenebilir. Bulgular, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin
yiiksek diizeyde gerceklestigi okullarda 6gretmenlerin bilgiye erisim, bilgiye duyarlilik, bilgiyi
kullanma ve paylasma siireglerinin giiclendigini; bunun da yenilik¢i is davraniglarini tesvik
ettigini agik bigimde ortaya koymaktadir.

Dordiincti olarak, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davraniglarini yordama
giiclinii incelemek amaciyla test edilen regresyon modelleri incelendiginde; hem basit hem de
coklu regresyon analizlerinde bilgi yonetimi egiliminin yenilik¢i davranislar tizerinde anlaml
ve pozitif bir yordayict oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bilgi yonetimi egilimi 6lgeginin orgiitsel hafiza,
bilgi paylasimi, bilgi edinimi/kavrama ve bilgi duyarliligi boyutlari; yenilik¢i davraniglarin
biitiinii ile birlikte fikir iiretme, arastirma, destekleme ve uygulama boyutlarini anlamli bicimde
yordamistir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, biri basit ve besi ¢oklu olmak iizere olusturulan toplam alt1
regresyon modelinin tamaminda bagimsiz degigkenler, bagimli degiskenleri pozitif yonde
yordamistir. Bu sonug, bilgi yonetimi egiliminde meydana gelen artiglarin, 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i is davranis diizeylerinde nicel olarak anlamli artiglara yol agtigini gostermektedir. Bu
bulgular, literatiirde yer alan Onceki ¢aligsmalarla da biiylik olciide Ortiismektedir. Karimi
(2012), bilgi yonetiminin yaraticiligi pozitif yonde yordadigini ortaya koyarken; Baezat ve
digerleri (2017), bilgi organizasyonu ve bilgi uygulama boyutlarinin 6gretmenlerin 6z-yeterlik
ve yaraticilik diizeylerini anlamli bi¢imde yordadigini belirtmistir. Benzer sekilde, yenilikgi is
davraniglarinin psikolojik sermaye tarafindan anlamli bi¢imde yordandigi (Ertiirk, 2023b),
dagitimct liderlik ile okul yonetim ekibi uyumunun birlikte ele alindiginda yordayict oldugu
(Ozkan ve Akman, 2024) ve bazi durumlarda orgiitsel zekd tarafindan anlamli bigimde
yordanmadig1 (Tura ve Akbagli, 2021b) bulgularina ulasilmistir. Bu baglamda, mevcut
arastirma sonuglarmnin literatiir agisindan beklenmedik ya da sira dis1 olmadigi, aksine 6nceki
bulgularla tutarl bir ¢izgide ilerledigi sdylenebilir.

Bununla birlikte, arastirma bulgular1 bilgi yonetimi siireglerinin her baglamda ve her
orneklemde Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davraniglarimi otomatik olarak ve tutarli bicimde
desteklemedigine de isaret etmektedir. Bulgularin bazi durumlarda 6nceki caligsmalarla
ortiismemesinin ardinda; bilgi yonetiminin 6rgiit icinde ne 6l¢iide igsellestirildigi, uygulamaya
nasil yansitildig1 ve dgretmenlerin bu siireglere ne diizeyde aktif olarak dahil olduklart gibi
faktorler yer almaktadir (Bolisani ve Bratianu, 2018). Ozellikle ortaokul diizeyinde, okul
yonetiminin bilgi paylasimini ve 6grenen orgiit iklimini yeterince desteklemedigi durumlarda,
bilgi yonetimi araglarinin daha c¢ok bigimsel ve biirokratik amaclarla kullanilmasi, yenilik¢i
davranislarin ortaya ¢ikmasini sinirlayabilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin e-okul veya DYS gibi dijital
sistemleri yalnizca gorev temelli araglar olarak algilamalari, bu sistemlerin pedagojik
yeniliklere katki sunma potansiyelini zayiflatabilmektedir. Bu nedenle, bilgi yonetimi egilimi
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ile yenilik¢i davranis arasindaki iliskinin giicii; yalnizca teknik altyap1 ya da aragsal yeterlilikle
degil, ayn1 zamanda okulun 6grenme kiiltiirti, orgiitsel zeka diizeyi, liderlik tarzi, bilgi paylasim
iklimi ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki 6zerklik algilariyla da yakindan iligkilidir (Nguyen vd., 2022;
Tura ve Akbasl, 2022).

Ote yandan, arastirmada ortaya ¢ikan bazi aykiri bulgular, egitim ortamlarinda bireysel
farkliliklarin ve mikro-politik dinamiklerin yenilik¢i davraniglar {izerindeki belirleyici roliine
isaret etmektedir. Ayn1 bilgi yonetimi altyapisina sahip okullarda bazi1 6gretmenlerin yiiksek
diizeyde yenilik¢i davramiglar sergilerken bazilarinin daha duragan kalmasi; bireysel
motivasyon, risk alma egilimi, mesleki 6z-yeterlik algis1 ve okul i¢i destek mekanizmalarinin
farklilasmasiyla aciklanabilir (Gumusluoglu ve Ilsev, 2009; Ho, 2009). Ayrica son yillarda
dijital teknolojilere duyulan giiven diizeyi, dgretmenlerin yeni arag ve yontemleri deneme
istekliligini etkileyen onemli bir degisken haline gelmistir (Trust ve Whalen, 2020). Tiirkiye
baglaminda ise bazi okullarda hakim olan hiyerarsik ve merkeziyetgi yoOnetsel yapilar,
Ogretmenlerin karar alma siireglerine katilimini sinirlamakta; bu durum bilgi temelli yenilik
tiretimini dolayli olarak zayiflatabilmektedir. Bu bulgular, bilgi yonetimi ile yenilik¢i
davraniglar arasindaki iliskinin baglamsal oOzellikler dikkate alinarak ele alinmasinin
gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir.

Sonu¢ olarak bu arastirmada, ortaokul ogretmenlerinden elde edilen veriler {izerinde
gerceklestirilen Pearson korelasyon ile basit ve ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon analizleri araciligiyla
0zgiin ve veri temelli bilgi kiimeleri tiretilmistir. Arastirmanin temel bulgulari, ortaokullarda
gerceklesen bilgi yonetimi egiliminin dgretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislarint dogrudan ve
pozitif yonde etkileyen dnemli bir 6rgiitsel faktor oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu baglamda, bilgi
yonetimi ve yenilik¢i davranis degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiler ve yordama diizeyleri ortaya
konularak, hem ilgili literatiire hem de okul gelisimi paradigmasina anlamli katkilar
saglanmistir. Bulgular, 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i is davranislarinin desteklenmesinde yalnizca
bireysel ¢abalarin degil; okulun yapisal, yonetsel ve sosyal-biligsel kapasitesinin de belirleyici
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretmenlerin bilgiye erisme, bilgiyi anlama, kullanma ve
paylasma siireglerini destekleyen bir okul ikliminin, 6gretme siire¢lerinin niteligini ve orgiitsel
verimliligi artirma potansiyeline sahip oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu yOniiyle arastirma, yenilik¢i
davraniglarin okul diizeyinde sistematik bicimde desteklenmesi gerektigine iligkin kanita dayali
bir ¢erceve sunmaktadir. Arastirmanin sonuglari dogrultusunda, bilgi yonetimi egiliminin
ozellikle bilgi duyarlilig, bilgi paylasimi ve bilgi edinimi/kavrama boyutlarinin 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i is davraniglarint anlaml diizeyde yordadig: tespit edilmistir. Bu bulgu, hem okul ici
uygulamalarin hem de egitim politikalariin bilgi merkezli bir yaklasimla yeniden ele
alinmasini gerekli kilmaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede gelistirilen 6neriler agagida sunulmustur.

Okul i¢1 uygulamaya yonelik oneriler:

e Okullarda bilgi duyarhiligini artiran 6grenme odakli iklimler olusturulmalidir. Bu
kapsamda okul yoneticileri, 6gretmenlerin deneyimlerini bilgiye doniistiirebilecekleri ve ortak
akla dayal1 karar siireglerine katilabilecekleri diizenli paylasim ortamlari olusturabilir.

e Bilgi paylasimimi tesvik eden mikro diizey oOrgiitsel mekanizmalar gelistirilmelidir.
Ogretmenler arasinda goniilliiliik esasina dayali bilgi paylasim gruplari veya mesleki rehberlik
uygulamalari bu siireci destekleyebilir.

