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This study was designed to compare the levels of taking personal initiative of
school administrators who work in public and private schools with the
perceptions of teacher. The sample of the study consists of teachers working in
public and private schools in the centre of Konya in the 2018- 2019 academic
year. The data were obtained randomly from 420 teachers through a scale within
the framework of the quantitative research approach. The Personal Initiative
Scale of School Administrators, developed by Akin (2012) and consists of 3
dimensions and 32 items, was used as a data collection tool in the study. In the
analysis, it was observed that school administrators working in the private
schools took more personal initiative than school administrators working in the
public schools. In addition, in the light of the findings, it was determined that the
levels of taking personal initiative of the private school administrators were
higher in all sub-dimensions of taking personal initiative “self-starting,
proactivity and persistency” and it has been concluded that there is a significant
difference between public and private school administrators’ taking personal
initiative levels.
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Introduction

When viewed, the organizational and administrative mechanisms that make up the Turkish
Education System are based on the central organizational structure. This central organizational structure
basically derives its strength from the more authoritarian, hierarchical and bureaucratic management
approach. Therefore, in this management approach, it is possible to see that the school administrator
often does not have the chance to quickly take a problem that needs to be solved or a demanded decision
to be taken. It can be expected from the school administrator to make a creative contribution to the
success of the school, to take responsibility for keeping up with the innovation, and even to take personal
initiative when necessary (Kilig, 2019). However, in the education systems dominated by the central
authority, the fact that most of the decisions about education are collected from the center and from a
single source limits the authority of the school administrator and it is clearly seen that s/he cannot do
anything except add her/his own comments to these decisions (Bursalioglu, 2011). In such a case, it will
be beneficial for the school administrator to take initiative in accordance with her/his own position in
order to make decisions that will provide an advantage to the school, based on the location, physical
structure, atmosphere of the school and the relations of the employees, and to implement these decisions.
In addition, the school administrator who will take initiative should have the competencies, equipment,
an innovative perspective and contemporary leadership understanding (Kilig,2019). Because in modern
leadership approaches, it is important for the leader to act prudently and rationally, to activate and
implement the decision-making bodies, and to display an attitude and behaviour that respects the will.
It should not be forgotten that this approach can force the school administrator to be a leader, as well as
expand the areas of duty and responsibility of her/his.

Contemporary educational leadership; It is defined in the context of being transparent and
accountable, student-oriented, making decisions according to research outputs, competing in attracting
students to the school, integrating with the values of the society, adapting quickly to globalization and
the information society, and having analytical skills at the same time (Balci, 2011). It is stated that school
administrators should pay attention to be sensitive, tolerant and sincere in decision-making and
implementation processes, instead of being formal and stay away from employees (Sezer & Akan,
2018). It is emphasized that the school principal to take personal initiative with the use of authority will
gain a more integral dimension in terms of managerial behaviour (Akin, 2014) With the increasing
workload in today's educational institutions, the duties and responsibilities of the administrators at the
head of educational institutions have increased considerably. School administrators’ taking initiative
will facilitate their work and help them to overcome this task and responsibility (Kilig, 2019). The duty
of the school administrators is no longer just to sign documents by adhering to the legislation and to be
a subcontractor between the central government and school stakeholders. 21st century school leadership
is defined as a social concept with broader meanings. It should not be forgotten that today's school
leader, who has so many features, can lead to advantageous situations in many respects, if necessary, to
take initiative in order to be successful and show high performance.

The concept of taking personal initiative can be traced back to Taylor's theory of scientific
management. Because Taylor emphasized that organization is important not only for the employer but
also for the employee to be effective and earn money (Carson, 2005). Personal initiative can be defined
as exhibiting a behavior sequence that causes the individual to start his/her work goals and duties
actively, to adopt a spontaneous approach, and to continue to overcome obstacles and pressures (Frese,
Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997; Frese, Kring, Soose & Zempel, 1996). Personal initiative is an
important process for both practical and theoretical reasons. One of the consequences of such an
important process is that the environment has been changed by the individual. In addition, taking
personal initiative gives the individual self-confidence. Taking personal initiative will become more
important in the future, as a high degree of self-confidence will be needed in workplaces and
organizations in the future (Frese, 1997). Personal initiative uses self-starting, proactivity and active
persistency approaches in pursuit of goals in order to overcome difficulties. In other words, taking
personal initiative does not only mean being self-starting, proactivity and persistency, but also has the
meaning of observing goal orientation (Frese & Fay, 2001).