 Bilgi edinimi ve kavramay1 desteklemek amaciyla 6gretmenlerin birbirlerinin derslerini
yapilandirilmig bigimde gozlemleyebilecekleri mesleki 6grenme etkinlikleri planlanmalidir. Bu
uygulamalar, yenilik¢i 6gretim pratiklerinin okul genelinde yayginlagmasina katki saglayabilir.
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e Ulusal ve uluslararasi proje temelli is birlikleri ve calisma ziyaretleri yoluyla
Ogretmenlerin farkli egitim baglamlaryla etkilesimleri artirilmalidir. Bu deneyimler,
Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i davranis motivasyonlarini giiglendirebilir.

Egitim politikas1 yapicilarina yonelik oneriler:

e Okul temelli bilgi yonetimi liderligi ¢ercevesi olusturularak, her okul igin dijital bilgi
yOnetimi strateji planlarinin hazirlanmasi tegvik edilmelidir. Bu planlar, bilgi iiretme, depolama
ve paylasma siireclerini sistematik hale getirecek bicimde yapilandirilmalidir.

o Bilgi yonetimi kapasitesi ve yenilik¢i 6gretim uygulamalarini destekleyen okullar igin
performans odakli tesvik sistemleri gelistirilebilir. lyi uygulamalarin goriiniir kilinmasi,
kurumsal 6grenmeyi destekleyebilir.

o Egitim denetim siiregleri, bilgi yonetimi ve 6grenen okul yaklasimiyla uyumlu bigimde
yeniden ele alinarak rehberlik ve gelisim odakli bir yapiya kavusturulmalidir.

e Ogretmen hizmet i¢i egitim programlari, yalmzca teknik becerilere degil; epistemik
farkindalik, orgiitsel 6grenme ve yenilik¢i diisiinme yetkinliklerini gelistirmeye odaklanacak
sekilde farklilastirilmalidir.

Sonug olarak, bu aragtirma yalnizca kuramsal diizeyde bir iligki ortaya koymakla kalmamakta;
ayn1 zamanda bilgi yOnetimi siireclerinin 6gretmen davranislari tizerindeki etkisini uygulama
ve politika diizeyine tasiyan somut ¢ikarimlar sunmaktadir. Bu yoniiyle ¢calisma hem akademik
literatiire hem de egitim yoneticileri ve politika yapicilar i¢in kanita dayali bir yol haritasi
tiretmektedir.
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Abstract: The effective management of knowledge in schools and its influence on
teachers’ innovative behaviors have become increasingly critical in contemporary
educational contexts. The present study aims to determine the levels of teachers’
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1. Introduction

Educational scientific approaches that aimed at developing and improving school organizations
have traditionally emphasized behavioral patterns grounded in conventional paradigms, thereby
forming the theoretical foundations of educational administration. However, contemporary
educational contexts increasingly require transformation-oriented behaviors that transcend
traditional frameworks and align with the demands of the knowledge age. This shift has gained
substantial support among scholars, particularly within the epistemological discourse on school
organizational development (e.g., Durnali, 2019; Eren et al., 2024; Tura & Akbash, 2021a;
Yalcin et al., 2023). The significance of this perspective has become more pronounced in
educational environments shaped by the expansion of 2Ist-century skills, digitalization,
globalization, and multi-layered learning contexts. In this regard, the sustainable development
goals of education systems (United Nations (UN), 2015), digital competencies (OECD, 2023),
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and the capacity of school organizations to foster innovation have emerged as central themes in
educational administration research.

Within this evolving landscape, the paradigm of knowledge management in schools has become
a structural necessity of the contemporary era and has increasingly gained recognition in both
academic research and school practice (e.g., Arpaci, 2017; Durnali, 2018a, 2018b; Durnali &
Limon, 2020). As a consequence of this paradigmatic transformation, knowledge management
is now expected to be implemented at an advanced level by all school actors. In particular,
emphasis is placed on core processes such as knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing, and
knowledge responsiveness, as well as on the organizational mechanisms that facilitate these
processes (Wang et al., 2008). While school administrators are primarily expected to adopt a
facilitative and supportive role, teachers emerge as the most critical actors in the effective
utilization, transformation, and dissemination of knowledge within schools.

Effective and systematic knowledge management contributes significantly to schools’ capacity
to achieve organizational goals. At the middle school level, knowledge management constitutes
a key dimension of school development, especially in terms of aligning institutional practices
with sustainable development objectives in the knowledge age (UN, 2015) and strengthening
teacher development. Empirical evidence indicates that effective knowledge management in
middle schools enhances organizational learning (Uziim, 2023), supports teachers’ professional
development (Zhao, 2010), and positively influences teachers’ self-efficacy and creativity
(Baezat et al., 2017; Durnali & Gokbulut, 2025). Despite these findings, recent scholarly
discussions suggest that the empirical relationship between teachers’ innovative work behaviors
and knowledge management practices remains underexplored. Contemporary perspectives on
school leadership emphasize not only the promotion of teachers’ innovative behaviors but also
the reinforcement of structural processes—such as knowledge management systems,
organizational policies, and institutional supports—that directly shape and sustain these
behaviors (Durnali, 2018a, 2018b, 2019).

A substantial body of scholarship (e.g., Cimen & Yiicel, 2017; de Jong & den Hartog, 2010;
Gokbulut, 2021) underscores that innovative work behaviors—encompassing idea generation,
idea exploration, idea championing, and idea implementation—are critical determinants of
teacher effectiveness and professional success. Within the field of educational administration,
increasing attention has recently been directed toward understanding whether and how teachers’
innovative behaviors are associated with the knowledge management orientation of their
schools. This issue has emerged as a salient contemporary concern for researchers seeking to
conceptualize and promote creative, innovative, and learning-oriented school environments.

In the Turkish context, knowledge management orientation in school organizations has been
examined by Durnali and Limon (2020), while teachers’ innovative work behaviors have been
addressed in several empirical studies (e.g., Abbak & Erdamar, 2024; Cimen & Yiicel, 2017).
However, a review of the relevant literature reveals a notable gap: there is a lack of empirical
research explicitly investigating the effect of schools’ knowledge management orientation on
middle school teachers’ innovative work behaviors. This gap represents not only an empirical
shortcoming but also a practical limitation, as it offers insufficient guidance for school leaders
and policymakers seeking to integrate knowledge management strategies into the cultivation of
innovative school cultures.

The focus on middle schools is further justified by both theoretical and developmental
considerations. That said, middle school years constitute a critical developmental period during
which students begin to develop higher-order cognitive skills, including abstract reasoning,
problem-solving, and critical thinking (Ainiyah, 2024; Aydin et al., 2022). During this stage,
teachers’ adoption of innovative instructional approaches plays a pivotal role in fostering
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students’ cognitive flexibility, creativity, and intrinsic motivation for learning (Liu et al., 2024).
Moreover, as students transition from primary to secondary education and encounter
increasingly complex knowledge structures, innovative teacher practices contribute to the
creation of more effective and engaging learning environments.

Simultaneously, school-level knowledge management processes—such as knowledge
acquisition, sharing, utilization, and responsiveness—provide an organizational infrastructure
that can enable and sustain teachers’ innovative work behaviors (Deveci et al., 2023; Durnali,
2018a, 2018b). From this perspective, examining the relationship between knowledge
management orientation in middle schools and teachers’ innovative work behaviors is essential
not only for supporting instructional innovations aligned with students’ developmental needs
but also for advancing an understanding of knowledge-based transformation processes within
school organizations. Given these considerations, the primary purpose of the present study is to
quantitatively examine the relationship between middle schools’ knowledge management
orientation and teachers’ innovative work behaviors. In line with this purpose, the study seeks
to address the following research questions:

1. According to teachers’ perceptions, what are the levels of knowledge management
orientation in their schools and their innovative work behaviors?

2. According to teachers’ perceptions, does schools’ knowledge management orientation
significantly predict teachers’ innovative work behaviors?

1.1. Knowledge Management Orientation in Middle Schools

As consistently emphasized in the mainstream literature (e.g., Durnali & Limon, 2020; Nonaka
& Takeuchi, 1995; Ozgozgii, 2015), knowledge management (KM) is fundamentally rooted in
the dynamic, cumulative, and continuously evolving nature of knowledge, which occupies a
central position in contemporary educational organizations. Within this context, KM has
emerged as a key managerial and organizational orientation that provides a conceptual and
practical framework for enhancing school effectiveness and efficiency. Drawing on studies that
have substantially shaped the theoretical underpinnings of KM in educational settings (e.g.,
Durnali, 2018a, 2018b, 2019), its functional relevance for middle school organizations can be
articulated more explicitly. In middle schools, the development of a KM orientation is expected
to support the effective and efficient use of knowledge-based technological tools and systems
that are increasingly integrated into schools by the Ministry of Turkish National Education
(MoNE). Given that middle schools operate as knowledge-intensive organizations, KM
processes have the potential to optimize internal knowledge flows, thereby contributing to
improvements in both the quality and productivity of educational outcomes.

Empirical and theoretical research (Becerra-Fernandez & Stevenson, 2001; Nonaka, 1999)
suggests that, in the contemporary knowledge era, middle schools are no longer expected
merely to transmit existing knowledge. Rather, they are increasingly required to generate new
knowledge, internalize knowledge from external sources, and function as continuously learning
organizations. In this regard, organizational ambidexterity—the capacity to simultaneously
sustain established knowledge and routines while fostering innovative knowledge creation and
transformation—has become a critical organizational capability. Recent empirical findings
(Coban et al., 2024; Ozdemir et al., 2024) indicate that schools’ ability to balance knowledge
exploration and knowledge exploitation plays a decisive role in shaping the relationship
between leadership practices and instructional innovation. Such an ambidextrous structure
facilitates the alignment of KM processes with the characteristics of a learning organization and
supports the development of sustainable innovative capacity. From this perspective, KM can be
conceptualized as a set of interrelated strategic processes that directly contribute to
organizational capacity building. These processes include the identification of knowledge, its
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effective creation and acquisition, dissemination and sharing, utilization, and systematic storage
(Balasubramanian et al., 1999; Duffy, 2000; Nonaka, 1999). For KM processes to function in a
systematic and sustainable manner, they must be embedded within an integrated organizational
structure and a supportive school climate that are closely aligned with middle schools’
educational and instructional objectives (Rastogi, 2000; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

The theoretical foundations of KM orientation in middle schools are primarily grounded in the
knowledge-based view, which emphasizes the distinction between explicit and tacit knowledge
while recognizing their transformability within KM processes (Santo, 2005). This perspective
underscores the central role of knowledge as a strategic organizational asset and highlights its
significance for the success of KM initiatives (Grant, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). From
this viewpoint, variations in organizational performance—particularly among schools—are
largely attributed to differences in how effectively knowledge is managed and leveraged
(Brown & Duguid, 1998; Davenport et al., 1998). Accordingly, when a school effectively
utilizes existing knowledge while simultaneously synthesizing new knowledge sets, it enhances
its capacity for dynamic adaptation, continuous development, and competitive competence
relative to other schools (Prieto & Easterby-Smith, 2006).

At the core of the literature is the assertion that higher levels of knowledge management (KM)
orientation contribute to increased organizational efficiency in middle schools. Accordingly,
scholars (e.g., Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998)
emphasize that the effective and efficient realization of KM orientation requires the systematic
organization and institutionalization of its four core dimensions—organizational memory,
knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition/comprehension, and knowledge responsiveness—
into routine organizational practices. When these dimensions are successfully implemented in
middle school contexts, knowledge related to instructional responsibilities can be managed in
alignment with educational goals. Organizational memory refers to the accumulation and
retrieval of experience-based knowledge; knowledge sharing involves the dissemination of
such knowledge among school members; knowledge acquisition/comprehension pertains to the
systematic incorporation of externally sourced knowledge; and knowledge responsiveness
reflects the institution’s openness and adaptive capacity toward new knowledge (Wang et al.,
2008). As the central instructional agents in middle schools, teachers’ contributions across these
dimensions are likely to exert substantial effects on a range of school-related outcomes (e.g.,
Argon & Demirer, 2015; Zhao, 2010).

Within this conceptual framework, the present study adopts the knowledge-based view as its
primary theoretical foundation for conceptualizing KM (Grant, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi,
1995). This perspective posits that knowledge constitutes an organization’s most strategic
resource and that sustainable advantage emerges through structured processes of knowledge
acquisition, sharing, and transformation. Consistent with this view, the Knowledge
Management Orientation Scale utilized in the study (Wang et al., 2008; Durnal1 & Limon, 2020)
operationalizes KM through four interrelated dimensions—organizational memory, knowledge
sharing, knowledge acquisition/comprehension, and knowledge responsiveness—thus
providing a theoretically grounded and empirically robust measurement framework.
Accordingly, the KM approach adopted in this study is explicitly aligned with the knowledge-
based view. Within this theoretical context, teachers’ innovative work behaviors are
conceptualized as a critical component of contemporary professional teaching practice and as a
key outcome associated with effective KM processes.

1.2. Teachers’ Innovative Work Behaviours

Creating a school learning climate that supports innovative instructional practices has become
a central administrative priority at the middle school level. Within this framework, a focus on
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teachers’ innovative work behaviours represents a strategic and theoretically grounded
approach to enhancing schools’ adaptive and transformative capacity. Research indicates that
managerial support and innovation-oriented organizational dynamics play a critical role in
fostering teachers’ individual creativity in innovative schools (Yiiner & Ozdemir, 2020).
Middle schools, in particular, are characterized by continuous processes of change as they strive
to keep pace with evolving social, technological, and educational demands while sustaining
instructional quality (Akbasli & Durnali, 2017; Cimen & Yilicel, 2017; Hargreaves, 1999;
OECD, 2016).

Within these transformation processes, teachers’ innovative work behaviours have been widely
recognized as essential to professional development, the cultivation of lifelong learning skills,
the effective implementation of educational reforms, and the design of instructional practices
responsive to students’ diverse learning needs (e.g., Cimen & Yiicel, 2017; Gokbulut & Durnali,
2023; Hargreaves, 1999). Beyond individual professional growth, teachers’ innovative
behaviours also contribute to organizational change by influencing school-wide managerial
processes and institutional practices. In this respect, the continuous development of teachers’
innovative and creative initiative capacities is particularly important for designing instructional
strategies that equip students with twenty-first-century competencies (Chen, 2010; Durnali et
al., 2023).

When teachers model innovative behaviours in classroom and school settings, they may also
play a formative role in cultivating students’ openness to innovation and change. Innovative
work behaviours encourage the generation of novel ideas aimed at improving instructional
practices and facilitate their effective implementation within teaching—learning processes.
Engagement in such behaviours enhances teachers’ creative thinking skills and overall creative
potential (De Spiegelaere, 2014; Durnali et al., 2023; West, 2002), which, in turn, contributes
to improved school effectiveness. The concept of innovative work behaviour, originally
articulated by Scott and Bruce (1994, 1998) and further elaborated by subsequent scholars (e.g.,
Damanpour, 1991; De Spiegelaere, 2014; Thurlings et al., 2015), refers to a set of processes
through which individuals generate, promote, and implement ideas with innovative
characteristics. Several researchers have further emphasized that these processes should be
aligned with principles of sustainable process development to ensure long-term organizational
impact (e.g., Hengst et al., 2020; Stagl, 2007).

Accordingly, innovative work behaviour encompasses a multidimensional set of actions,
including research and exploration, idea generation, advocacy and support, implementation,
encouragement, recognition, and articulation (e.g., Cimen & Yiicel, 2017; de Jong & den
Hartog, 2010; Janssen, 2000; Scott & Bruce, 1998; Thurlings et al., 2015). From a
complementary perspective, drawing on OECD (2005) and Sweeney (2016), innovation in
educational contexts can be defined as the purposeful adaptation or transformation of existing
or novel products and processes—such as instructional methods, policies, or learning
outcomes—through significant change aimed at advancing organizational goals. Within this
framework, teachers’ innovative behaviours require continuous renewal through ongoing
professional development. Such renewal is reflected in teachers’ engagement with current
curricula, as well as in their efforts to design instructional principles and methods aligned with
emerging learning outcomes. Consequently, innovative behaviour becomes evident in practices
such as differentiating, diversifying, and updating instructional materials.

Innovative teachers are therefore expected to apply newly developed ideas within school
organizational life and to share these ideas with colleagues in support of instructional and
educational objectives. Prior research has consistently highlighted the substantial contribution
of such behaviours to the efficient and effective functioning of school processes (e.g.,
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Baharuddin et al., 2019; Cimen & Yiicel, 2017). Nevertheless, the extent to which teachers can
enact innovative work behaviours depends on the interaction between individual characteristics,
professional knowledge and performance, engagement in professional development
(Messmann et al., 2010), and organizational conditions, including schools’ orientations toward
knowledge management and innovation.