Goal orientation can be perceived as a personality concept implying the existence of individual
differences in the dimensions of setting and pursuing goals. Highly goal-oriented people develop long-
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term and clear goals. Especially when difficulties arise, they insist on following them. For this reason,
goal orientation is considered to be an important prerequisite for effective leadership (Sonnentag, Frese,
Brodbeck, & Heinbokel, 1997). Personal initiative is a self-starting action that transcends the job role.
It implies a certain element of discomfort towards bureaucracy. However, in the long run personal
initiative must be in line with the overall organizational goals. Otherwise, actions that being deprived of
organizational orientation do not fall under the scope of personal initiative (Fay & Frese, 2001).

Self-starting means that an individual does something spontaneously without being told,
receiving explicit instructions, or requiring a specific role. Therefore, personal initiative is to pursuit of
spontaneous goals though opposed to set goals. Self-starting requires setting a goal. This purpose can
be based on an idea developed personally, but it can also be considered as showing personal initiative
when someone takes responsibility for an idea or a project that is known in this context but has not taken
action (Frese & Fay, 2001; Frese, Garts & Fay, 2007). Self-starting indicates that the goals were not
given or assigned by someone else, but that the person herself/himself developed these goals. Some jobs
may be associated with very broad business goals, for example managers have broad goals such as
increasing departmental effectiveness. This may seem to make his own goal development impossible,
frankly, any action taken by the manager is likely to be traced to a broad goal (Fay & Frese, 2001).

Proactivity means that with the experiencing and practicing of having a long-term focus, one
anticipates the problems and opportunities that will arise and takes precautions accordingly. Focusing
long-term on work allows the individual to think about and proactively do something about new
demands for the future, new or recurring problems, and emerging opportunities. Because the proactive
person is in an effort to redesign the organization and work environment which s/he takes part in
according to the future (Crant, 2000; Fay & Frese, 2001; Rank, 2006).

Persistency is a necessary process that a person often resorts to in order to achieve her/his goal.
In this sense, personal initiative usually indicates that a process, a procedure or a task has been added or
changed, and these changes often involve setbacks and difficulties. For example, people affected by
changes may dislike having to adapt to something new and being forced to abandon their routine. This
requires the person who takes the initiative to overcome technical problems and overcome the resistance
and laziness of other people, to insist on overcoming obstacles (Frese et al., 2007; Frese et al., 1997).

Theoretically, the three behavioural dimensions of personal initiative, self-starting, proactivity,
and persistency, reinforce each other. Taking a proactive stance is associated with developing self-
starting goals, because a proactive orientation towards the future makes it more likely to develop goals
that go beyond what is expected to be done. Self-starting goals are about persisting in overcoming
obstacles due to natural changes in practices. Overcoming obstacles can also contribute to self-starting
goals, and as a result, unusual solutions to overcome obstacles often require self-starting behaviour.
Therefore, these three dimensions of personal initiative tend to occur together (Frese et al., 1997). The
fact that the three dimensions are so interrelated can also be perceived as theoretical proof that they
together form a structure. Therefore; self-starting, proactivity and persistency are examined as the basic
components of personal initiative that comprehend related but different points (Akin, 2012).

Aim of Study

In recent years, increasing workload, adopting of a modern management approach and desiring
to maximize employee performance have led organizations to new searches and processes. The main
function of organizations is to reach the goals they set together with their employees and to realize their
goals. Administrators, trying to achieve these sometimes apply to different methods. One of these
methods is that administrators can take personal initiative from their own positions when necessary. The
main purpose of this research is to determine the level of personal initiative taken by school
administrators in line with teacher perceptions by comparing the self-starting, proactivity and
persistency approaches, which are the sub-dimensions of initiative on the axis of public and private
schools.
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Method
Model of the Study

This study, which aims to compare the personal initiative levels of public and private school
administrators in line with teacher perceptions, was designed in a descriptive survey model in a
guantitative research design. Descriptive survey models aim to describe a phenomenon that existed in
the past or that still exists (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012; Karasar, 2017).

Study group

The sample group of the research consists of teachers working in public and private schools in
the city center of Konya in the 2018-2019 academic year. Data were obtained by reaching 420 teachers
through the scale. Table 1 shows the distribution of teachers in the sample group according to their
demographic characteristics.