Teachers’ innovative work behaviours are examined within a well-established theoretical
framework using the Innovative Behaviour Scale (IBS), adapted into Turkish by Cimen and
Yiicel (2017). The original scale was developed by de Jong and den Hartog (2010) and
comprises four core dimensions: idea generation, exploration/research, advocacy/support, and
implementation. These dimensions provide a systematic basis for conceptualizing and
classifying innovative work behaviours in educational settings. Accordingly, the present study
operationalizes teachers’ innovative work behaviours as (a) generating creative ideas for
instructional processes, (b) seeking and exploring innovative methods, (¢) providing support
through collaboration with students and colleagues, and (d) implementing innovative practices.
Thus, the theoretical foundation of the study rests on a coherent and multidimensional
understanding of teachers’ innovative work behaviours.

1.3. Theoretical Relationship between Knowledge Management Orientation and
Innovative Behaviors

A substantive and dynamic relationship exists between teachers’ innovative behaviors and their
orientation toward knowledge management in middle schools. The interaction between these
two core organizational constructs has attracted increasing attention in contemporary
educational management literature. As middle schools play a critical role in shaping students’
cognitive, affective, and social development, this relationship holds direct implications for the
quality of teaching—learning environments. Empirical evidence (e.g., Budur et al., 2024;
Rehman & Igbal, 2020) suggests that strengthening knowledge management capacity enhances
teachers’ individual knowledge levels and contributes to the development of a knowledge-based
school climate. Teachers’ improved capacity to create, share, and utilize knowledge, in turn,
increases organizational innovation potential and facilitates the diffusion of innovative
practices at the institutional level.

Prior research has consistently linked teachers’ innovative behaviors to the integration of
individual knowledge into organizational knowledge systems and to the restructuring of
existing organizational knowledge at the individual level (Bock et al., 2005; Nonaka, 1994;
Wang et al., 2008). From this perspective, teachers’ active engagement in processes that
transform tacit and explicit knowledge through systematic sharing practices ensures the
alignment of knowledge management with organizational learning. Within the framework of
Nonaka’s knowledge conversion theory, teachers’ innovative behaviors constitute a central
mechanism in the spiraling cycle of organizational knowledge creation, encompassing
socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization. The sustained operation of
these processes supports teachers’ professional development while simultaneously fostering
schools’ evolution as learning organizations.

The influence of knowledge management orientation on teachers’ innovative behaviors has
become particularly salient in the context of post-COVID-19 digital transformation in schools
(Yalap & Gazioglu, 2023). The pandemic accelerated the transition to digital platforms and
normalized remote and hybrid instructional practices (Ugur, 2021; Zhang, 2025), necessitating
the reconfiguration of managerial processes related to information access, knowledge sharing,
and content production. Zhang (2025) emphasizes that teachers’ digital competencies and
individual innovation capacities are critical determinants in the successful adoption of digital
systems. Supporting this view, Hidayat et al. (2023) report that strengthened knowledge
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management processes enhance teachers’ innovative capacities and instructional quality.
Similarly, Skrbinjek et al. (2024) demonstrate that effective knowledge management fosters
creativity in teacher education and reinforces teachers’ problem-solving and innovative
practices.

Concurrently, school leadership approaches have undergone substantial transformation.
Witthoft et al. (2024) argue that knowledge-based digital innovation requires transformational
leadership capable of cultivating an open and collaborative innovation culture. Likewise, Yepes
and Lopez (2023) show that communication technologies facilitate knowledge sharing and
positively influence teachers’ innovative behaviors. Liu and Sun (2025) further indicate that a
collaborative organizational climate promotes knowledge exchange and, consequently,
supports teachers’ innovative work behaviors. Collectively, these findings underscore the
importance of fostering pedagogical innovation in digitalized school environments,
strengthening knowledge-sharing cultures, and enhancing teachers’ digital literacy.
Accordingly, the theoretical relationship between knowledge management orientation and
teachers’ innovative behaviors constitutes a foundational component of school development
processes in the post-digitalization era.

2. Method

The present study aims to examine the relationships between knowledge management
orientation manifested in middle schools and the levels of innovative behaviors demonstrated
by teachers, as well as to determine the predictive role of knowledge management orientation
in explaining teachers’ innovative behaviors. To address this research purpose, the study adopts
a quantitative research framework and employs a predictive correlational design within the
scope of the relational survey model, which is widely used in contemporary educational
research examining variable relationships (Akbasl et al., 2020; Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2016;
Durnali & Ayyildiz, 2019; Mertens, 2010). Within this framework, knowledge management
orientation was operationalized as the independent variable, while teachers’ innovative
behaviors were specified as the dependent variable (see Figure 1). Data were collected using
previously developed and psychometrically validated measurement instruments and analyzed
using the SPSS statistical software package. The dataset was examined through descriptive and
predictive statistical analyses, drawing on the methodological strengths of the descriptive
correlational survey model to generate explanatory findings related to the research problem
(Bliytikoztiirk et al., 2016; Mertens, 2010).

Figure 1. Research Model

I v

Knowledge Management Orientation Teachers’ Innovative Behaviors

e  Organizational Memory e Idea Generation
e Knowledge Sharing «—> e  Exploration

e Knowledge Acquisition e Championing

e Knowledge Responsiveness e Implementation

As depicted in Figure 1, knowledge management orientation was conceptualized as a
multidimensional construct comprising organizational memory, knowledge sharing, knowledge
acquisition/comprehension, and knowledge responsiveness. Similarly, innovative behavior was
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modeled as a multidimensional outcome variable, encompassing idea generation, idea
exploration, idea championing, and idea implementation. Based on the theoretical assumption
that knowledge management practices within schools may influence teachers’ innovative
behaviors, the study was structured using a predictive research design appropriate for
examining directional relationships among variables. This approach allows for theory-driven
prediction and explanation of inter-variable relationships, rather than the establishment of
experimental causality. The theoretical foundation underpinning the proposed model is
elaborated in the introduction section under the heading “Theoretical Relationship between
Knowledge Management Orientation and Innovative Behaviors.” Accordingly, the literature
review draws on established theoretical perspectives, including Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995)
knowledge conversion theory, organizational learning approaches (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990;
Popper & Lipshitz, 1998), the knowledge-based view of the organization (Brown & Duguid,
1998; Grant, 1996), and theories of sustainable innovative work behavior (Janssen, 2000; Scott
& Bruce, 1994). Collectively, these frameworks provide a robust theoretical rationale for the
hypothesized associations between knowledge management orientation and teachers’
innovative behaviors. In line with the proposed research model and theoretical background, the
following hypotheses were formulated:

H1: There is a significant relationship between the knowledge management orientation
observed in middle schools and teachers’ innovative behavior levels.

H2: The knowledge management orientation observed in middle schools significantly
predicts specific dimensions of teachers’ innovative behaviors.

2.1. Population and Sample

The population of the study comprised 463 teachers employed in all public middle schools
located in the central district of Province Zonguldak, Tiirkiye, during the 2021-2022 academic
year. In accordance with the study’s objectives, public middle schools were intentionally
selected, as their organizational structures—such as experience within the centralized system
of the Ministry of Turkish National Education—and school-level knowledge management
processes (e.g., e-School, the Document Management System [DMS], and MEBBIS) operate
in a more institutionalized and systematic manner than in other educational settings. Based on
Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) sample size determination table, the minimum required sample
size was calculated as 212 teachers, assuming a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error.
A convenience sampling strategy employing a Turkish-type familiar network (chain) sampling
approach was used to determine the sample. This methodological choice was not motivated
solely by pragmatic or economic considerations; rather, it was informed by the study’s research
paradigm, epistemological boundaries, and structural constraints related to field access. The
study was designed within an empirical-positivist framework and grounded in quantitative
methodological determinism. Accordingly, its primary objective was to examine whether
statistically significant relationships existed between teachers’ knowledge management
orientation and their innovative work behaviors. Although convenience sampling is classified
as a non-probability technique, it is widely regarded as appropriate for accessible and relatively
homogeneous populations with clearly defined characteristics (Cohen et al., 2018; Patton,
2002).

Given the structural characteristics of both the dependent and independent variables, the study
assumes a relatively high level of inter-individual cognitive consistency among participants—
specifically, public middle school teachers working at the same educational level—which
serves to reduce external variance. Consequently, the delimitation of the sample was not
intended to support broad generalization across diverse contexts, but rather to enable inference
for schools exhibiting similar organizational and cognitive characteristics. Moreover, because
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the primary aim of the study was not maximum generalizability but the explanation of
predictive relationships among variables within the sample, greater emphasis was placed on
statistical power, the reliability of hypothesis testing, and the validity of the measurement
instruments. In line with these priorities, data were collected from 219 teachers, representing
approximately 47% of the target population. This final sample size is consistent with the
recommendations of Krejcie and Morgan (1970) and contributes to minimizing potential
sampling error. Furthermore, restricting the sample to a single district enhances contextual
validity and facilitates an in-depth and systematic examination of the phenomenon under
investigation. The shared cognitive frameworks of middle school teachers and the
organizational similarities across schools within this context render the resulting knowledge
production both analytically robust and substantively meaningful.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (n = 212)

Demographic Characteristics Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Gender Female 149 70.28
Male 63 29.72
Age 20-30 years 34 16.04
31-40 years 105 49.53
41-50 years 51 24.06
50 years and above 22 10.37
Educational Bachelor’s degree 187 88.21
Level Graduate degree 25 11.79
Professional 1-5 years 28 13.21
Seniority 6-10 years 61 28.77
11-15 years 68 32.08
16-20 years 32 15.09
21 years and above 23 10.85

The demographic characteristics of the participants are summarized in Table 1. Female teachers
constitute the majority of the sample (70.28%; n = 149), whereas male teachers account for
29.72% (n = 63). Nearly half of the participants fall within the 31-40 age group (49.53%; n =
105), followed by those aged 41-50 years (24.06%; n = 51), 20-30 years (16.04%; n = 34), and
50 years and above (10.37%; n =22). Regarding educational attainment, most participants hold
a bachelor’s degree (88.21%; n = 187), while a smaller proportion have completed graduate-
level education (11.79%; n = 25). In terms of professional experience, teachers with 11-15
years of service represent the largest group (32.08%; n = 68), followed by those with 610 years
(28.77%; n = 61), 16-20 years (15.09%; n = 32), 1-5 years (13.21%; n = 28), and 21 years or
more of experience (10.85%; n = 23).

2.2. Data Collection Instruments

We employed a demographic information form commonly used in educational research, the
Knowledge Management Orientation Scale (KMOS), and the Innovative Work Behavior Scale.
These instruments were selected because they align directly with the study’s theoretical
framework and meet the following criteria: they validly and reliably assess the target constructs,
have been adapted into Turkish, possess established psychometric properties, and are suitable
for use in educational organizations.

2.2.1. Knowledge Management Orientation Scale (KMOS)

The Knowledge Management Orientation Scale was developed by Wang et al. (2008) and
adapted into Turkish by Durnali and Limon (2020). The scale comprises 16 items across four
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dimensions and is structured as a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 =
Strongly Agree). Example item: “There are systems and spaces in the school that enable us, as
staff members, to share knowledge and learn from one another.” In the Turkish adaptation
study, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were reported as .90 for the overall scale, .85 for the
Organizational Memory dimension, .71 for Knowledge Sharing, .67 for Knowledge
Acquisition, and .80 for Knowledge Responsiveness (Durnali & Limon, 2020). In the present
study, internal consistency was .90 for the overall KMOS, .87 for Organizational Memory, .82
for Knowledge Sharing, .75 for Knowledge Acquisition, and .79 for Knowledge
Responsiveness.

The Knowledge Acquisition subdimension’s alpha (.67) in the adaptation study can be
considered borderline under conventional thresholds; reliability estimates below .70 generally
warrant cautious interpretation and closer scrutiny (DeVellis, 2017; Tavsancil, 2010). A limited
number of items (three, in this case) is a well-recognized factor that tends to reduce internal
consistency estimates (Cortina, 1993; Field, 2009). Consequently, reliability should not be
judged solely by absolute cutoffs but interpreted in light of contextual and structural
characteristics of the scale. The higher alpha (.75) obtained for Knowledge Acquisition in the
present sample suggests improved internal consistency; nonetheless, this result does not
guarantee generalizability across different samples. Future research would benefit from
expanding this subdimension with additional items and sampling across broader contexts to
enhance its reliability and content coverage. Construct validity was examined using
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Consistent with the original instrument, CFA supported
the four-factor model. Model evaluation followed commonly cited fit criteria (e.g., Hu &
Bentler, 1999; Marcoulides & Schumacher, 2001; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The fit indices
obtained in this study indicate a very good fit: y*/df = 1.89; RMSEA= .05; CFI=.97; GFI= .92;
AGFI=.89; NNFI=.96; NFI=.94; IFI= .94; RMR=.06; SRMR=.04.

2.2.2. Innovative Behaviour Scale (IBS)

The Innovative Behaviour Scale was developed by de Jong and den Hartog (2010) and adapted
into Turkish by Cimen and Yiicel (2017). The instrument comprises 10 items across four
dimensions and uses a 5-point Likert response format (1= Always; 5= Never). A sample item
is: “Employees in this institution investigate new working methods, techniques, and tools that
they can use in their work.” In Cimen and Yiicel’s (2017) adaptation study, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were reported as .93 for the total scale; .61 for the Idea Generation dimension; .82
for Exploration; .90 for Championing; and .89 for Implementation. In the present sample,
Cronbach’s alpha values were .95 for the total scale; .81 for Idea Generation; .88 for
Exploration; .90 for Championing; and .93 for Implementation. Confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) conducted to evaluate construct validity reproduced the original four-factor structure.
Model fit was assessed using widely cited criteria (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marcoulides &
Schumacher, 2001; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The obtained fit indices (¥*/df = 1.97;
RMSEA= .07; CFI= .96, GFI= .90; AGFI= .87; NNFI= .98; NFI= .96; IFI= .93; RMR= .05;
SRMR=.03) indicate an excellent fit of the four-factor model to the data.

2.3. Data Collection Procedure and Analysis

The researcher collected data voluntarily through an online Google Form by utilizing the
Turkish-type acquaintance—friend solidarity communication network approach (Kayaalp et al.,
2025). Analytic procedures followed robust statistical practices commonly used in educational
research addressing comparable questions (e.g., Akbagl et al., 2020; Durnali & Akbasli, 2020;
Tuti & Ozdemir, 2024). Prior to conducting inferential analyses, outlier detection and removal
were performed to satisfy assumptions for multivariate techniques. Univariate outliers were
identified by computing z-scores for each respondent and flagging values exceeding +£3.29
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Multivariate outliers were examined using Mahalanobis D?, and
cases exceeding the critical y? threshold were further evaluated. Based on these criteria, seven
cases were excluded; the remaining sample comprised 212 cases and was analysed using IBM
SPSS and AMOS.

Descriptive statistics (means, frequencies, and standard deviations) were calculated. Inferential
procedures included Pearson correlation and simple and multiple linear regression analyses,
with the significance level set at o = .05 (p < .05). Assessment of distributional assumptions
indicated that the knowledge-management orientation and Innovative Behaviour Scale
variables satisfied normality criteria: skewness and kurtosis coefficients fell within =1, means
and medians were similar, and Shapiro—Wilk and Kolmogorov—Smirnov tests were non-
significant (p > .05). Accordingly, Pearson correlations were used to examine associations
among variables. After verifying regression assumptions—Iinearity, control of outliers,
normality, and independence of error terms—simple and multiple linear regressions were
conducted to test the extent to which knowledge management orientation predicted teachers’
innovative work behaviours.

2.4 Limitations

A principal strength of this study is that the dataset derives from both standardized measurement
instruments and teachers’ responses, and that the conclusions align with findings from related
quantitative research. The primary limitation, however, is empirical: the data reflect the
perceptions of 212 teachers working in public middle schools in the central district of Province
Zonguldak during the 2021-2022 academic year, and the variables represent their status at the
time those perceptions were converted into scale scores. In addition, the particular scaling
instruments selected for the dependent and independent variables, the statistical software
chosen to implement the analyses, and the statistical assumptions and algorithms that underpin
the analytic techniques impose additional constraints on the study.