Table 1. Distribution of demographic information of teachers who make up the sample group according to
independent variables (N=420)

Independent Variables Group Public Private Total
f % f % % f
Gender Female 121 288 112 26,7 555 232
Male 119 283 68 16,2 445 188
35 and younger 40 9,5 101 24,0 33,6 141
36-40 72 17,1 48 11,4 28,6 120
Age 41-45 48 11,4 21 5,0 16,4 69
46-50 42 10,0 8 1,9 11,9 50
51 and over 38 9,0 2 0,5 9,5 40
1-5 19 4,5 69 16,4 21,0 88
6-10 11 2,6 36 86 112 47
Professional Seniority 11-15 42100 36 86 186 78
16-20 66 15,7 24 57 214 90
21 and over 100 24,3 17 36 279 117
Working duration with the same 1-5 199 474 170 405 87,9 369
administrators’ 6-10 41 9,8 10 2,4 12,1 51
1-5 126 30,0 139 331 63,1 265
. L 6-10 66 15,7 27 6,4 22,1 93
\S/(\:Irc])élgllng duration in the same 11-15 39 93 11 26 119 50
16-20 6 1,4 2 0,5 1,9 8
21 and over 3 0,7 1 0,2 1,0 4
Associate degree 11 2,6 1 0,2 2,9 12
Level of education Bachelor’s degree 190 45,2 143 34 793 333
Master’s degree 39 8,3 36 8,6 17,9 75
Total 240 180 420

Table 1 shows that 55.5% of the teachers in the sample group were female (n=232) and 44.5%
(n=188) were male. It was found that 28.8% (n=121) of women work in public and 26.7% (n=112) work
in private, 28.3% (n=119) of men work in public and 16.2% (n=n) =68) work in private. According to
the age variable, it is seen that 33.6% of the teachers are 35 years and younger (n=141), 9.5% (n=40)
are in public schools, 24% (n=101) are in private schools, 28.6% are in private schools. aged 36-40
(n=120), 17.1% (n=72) in public, 11.4% (n= 48) in private, 16.4% aged 41-45 (n= 69), 11.4 (n=48)
public and 5.0% (n=21) private, 11.9% 46-50 years old (n=50), 10.0% (n=42) in public and 1.9% (n=8)
in private, 9.5% in 51 and over (n=40), 9.0% (n=38) in public and % 0.5 (n=2) in private. When the
professional seniority variable is examined, it is indicated that 21% of the teachers (n=88) with a
seniority of 1-5 years, 4.5% (n=19) work in public, 16.4% (n=69) work in private, 11% .2 of the teachers
(n=47) with a seniority of 6-10 years, 2.6% (n=11) work in publicr, 8.6% (n=36) work in private, 18.6%
of the 11-15 years senior teachers (n=78), 10.0% (n=42) work in public, 8.6% (n=36) work in private,
21.4% are between 16-20 years seniority (n=90), 15.7% (n=66) of teachers work in public, 5.7% (n=24)
in private, 27.9% of teachers with 21 years or more seniority (n=117), 24.3% (n=100) work in public
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and 3.6% (n=17) work in private schools. Considering the variable of working duration with the same
administrators’, it was determined that 87.9% of the teachers (n=369) for 1-5 years, 47.4% (n=199) in
the public sector and 40.5% (n=170) in private, 12.1% (n=51) work with the same administrators’ for
6-10 years, 9.8% (n=41) in public and 2.4% (n=10) in private. When examined the working duration in
the same school, it was understood that 63.1% of the teachers (n=265) for 1-5 years, 30.0% (n=126) in
public and 33.1% (n=139) in private, 22.1% for 6-10 years (n=93), 15.7% (n=66) in public, 6.4% (n=27)
in private, 11.9% for 11-15 years (n=50), 9.3% (n=39) in public, 2.6% (n=11) in private, 1.9% for 16-
20 years (n=8), 1.4% (n=6) in public, 0.5% (n=2) in private, 1.0% for 21 years or more (n=4), 0% .7
(n=3) work in public, and 0.2% (n=1) work in private. According to the education level variable, it was
included that 2.8% of the teachers had an associate degree (n=12), and 2.6% (n=11) of them work in
public and 0.2% (n=1) work in private, 79.3% (n=333) had a bachelor's degree, 45.2% (n=190) of them
work in public, 34% (n=143) work in private, 17.9% had a master's degree (n=75) and 8.6% (n=39) of
them work in public, and 8.3% (n=36) work in private schools.

The evaluation range of the arithmetic averages of school administrators’ taking personal
initiative is given in Table 2.