Because convenience sampling (a non-probability method) was used, external validity is
limited. The results may support meaningful inferences for middle schools with similar socio-
cultural and organizational characteristics, but direct generalization to schools in different
socio-economic regions or to private institutions is not warranted; relationships between the
dependent and independent variables may differ across contexts. It should also be emphasized
that the study’s aim was not to produce nationally generalizable estimates for all middle-school
teachers in Tirkiye but to explicate the relationships between knowledge-management
orientation and teachers’ innovative behaviours within a specific context. To that end, a
predictive research design was adopted and the sample size was determined to ensure adequate
statistical reliability. Consequently, while the findings are defensible with respect to internal
validity, they remain subject to the external-validity limitations noted above.

3. Findings

3.1. The Relationship between Knowledge Management Orientation in Middle Schools
and Teachers’ Levels of Innovative Behavior

Pearson correlation coefficients showing the relationship between the orientation toward
knowledge management and teachers’ levels of innovative behavior are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Correlations Between Knowledge Management Orientation and Innovative Behavior

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 KMOS 356 .57 1
20M 345 .89 852 1
3KS 3.76 .57 828" 596" 1
4KAC 342 76 7997 599" 66577 1
5 KR 3.60 .63 773" 489" 5307 443" 1
6 IBS 3.33 .81 7317 490" 649 552" 707" 1
71G 333 .83 595" 403" 5257 4577 568" 813" 1
SE 330 .86 .684™ 469" 607 5657 616" 918" .694™ 1
9C 3.31 99 6617 4337 593" 464" 672 903" 637 75377 1
101 338 .92 6747 4477 5977 4857 678" 943" 681" 803" .850" 1

* p <.01. KMOS = Knowledge Management Orientation; OM = Organizational Memory; KS = Knowledge Sharing; KAC =
Knowledge Acquisition/Comprehension; KAW = Knowledge Responsiveness; IBS = Innovative Behavior Scale; IG = Idea
Generation; E = Exploration; C = Championing; I = Implementation. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

As shown in Table 2, teachers reported the highest mean on the Organizational Memory
dimension of knowledge management orientation (M= 3.45) and the lowest on Knowledge
Acquisition/Comprehension (M= 3.42). Overall, the aggregate score for knowledge
management orientation and each of its four dimensions fell within the “Agree” range (M=
3.42-3.76). Regarding teachers’ innovative behavior, the highest mean was observed for
Implementation (M= 3.38) and the lowest for Exploration (M= 3.30). The overall innovative
behavior score and its four subdimensions fell within the “Somewhat Agree” range (M= 3.30—
3.38). These means lie close to the lower threshold for the “Agree” level (M= 3.40), which may
reflect the largely centralized school structures represented in the sample, teachers’ relatively
limited involvement in decision-making, and the predominantly implementer role teachers
occupy in hierarchical superior—subordinate relations. At the same time, the proximity of the
means to the “Agree” threshold indicates potential for increased teacher innovation in idea
generation, inquiry, support, and implementation.

Correlation interpretation followed Karasar’s (2009) benchmarks: .00—.25 = very weak; .26—
49 = weak; .50-.69= moderate; .70—.89 = high; .90-1.00 = very high. Significant, positive
relationships emerged between knowledge management orientation and teachers’ innovative
behavior, and thus Hypothesis H1 was supported. Specifically, the total scores on the
Knowledge Management Orientation and Innovative Behavior scales were strongly and
positively correlated (» = .731; p < .01). Examining subdimensions, Organizational Memory
correlated positively with Idea Generation (» = .403; p < .01), Exploration (r = .469; p <.01),
Championing (r = .433; p <.01), and Implementation (» = .447; p <.01)—coefficients that are
significant and fall in the weak-to-near-moderate range. The Knowledge Sharing dimension
showed significant, moderate correlations with Idea Generation (» =.525; p <.01), Exploration
(r=.607; p <.01), Championing (» = .593; p < .01), and Implementation (» = .597; p < .01).
Knowledge Acquisition/Comprehension correlated moderately with Exploration (» = .565; p <
.01) and showed significant, weak-to-near-moderate correlations with Idea Generation (7= .457,;
p < .01), Championing (» = .464; p < .01), and Implementation (» = .485; p < .01). Finally,
Knowledge Awareness correlated significantly and in the moderate range with Idea Generation
(r = .568; p < .01), Exploration (» = .616; p < .01), Championing (» = .672; p < .01), and
Implementation (» = .678; p < .01), with the latter two coefficients approaching the high range.
Collectively, these results indicate that higher levels of knowledge management orientation in
middle schools are associated with higher levels of innovative behavior among teachers.
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3.2. The Predictive Power of Schools’ Knowledge Management Orientation on Teachers’
Innovative Behaviors

This section presents the findings and interpretations regarding the extent to which overall
knowledge management orientation and its dimensions predict teachers’ innovative behaviors
and their subdimensions.

3.2.1. Main Model

Table 3 presents the results for the predictive effect of the overall orientation toward knowledge
management, as observed in middle schools, on the overall set of innovative behaviors
exhibited by teachers.

Table 3. Predictive Effect of Knowledge Management Orientation on Innovative Behaviour

Independent Dependent

2
variable variable Constant B F R R p ! p
lgrfjxilﬁgdge Overall
innovative -.255 1.036 239.302 .731 .534 .731 15.469 .00*
mgnagement behavior
orientation
*n<.01

As shown in Table 3, the overall score on the Knowledge Management Orientation scale is a
statistically significant predictor of teachers’ overall innovative behavior (F = 239.30; p <.01).
The predictor explains 53% of the variance in the overall innovative behavior score (R =.731;
R? = .534), which—by the effect-size conventions of Cohen (1988) and Miles and Shevlin
(2001)—represents a large effect. Thus, orientation toward knowledge management is a strong
predictor of teachers’ innovative behaviors. Nevertheless, 47% of the variance in innovative
behavior remains unexplained, indicating that future research should consider additional
individual (e.g., personality, motivation), organizational (e.g., school culture, leadership), or
environmental (e.g., educational policy, technological infrastructure) factors that may influence
innovation. Overall, these results demonstrate a substantial, data-driven predictive relationship
between knowledge management orientation and teacher innovation; accordingly, Hypothesis
H2 is supported.

3.3.2. Sub-Models

The results of the multiple regression analyses that examine how the dimensions of knowledge
management orientation in middle schools predict teachers’ innovative work behaviors are
presented in Table 4.

As presented in Table 4, Model 1 indicates that the dimensions of the Knowledge Management
Orientation Scale—organizational memory, knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition/
comprehension, and knowledge responsiveness—jointly and significantly predicted teachers’
overall innovative work behavior (F = 82.175; p <.05). These predictors explained 61% of the
variance in innovative work behavior (R =.78; R? = .61), which corresponds to a large effect
size according to Cohen (1988) and Miles and Shevlin (2001). Despite this substantial
explanatory power, 39% of the variance remained unaccounted for, suggesting that teachers’
innovative behaviors are also shaped by other factors. Variables such as professional job
satisfaction, working conditions, and school administrators’ leadership orientations may
therefore warrant inclusion in future research models. At the individual level, organizational
memory (f =—.017; p>.05) did not emerge as a statistically significant predictor. Based on the
standardized beta coefficients, the predictors’ relative importance was ranked as follows:
knowledge responsiveness, knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition/comprehension, and
organizational memory.
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Table 4. Prediction of Innovative Work Behaviors by Knowledge Management Orientation Dimensions

Models Independent variable Dependent variable B SH p t P F R R’

Constant -1.052 256 - -4.111  .000*

- . . Organizational Memory -.016 054 -017 -294 769
3 S(:V}f;jilgnn"vat‘ve Knowledge Sharing 430 090 304 4762 .000% 82175 .784 615

p= Knowledge Acquisition 151 .066 142 2305 .020%*

Knowledge Responsiveness .639 .069 492 9306  .000*

Constant -.265 325 - -.816 416

a ) Organizational Memory -.006 .068 -.007 -.092 926
g IdeaGeneration Knowledge Sharing 339 115 235 2951  .004* 34633 .634 402

= Knowledge Acquisition 144 083  .133 1.733  .085

Knowledge Responsiveness 514 .087 388 5902  .000*

Constant -913 304 - -3.002  .003

o Organizational Memory -.009 .064 -.009 -.139 .889
'qg) Exploration Knowledge Sharing .386 107 257  3.594  .000* 55.192 .719 517

= Knowledge Acquisition .260 .078 230 3.329  .001*

Knowledge Responsiveness .528 .082 383 6.477  .000*

Constant -1.668 343 - -4.856  .000*

= Organizational Memory -.030 .072 -.027 -414 .680
'qg) Championing Knowledge Sharing .535 121 311 4409  .000* 58290 .729 531

= Knowledge Acquisition .069 .088 .054 787 432

Knowledge Responsiveness 785 .092 496 8.517  .000*

Constant -1.304 318 - -4.102  .000*

b Organizational Memory -.020 .067 -019 -29%4 769
'§ Implementation Knowledge Sharing 466 112 289 4.151  .000* 60.790 .736  .541

= Knowledge Acquisition .102 .082 .084  1.250 213

Knowledge Responsiveness 735 .085 497  8.614  .000*

Model 2 further demonstrated that the same set of predictors significantly explained the idea
generation dimension of innovative work behavior (F = 34.633; p < .05). Collectively, these
variables accounted for 40% of the variance in idea generation (R = .63; R*> = .40), representing
a large effect size in line with Cohen’s (1988) classification. Nevertheless, the remaining 60%
of unexplained variance indicates that idea generation is not solely determined by knowledge
management orientation. Factors such as creative self-efficacy, risk-taking disposition, and
patterns of intra-school interaction may also play a critical role. In this model, organizational
memory (f =—.007; p > .05) and knowledge acquisition/comprehension (f =.133; p > .05) did
not independently predict idea generation. The standardized beta values revealed the following
order of predictive strength: knowledge responsiveness, knowledge sharing, knowledge
acquisition/comprehension, and organizational memory.

In Model 3, the dimensions of knowledge management orientation significantly predicted the
exploration (research-oriented) dimension of innovative work behavior (F = 55.192; p < .05).
These predictors jointly explained 52% of the variance (R =.72; R* = .52), indicating a large
effect size based on Cohen’s criteria. However, 48% of the variance remained unexplained,
pointing to the potential influence of additional variables such as teachers’ personal research
interests, access to research infrastructure, digital literacy levels, and the overall research-
oriented climate of the school. Among the predictors, organizational memory (f = —.009; p >
.05) did not have a statistically significant independent effect. The relative importance of
predictors followed the same pattern observed in previous models: knowledge responsiveness,
knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition/comprehension, and organizational memory.

Similarly, Model 4 showed that the knowledge management orientation dimensions
significantly predicted the championing dimension of innovative work behavior (F = 58.290;
p<.05). These variables accounted for 53% of the variance in supporting behaviors (R = .73;
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R?=.53), corresponding to a large effect size (Cohen, 1988). Nonetheless, the unexplained 47%
of variance suggests that contextual and organizational factors—such as collaborative school
culture, perceived administrative support, and institutional motivation—may also influence
teachers’ willingness to promote innovative ideas. Organizational memory ( =—.027; p > .05)
and knowledge acquisition/comprehension (B = .054; p > .05) did not emerge as significant
individual predictors. The ranking of predictors based on standardized beta coefficients
remained consistent: knowledge responsiveness, knowledge sharing, knowledge
acquisition/comprehension, and organizational memory.

Finally, Model 5 indicated that the dimensions of knowledge management orientation
significantly predicted the implementation dimension of innovative work behavior (F = 60.790;
p <.05). These predictors explained 54% of the variance in implementation behaviors (R =.74;
R? = .54), reflecting a large effect size in accordance with Cohen’s benchmarks. However, the
remaining 46% of unexplained variance underscores the need to consider additional
determinants, such as practical constraints, classroom management competencies, and access
to professional development opportunities, which may affect teachers’ capacity to implement
innovative practices. At the individual level, organizational memory (B = —.019; p > .05) and
knowledge acquisition/comprehension (f = .084; p > .05) were not statistically significant
predictors. Consistent with the other models, the relative predictive importance was ranked as
follows: knowledge responsiveness, knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition/
comprehension, and organizational memory.

4. Conclusion, Discussion, and Suggestions

Original, data-driven findings with strong descriptive quantitative value were obtained in this
study, contributing to the advancement of school management theories and supporting the
development of a new knowledge base aligned with the research objectives. This contribution
is grounded primarily in the original results generated through the statistical analyses. The
findings indicate that knowledge management orientation are evident in the participating
middle schools. Specifically, processes such as knowledge acquisition, classification,
comprehension, storage, and sharing appear to be continuously developed, in parallel with
advances in contemporary information and communication technologies. This result is
consistent with previous research (e.g., Durnali, 2013; Kaya, 2020; Ocak & Efe, 2020). Within
this framework, it can be argued that various technological applications developed and
implemented in schools by the Turkish Ministry of National Education have facilitated the
effective development of organizational memory, as well as knowledge acquisition and
knowledge-sharing practices. Accordingly, the orientation toward knowledge management in
schools seems to be reinforced by the emergence of a knowledge management climate
embedded in technology-intensive teaching and learning environments (Durnali et al., 2019;
Ocak & Efe, 2020).

More specifically, these systems support teachers’ knowledge sharing with colleagues and
supervisors, enable access to external knowledge sources, enhance sensitivity to potentially
valuable information, and foster the exchange of ideas among organizational members. These
characteristics suggest that the schools under study tend to adopt a modern organizational
culture rather than a traditional one. In such environments, new ideas are evaluated and
developed based on their potential contributions rather than the status of the individuals who
propose them. Moreover, the sharing- and solidarity-oriented attitudes commonly observed in
Turkish culture are reflected in professional knowledge-sharing behaviors among school staff
(Hatunoglu & Yesil, 2020). These behaviors appear to be compatible with key organizational
dynamics of middle schools, including organizational culture (Oztiirk & Sahin, 2017) and
organizational communication (Giilnar, 2011; Isik, 2018). Nevertheless, the findings also
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indicate that schools have not yet reached an optimal level of knowledge management
orientation, highlighting the need for further improvement in this area.

In addition, the results demonstrate that teachers exhibit innovative work behaviors at a
moderate level. This finding suggests that teachers alternate between routine tasks and
innovative practices, possess both strengths and limitations in generating innovative solutions
to organizational problems, and display varying degrees of willingness to initiate changes aimed
at improving work processes in middle schools. In practical terms, teachers demonstrate a
moderate capacity for developing new teaching methods and techniques and for implementing
these innovations within evolving work processes. The literature provides support for this
finding, as several studies have reported similar levels of innovative work behavior (e.g., Hsiao
etal., 2011; Ismail & Mydin, 2019; Ozgiir, 2013). Conversely, some studies have reported high
levels of innovative work behavior (e.g., Akkog et al., 2023; Ertiirk, 2023b; Sezgin & Ucgar,
2021), while Kili¢ (2015) identified low levels. The presence of divergent findings across
studies suggests that innovative work behavior is shaped by multiple interacting factors. Tura
and Akbashi (2021a) categorized these factors as demographic, individual, and organizational,
while Ertiirk (2023a) emphasized the role of school administrators’ behaviors, the structural
and infrastructural capacity of school systems, and variations in participant characteristics.
Together, these explanations underscore the contextual and multifaceted nature of innovative
work behavior in educational settings.

Third, the findings demonstrate a strong association between the level of knowledge
management orientation prevailing in middle schools and teachers’ innovative work behaviors.
This result indicates that increases in schools’ knowledge management orientation is likely to
lead, through this direct and robust relationship, to corresponding improvements in teachers’
innovative work behaviors. A review of the relevant literature reveals that no previous study
has directly examined the relationship between these two school-related variables, thereby
highlighting the originality of the present research. The motivation for addressing this gap and
the ontological foundation of the study are grounded precisely in this absence in the literature.
Nevertheless, several studies have investigated teachers’ innovative work behaviors in relation
to other organizational and individual variables. For example, moderate positive relationships
have been reported between teachers’ innovative work behaviors and proactive behaviors
(Ertiirk, 2023a), perceived psychological capital (Ertiirk, 2023b), principals’ distributive
leadership behaviors (Ozkan & Akman, 2024), and perceived organizational support (Akkog et
al., 2023). In addition, strong positive relationships have been identified between teachers’
innovative work behaviors and schools’ organizational intelligence levels (Tura & Akbasli,
2021Db), as well as overall school performance (Topdemir et al., 2023).