Table 2. Evaluation interval of arithmetic averages of school administrators’ taking personal initiative

Level of Participation Score Intervals
Absolutely Disagree Very low 1.00-1.79
Slightly Agree Low 1.80-2.59
Moderately Agree Middle 2.60-3.39
Strong Agree High 3.40-4.19
Completely Agree Very high 4.20-5.00

Data Collection Tool

The Personal Initiative Taking Scale of School Administrators, consisting of 32 items and 3
dimensions, developed by Akin (2012) was used to determine the level of taking initiative of school
administrators. In the study conducted by Akin (2012), reliability analysis was performed together with
the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses of the scale, and it was determined that the scale is a
high-reliability scale. In this context, the reliability coefficients calculated for the sub-dimensions of the
scale are 0.88 for Self-starting, 0.83 for Proactivity and 0.89 for Persistency. The rating is in a five-point
likert form; Completely agree (5), Strongly agree (4), Moderately agree (3), Slightly agree (2),
Absolutely disagree (1). Around 540 prepared scales were taken to schools by the researcher and
distributed to teachers. Two weeks later, the researcher personally toured the schools and returned 460
scales. The scales were examined one by one, and as a result of the examination, it was decided to
transfer 420 healthy scales to the system and make their analysis.

Data analysis

The data collected in the research were analysed using SPSS 24.00 (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences) programs. Arithmetic mean, standard deviation and T-Test were used to analyse the
data. Frequency and percentage were used to describe the demographic data obtained in the study. Mean
and standard deviation analyses were used to describe to take personal initiative scores. The T-Test was
used to compare the sub-dimensions of taking personal initiative.

Findings

In this part of the research, there are analyses made to determine to take personal initiative status
of public and private school administrators in line with teacher perceptions. The arithmetic mean and
standard deviations of the level of taking initiative of public and private school administrators are given
in Table 3.
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Table 3. The arithmetic mean and standard deviation distributions of school administrators’ taking initiative levels
according to teacher perceptions

Type of School N Mean SD
Public 240 3,54 57
Private 180 3,87 42

When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that the mean score for the personal initiative of the
administrators working in private schools is higher according to the perceptions of the teachers. While
the mean score of taking personal initiative of the administrators working in public schools was x=3.54,
this rate was X=3.87 for private school administrators.

In line with the perceptions of the teacher, the results regarding the personal initiative situations
of the school administrators according to the school type are given in Table 4.

Table 4. Examining the scores of school administrators regarding taking personal initiative according to teacher
perceptions in the context of school type

Sub-dimensions of taking School

initiative Type N Mean SD t p
Self-starting puolic 0 o oSy 5506 000
rhe w2z T o
Persistency Ifﬁsgtz igg gg:gg i:gé 6,413,000 *

*p<0.05

In Table 4, when taking personal initiative situations of school administrators is examined in
terms of teacher perceptions, in all sub-dimensions of taking personal initiative (self-starting,
proactivity, persistency), it was determined that there was a statistically significant at the level of
(p<0.05) difference between the personal initiative scores of public and private school administrators.
Private school administrators’ taking personal initiative scores were higher than the scores of public
administrators in the sub-dimensions of self-starting, proactivity and persistency. The t value between
the mean scores of public and private school administrators was calculated as -5,506 in the self-starting
sub-dimension, -5.961 in the proactivity sub-dimension, and 6.413 in the persistency sub-dimension.

In line with the perceptions of the teacher, the scores of the public and private school
administrators’ taking personal initiative in the self-starting dimension are given in Table 5.

Table 5. Examination of the scores of public and private school administrators on taking initiative in the dimension
of self-starting according to teacher perceptions.

Self-Starting Dimension Public Private
N Mean SD N Mean SD t P
1 Even if it is not clearly defined in the 240 395 1,09 180 4,23 934 -2,707 ,007*

legislation as the duty of a school
administrators’, s/he does the work that
needs to be done for the school.
4 S/he automatically aspires to take on 240 3,48 1,160 180 3,90 916 -3,976 ,000*
important responsibilities, even though
s/he is not given by higher authorities.

7 If s/he sees behavior and applications 240 395 1,005 180 4,11 874 -1,716 ,087
against the rules at school, s/he intervenes
immediately.

10 Atschool, s/he does not hesitate to 240 3,30 1,113 180 3,555 1,052 -2,382 ,018*

perform unconventional applications that
are not found in other institutions.
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13  S/he puts her own ideas into practice in 240 3,223 1,052 180 3,94 978 -7,058 ,000*
her/his school without hesitation.