Moreover, previous research has revealed moderate positive relationships between knowledge
management practices and teachers’ creativity (Mazhar & Akhtar, 2018), and strong positive
relationships between creativity and self-efficacy (Baezat et al., 2017). Other studies have
reported very weak positive relationships between principals’ technological leadership
behaviors and teacher outcomes (Durnali & Akbagh, 2020), strong positive relationships
between school leadership and teacher performance (Awan & Ather, 2024), and weak positive
relationships with organizational innovativeness (Belawati et al., 2019). Taken together, the
relationship identified in the present study suggests that high levels of knowledge management
orientation in middle schools are likely to foster teachers’ innovative work behaviors by
enhancing access to knowledge, sensitivity to knowledge processes, effective information use,
and a willingness to share knowledge.

Fourth, within the framework of the initially tested simple regression model explaining
teachers’ innovative work behaviors, knowledge management orientation were found to be a
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significant and positive predictor of innovative work behavior. More specifically, the
dimensions of the knowledge management orientation scale—organizational memory,
knowledge sharing, knowledge acquisition and comprehension, and knowledge
responsiveness—positively predicted overall innovative work behavior as well as its
subdimensions, namely idea generation, idea exploration, idea championing, and idea
implementation. In total, six regression models—one simple and five multiple—were tested,
and in all models, the independent variables significantly and positively predicted the dependent
variables. Accordingly, a one-unit increase in knowledge management orientation corresponds
to a statistically significant increase in teachers’ innovative work behavior levels, as detailed in
the findings section.

These results are consistent with previous empirical evidence. For instance, Karimi (2012)
reported that knowledge management positively predicts creativity. Similarly, Baezat et al.
(2017) found that the knowledge organization and knowledge application dimensions of
knowledge management significantly predicted teachers’ self-efficacy and creativity. Other
studies have shown that innovative work behavior is significantly predicted by psychological
capital (Ertiirk, 2023b), jointly predicted by principals’ distributive leadership and leadership
team alignment (Ozkan & Akman, 2024), but not significantly predicted by organizational
intelligence (Tura & Akbasgli, 2021b). When considered alongside these findings, the results of
the present study should not be regarded as unexpected. Overall, the findings support the
conclusion that in schools where knowledge management orientations are well developed—
characterized by institutional support for accessing, internalizing, comprehending, developing,
and openly sharing knowledge—teachers’ innovative work behaviors are more likely to be
promoted, thereby contributing to more effective and productive school outcomes.

However, the findings of the present study do not consistently corroborate, across all samples,
the widely asserted expectation in the literature that knowledge management processes
uniformly and directly promote teachers’ innovative behaviors. The divergence between the
current results and certain prior studies may be attributed to several contextual and
organizational factors, including the manner in which knowledge management is internalized
at the institutional level, the extent to which it is translated into everyday practice, and the
degree of teachers’ active engagement in these processes (Bolisani & Bratianu, 2018).
Particularly at the middle school level, when school leadership does not adequately foster
knowledge sharing or cultivate a learning-oriented organizational climate, the formal or
instrumental implementation of knowledge management tools may exert only a limited
influence on the emergence of innovative behaviors. In such cases, when teachers perceive
knowledge management practices primarily as bureaucratic requirements—such as the task-
oriented and compliance-driven use of platforms like e-School or the Document Management
System (DMS)—their potential contribution to innovative pedagogical practices remains
constrained. Accordingly, the absence of an anticipated overall relationship between knowledge
management orientation and innovative behavior cannot be attributed solely to technical or
instrumental competence; rather, it is closely associated with broader organizational conditions,
including schools’ organizational intelligence, learning culture, knowledge retention strategies,
leadership approaches, and teachers’ perceptions of professional autonomy (e.g., Nguyen et al.,
2022; Tura & Akbasli, 2022).

In addition, several divergent findings underscore the significance of individual differences and
micro-political dynamics within educational settings. The observation that some teachers
exhibit high levels of innovativeness while others remain relatively stagnant despite operating
within similar knowledge management infrastructures may be explained by variations in
individual motivation, risk-taking propensity, and access to in-school professional support
mechanisms (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2020; Ho, 2009). Furthermore, growing levels of trust in

173



Durnal1. PUJE, 66, 157-182 [2026]

digital technologies have emerged as a critical determinant of teachers’ willingness to
experiment with new tools and instructional approaches (Trust & Whalen, 2020). Nevertheless,
within the Turkish educational context, the hierarchical and centralized nature of administrative
structures in some schools may restrict teachers’ participation in decision-making processes,
thereby constraining the development of knowledge-based innovation. Consequently, a
context-sensitive examination of the relationship between knowledge management and
innovative behaviors is essential for achieving a more nuanced and comprehensive
understanding of these variations.

In conclusion, the study generated original knowledge clusters through statistical analyses
based on Pearson correlation and simple and multiple regression techniques applied to data
collected from middle school teachers. The findings demonstrated that a feasible and
operationalized knowledge management orientation within middle school organizations
constitutes a significant school-level factor that directly and positively influences teachers’
innovative work behaviors. By contributing these original knowledge clusters, the study
extends the literature on knowledge management and innovative behavior, as well as the
implicit and explicit paradigms of school development, by elucidating relational patterns and
predictive mechanisms between these constructs. From an interpretive perspective, the findings
highlight the importance of strengthening organizational effectiveness through enhanced
instructional performance. Overall, the results suggested that improving the structural and
socio-cognitive capacities of middle schools is essential for enabling teachers to engage in
innovative and creative behavioral transformations in their professional practices.

As a methodological and epistemological implication, future research should rigorously
examine the determinative capacity of the hypotheses tested in the present study by employing
falsification-based strategies. Such approaches would serve either to strengthen the
deterministic structure of the proposed relationships or to reinforce the underlying
epistemological assumptions at the nomothetic level. Building on the empirical findings of this
study, it was found that key dimensions of knowledge management orientation—particularly
knowledge sensitivity, knowledge sharing, and knowledge acquisition and comprehension—
significantly predict teachers’ innovative work behaviors. This evidence underscores the
necessity of reconstructing both school-level micro-strategies and macro-level educational
policy interventions within a knowledge-centered epistemological framework. Within this
framework, the following specific and action-oriented recommendations are proposed.

School-Level Action Strategies

e First, knowledge-sensitive school climates should be systematically fostered. To this end,
school administrators are encouraged to organize regular “innovative thinking laboratory”
sessions and to establish institutional platforms that enable teachers to transform their
professional experiences and observations into shared knowledge and to integrate this
knowledge into collective decision-making processes.

e Second, micro-organizational mechanisms that actively promote knowledge sharing
should be institutionalized. For example, a voluntary “knowledge coaching” system may be
implemented, whereby teachers mentor their peers in areas of expertise such as digital
technologies, innovative instructional strategies, or classroom management practices.

e Third, “innovative pedagogical observation days” focusing on knowledge acquisition and
comprehension should be organized. Through the systematic observation of colleagues’
instructional practices, teachers can internalize, reinterpret, and reconstruct innovative
approaches as shared professional knowledge. This process has the potential to transform
teachers’ engagement with knowledge and to enhance their innovative behavioral capacity.
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¢ Finally, international study visits may be supported through project-based initiatives. The
experiential and contextual knowledge gained through interaction with diverse school systems
can strengthen teachers’ motivation for innovation while simultaneously expanding their
capacity to develop innovative practices.

Recommendations for Education Policy Makers

e At the policy level, a school-based knowledge management leadership framework should
be formally established, and the development of a digital knowledge management strategic plan
should be mandated for each school. Such plans should systematically regulate processes of
knowledge production, storage, and dissemination and be designed in close alignment with the
Ministry of National Education.

e In addition, a performance-oriented incentive system—such as an “Innovative School
Certification”—should be developed. Within this system, schools that demonstrate strong
knowledge management capacities and actively support innovative instructional practices
should be institutionally rewarded, and exemplary practices should be disseminated through
open-access platforms.

e Furthermore, the guidance role of education inspectors should be redefined and integrated
into a developmental system for monitoring and reporting school-based knowledge
management processes. This approach would facilitate a shift from control-oriented inspection
to development-oriented supervision within the framework of the learning school paradigm.

e Finally, in-service teacher training programs aimed at strengthening the relationship
between knowledge management and innovative teaching practices should be diversified.
These programs should extend beyond technical competencies to emphasize epistemic
awareness, reflective practice, and organizational learning skills.

e Taken together, these recommendations provide not only a normative framework but also
delineate concrete intervention areas that translate the predictive effects of knowledge
management processes on teachers’ innovative behaviors into actionable practices. In this
respect, the present study contributes to the theoretical literature while simultaneously offering
practical guidance for educational practitioners and policy makers.
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