16  S/he tries to realize ideas that have not yet 240 3,71 1,076 180 3,94 ,830 -2,403 ,017*
been put into action but will be useful to
the school.

19  S/he usually does more than is expected of 240 3,69 1,044 180 3,93 ,894 -2450 ,015*
her in her job.

22 S/he offers suggestions to top managers 240 3,33 1,042 180 3,77 1,000 -4,358 ,000*
for better running of business.

25  S/he creates new goals and objectives that 240 3,38 1,150 180 3,80 ,897 -4,562 ,000*
s/he thinks will improve the school.

28  S/he tries to realize the projects that were 240 354 ,984 180 3,70 ,871 -1,713 ,087
always wanted to be done but could not be
done at school.

30 S/he encourages school staff to start new 240 3,37 1,027 180 3,75 1,040 -3,640 ,000*
projects / applications.

31 Asaschool administrators’, s/he always 240 322 1,126 180 3,83 ,994 -5795 ,000*
looks for ways to do the job better, rather
than following standard applications.

32 S/he tries to implement the applications 240 3,77 949 180 3,87 ,862 -1,095 274
that s/he sees and likes in other
institutions at school as well.

*p<0.05

As seen in Table 5, while being a significant difference at the level of p<0.05 in the taking
personal initiative of public and private school administrators in the self-starting sub-dimension
according to the items (1, 4, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, 30, 31), it is understood that there is no differentiation
in the items (7, 28 and 32). It is seen that the mean score of private school administrators is higher than
public administrators in all items in which teachers express their opinions about school administrators.
Meanwhile in public it was determined that it belonged to item 31 with the lowest mean score (X =3,
22), it belonged to items 1 and 7 with the highest mean score (X =3.95). In private, it was stated that
while it belonged to item 10 with the lowest mean score (X =3.55), it belonged to item 1 with the highest
mean score (X = 4,23). As the opinions of the teachers about the taking personal initiative in the
dimension of self- starting situation of the school administrators in the public generally vary between
medium and high levels, it has been determined that it is at a high level in private.

In line with the perceptions of the teacher, the scores of the public and private school
administrators’ taking personal initiative in the proactivity dimension are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Examination of the scores of public and private school administrators on taking initiative in the dimension
of proactivity according to teacher perceptions.

Proactivity Dimension Public Private

N Mean SD N Mean SD T P
2 S/heis constantly looking for waystodo 240 3,87 1,056 180 4,15 874 -2,880 ,004*
her/his job better.
5  S/he has always been a driving force for 240 297 1,129 180 3,60 1,070 -5,700 ,000*
change in her/his school.
8  S/heis good at seeing opportunities to 240 3,44 1,000 180 3,92 /815 -5219 ,000*
benefit the school.

11 When s/he has a problem on work, s/he 240 357 1,012 180 3,65 ,814 -921 357
goes over it.

14 It gives her/him great excitement to see 240 39 ,890 180 4,11 870 -1,660 ,098
her/his thoughts become reality.
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17  S/he notices opportunities earlier than 240 3,72 1,116 180 4,10 ,846 -3,763 ,000*
people around her/him.

20  S/he sees problems occurring, problematic 240 3,75 1,052 180 3,76 ,886 -114  ,909
issues at school as an opportunity to
address and correct.

23 S/he is constantly looking for ways to 240 346 1,018 180 3,88 ,896 -4,425 ,000*
improve herself /himself in professional
matters.

26  S/he has a great desire to make the 240 3,35 1,103 180 3,98 ,865 -6,385 ,000*
changes that s/he thinks will improve the
school.

*p<0.05

As indicated in Table 6, while the situations of taking personal initiative in the proactivity sub-
dimension of public and private school administrators differed significantly at the level of p<0.05
according to the items (2, 5, 8, 17, 23, 26), 14, 20), it was concluded that there was no differentiation in
the items (11, 14, 20) in line with the opinions of teachers. It is seen that the mean score of private school
administrators is higher than public administrators in all items in which teachers express their opinions
about school administrators. While item 5 got with the lowest mean score (X=2.97), item 14 got with
the highest mean score (X=3.96) in public. In private, it was found that it belonged to item 5 with the
lowest mean score (X=3,60), it belonged to item 2 with the highest mean score (X= 4.15). As the
opinions of the teachers about the taking personal initiative in the dimension of proactivity situations of
the school administrators in public generally vary between medium and high levels, it has been
determined that it is at a high level in private.

In line with the perceptions of the teacher, the scores of the public and private school
administrators’ taking personal initiative in the persistency dimension are given in Table 7.

Table7. Examination of the scores of public and private school administrators on taking initiative in the dimension
of persistency according to teacher perceptions.

Persistency Dimension Public Private

N Mean SD N Mean SD T p
3 S/he continues to work with determination 240 3,87 1,031 180 4,09 913 -2,265 ,024*
until s/he finishes the job s/he has
undertaken.
6 S/he does not leave unfinished businessin 240 3,57 ,999 180 4,07 ,924 -5311 ,000*
school-related matters.

9 S/he defends her/his work related to 240 350 ,968 180 4,09 ,795 -6,710 ,000*
school until the end.
12 While bringing innovations to her/his 240 2,43 957 180 2,99 1,027 -57717 ,000*

school, s/he struggles with the status quo
when necessary.

15 Although s/he is tired while workingona 240 3,54 1,123 180 3,98 ,873 -4,433 ,000*
school-related task, s/he has a strong
desire to complete it.

18 S/he always accomplishes whatever s’/he 240 3,75 990 180 3,78 ,858 -376 ,707
puts her/his mind to about school.

21  If s/he fails to solve a problem related 240 3,65 1,011 180 3,75 ,960 -1,081 ,280
school, s/he continues to look for new
options until s/he finds a solution.

24 S/he can work patiently in long and 240 3,71 939 180 3,81 /954 -1,117 ,265
tedious jobs.

27  S/he does not give up easily in the face of 240 3,62 1,002 180 3,88 ,804 -2,855 ,005*
obstacles in her/his work related to school.
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29  S/he takes pleasure in overcoming the 240 3,26 1,065 180 386 ,829 -6,104 ,000*
obstacles that will come her/his way while
realizing her/his thoughts.
*p<0.05

As seen in Table 7, while it was determined that public and private school administrators’ taking
personal initiative situations in the persistency sub-dimension differed significantly at the level of
p<0.05initems (3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 27, 29) in line with the opinions of the teachers, it was not differentiated
initems (18, 21, 24). It is seen that the mean score of private school administrators is higher than public
administrators in all items in which teachers express their opinions about school administrators. While
item 12 got with the lowest mean score (X=2.43), item 1 got with the highest mean score (X=3.87) in
public. In private, it was determined that it belonged to item 12 with the lowest mean score (X=2,99), it
belonged to items 3 and 9 with the highest mean score (X= 4.09). As the opinions of the teachers about
the taking personal initiative in the dimension of persistency situations of the school administrators in
public generally vary between medium and high levels, it has been determined that it is at a high level
in private.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

The findings obtained in this study, which was designed to determine the taking personal
initiative levels of school administrators working in public and private schools, are given below. In
addition, comments and studies supporting the findings of this study are also included.

While the mean score of taking personal initiative of the administrators working in public
schools was (x=3.54), this ratio resulted at the level of (x=3.87) for private school administrators.
Considering the mean score of public and private school administrators, it was concluded that the mean
score of both sections was not very high, but the mean score of private school administrators was higher.
Although private school administrators have high scores in taking personal initiative, the assumption
revealed by these results shows that school administrators cannot take personal initiative both in public
and private education institutions as they wish. School administrators, who are responsible to the central
government, try to fulfil their duties in line with the directives of the central government rather than
taking personal initiative. Therefore, they either take no initiative at all or sometimes feel the need to
take personal initiative in small matters. Akin (2012) emphasizes that school administrators mostly take
initiative in small-scale actions and do not take initiative in large-scale actions, even they behave shyly
and avoid taking initiative. Keser (2007) revealed that public school administrators are able to fulfil their
responsibilities by using the authority given to them. Sentiirk (2018) states that school administrators
take initiative in situations that do not require risk and creativity, but they do not take initiative in
achieving organizational goals and they make active decisions to solve organizational problems.
According to Frese & Fay (2001), taking initiative behaviour reflects the tendency to make instant
decisions and to think pragmatically. Yiicel (2006), it is seen that school administrators have difficulties
in making decisions even in small tasks related to the school. However, school administrators need to
make active decisions, and use authority and transfer authority in order to achieve organizational goals
and overcome organizational difficulties. Aypay and Sekerci (2009) emphasize that due to the low level
of taking initiative of school administrators, administrators should be given in-service training in order
to develop their taking initiative skills and that taking initiative is important for all managerial duties.

When the results of school administrators’ tendency to take personal initiative in the context of
teacher perceptions were evaluated, it was observed that there was a significant difference between the
taking personal initiative scores of public and private school administrators in all sub-dimensions of
taking personal initiative (self-starting, proactivity, persistency). In the sub-dimensions of self-starting,
proactivity and persistency, private school administrators’ taking personal initiative scores were found
to be higher than public school administrators. It has been understood that the administrators of private
education institutions are more tolerant in the use of authority and take a little more initiative than
administrators of public schools according to the public-school administrators. While the taking personal
initiative levels of school administrators working in public schools generally varied between medium
and high levels, the taking personal initiative levels of the administrators working in private schools
were found to be high. In the research conducted by Karahan (2019), it is stated that public primary
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school administrators have more problems in using authority than private institution administrators.
Nayir and Tagkin (2017), in their study, revealed that teachers' taking initiative behaviour is moderate
in all dimensions. Considering that school administrators come from teaching, this finding may be valid
for them.

When the analysis results of the self-starting dimension are considered on the basis of items, it
has been determined that the mean score in both groups is not very high, but the private school
administrator works for the benefit of the school apart from the legislation, assigns important
responsibilities, carries out new practices, is open to new ideas and thoughts, and performs more than
expected, presenting suggestions to the senior management, s/he acts more privileged and takes more
initiative than the administrator working in public schools in terms of setting new goals and targets that
will improve the school, encouraging school employees to implement new projects, and making new
searches for better execution of the work instead of standard applications. Fay and Frese (2001) self-
starting, displayed by the individual without any instruction from anywhere is behaviour. Akin
(2012), in his research, concluded that school administrators do not take initiative in the self-
starting dimension at a very high level within the framework of teachers' opinions.

When the item analysis results of the proactivity dimension are examined, it has been concluded
that private school administrators are more tolerant and take more initiative than public school
administrators in terms of constantly searching for ways to do their job better, always being the driving
force for change, having the ability to sense opportunities, and constantly improving themselves
professionally. Akin (2012), in his study on public administrators, found that public administrators were
proactive at a low level according to the perceptions of teachers. In Pamuk and Kaya's (2009) study, it
was concluded that school administrators did not act very proactively in the use of duties and authority
in the presence of teachers and they received low scores.

When the analysis results of the persistency dimension items are examined, it has been
determined that the private school administrator takes more initiative than public school administrator
in cases such as trying to finish her/his work with determination, not leaving her/his work unfinished,
standing behind her/his work, struggling with the status quo even a little, overcoming obstacles and at
the same time enjoying overcoming these obstacles. Akin (2012) states that school administrators
continue to work diligently until they complete the tasks they have undertaken, do not leave the work
they have started unfinished and defend it to the end, but they are less insistent on the struggle against
the status quo. This statement is in line with the findings of the present study. The lowest mean score
obtained by both public and private school administrators is struggling with the status quo. This situation
is thought to be related to the structure of the education system. Bursalioglu (2011) emphasizes that most
of the decision-making powers of school administrators are centralized by the Ministry, and the
decision-making powers of the administrators are limited and therefore the decisions taken cannot go
beyond interpretation. Sevil and Biilbiil (2019) state that school administrators are under the influence
of higher authorities in taking personal initiative and they mostly act according to the instructions of
higher authorities.

It is understood from this result that school administrators working in private education
institutions are more willing and inclined to take personal initiative. Private education institutions
generally continue their activities in competition, and therefore, in order to be successful, they are
required to take initiative in some cases. Because in private education institutions, issues such as
accountability in cases of failure and investigating the causes of failure are brought to the agenda more
frequently and solutions are sought. Kharat (2016), managements of private education institutions
should have the capacity to manage viable and supportable issues in a purposeful manner. Private
education institutions often benefit from more adaptive initiative decisions that improve
education/training conditions, rather than organization and use of authoritative controls. Despite their
formal procedural work, the implementation and compliance of formal education programs in private
schools may not be as stringent as in public schools. Farooqi, Jan, & Gohar (2017), private education
institutions contribute to the creation of educational awareness and civic senses, and to the physical
nourishment of youth. Private schools play an important role in enlightening the society. It has been
observed that private education institutions also guide public education institutions and make efforts to
increase the welfare and development level of the society with them. In this context, administrators of
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private education institutions can be expected to be flexible in the sharing of authority and responsibility
in some cases.

Private school administrators are more likely to have a greater influence on curriculum
formulation than public school administrators. In addition, while private school administrators tend to
have more control and authority over basic administrative decisions regarding teacher recruitment,
curriculum and student discipline policies, it has been observed that administrators working in public
schools do not have the authority to hire teachers and the majority of their authority regarding other
issues is determined by laws. Baker, Han & Keil, 1996). It is understood that private school
administrators have a greater influence than public school administrators in terms of discipline,
curriculum, in-service training, budgeting and recruitment (Synder, 1997). In the context of these
statements, it can be said that private school administrators have a more liberal understanding and a
more suitable environment in using personal initiative.

It is thought that small-capacity schools are generally easier to manage, and healthy
communication between students, teachers and administrators and the sense of belonging are more
developed; however, as large schools often offer a wider range of academic programs and support
services, it may not be easy to provide them all at once. When viewed, it can easily be seen that private
schools have smaller schools and classrooms than public schools (Bryk, Lee, & Holland, 1993). An
important aspect of school management is where important decisions are made regarding curriculum,
school policies, and classroom practices. Although public school administrators must receive some
instructions from the central or top management in the process of running the business, private school
administrators are more likely than their colleagues in public schools to believe that they have a great
influence, especially in the determination of disciplinary policy and the conduct of administrative affairs
(Bryk et al., 1993). From this perspective, private school administrators are more advantageous in using
initiative, on the other hand, it can be thought that school administrators working in public schools could
not take more initiative due to their adherence to the legislation.

It is seen that the education administrators think that the dominant unit in the decisions to be
made about the basic principles and qualifications of education should be the central administration. It
is observed that education administrators, who stated that the decisions on the planning of the
education/training calendar should be made at the provincial level, think that they should be the
authorized unit to make decisions, even partially, in all other subjects and services. Education
administrators point to the school unit as the authorized decision level in implementation, supervision
and evaluation, in determining and developing the school strategy. Therefore, it is seen that education
administrators want more freedom and initiative in matters directly related to the school (Turan, Yiicel,
Karatas, & Demirhan, 2010). Within the framework of the Centralistic Turkish Education System, the
roles, duties, authorities and responsibilities of school administrators should be redefined in the new
structuring process. In addition, school administrators should be empowered as individuals who not only
offer suggestions and implement the legislation, but also have administrative and financial autonomy,
take initiative when necessary, involve employees in the decision-making process and direct the society
with their actions (Sisman & Turan, 2003). In an increasingly global economy, an educated workforce
is essential to maintaining and improving competitiveness. Society expects education institutions to
prepare people for employment in a rapidly changing environment. Teachers, managers and school
administrators are the ones who must deliver higher education standards. Their reauthorization and
management style will play a big role in their ability to offer higher education standards.

Overall, private schools are reported to tend to have more autonomy, better resources, a better
school environment, and better performance levels than schools managed by public. Administrators in
privately run schools in 16 OECD countries have been observed to have more school autonomy in
curriculum and assessment than schools administered by public. In addition, it has been determined that
administrators working in private education institutions in 26 OECD countries have more school
autonomy in resource allocation than administrators working in public schools (OECD, 2012). Public
institutions are more bureaucratic, public administrators are less materialistic, and institutional
commitment is weak in the public sector. These variables may cause different approaches on the basis
of management in public institutions and private firms (Boyne, 2002). The decisions taken in the
administrative process are the main factors in determining the extent to which school administrators are
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democratic and autocratic. For school administrators, the scope of taking initiative on school issues is
the key to more variable, humane and creative institutional processes (Sentiirk, 2018). It has been
observed that teachers and school administrators are more enthusiastic about change voluntarily rather
than imposing it on themselves. According to the studies conducted in Canadian schools, it has been
determined that while self-initiated change gives teachers mostly positive emotional experiences
emotionally, compulsory changes mostly affect teachers negatively (Hargreaves, 2004).

According to Hall (1999), discretion not only brings innovation, professional motivation, speed
and flexibility to the management, but also makes it more sensitive to make decisions in the face of
different situations. Because the rules in the organization based on the legislation may not always be
able to cope with complex situations that require different solutions that arise in unexpected situations.
Moreover, in such cases, the rules may conflict with each other. One of the easiest ways to solve them
is to use personal initiative. According to Nalginkaya (2012), discretion has an important role in the
success of the administration. In addition to implementing the legislation, the management also needs
to use its discretion since it has to meet all the material and moral needs of the society. As a result, it is
not possible for the management to be considered without discretion and the discretion to be considered
without management (As cited in Kog, 2017).

In the light of the data obtained as a result of this research, the following recommendations for
school administrators and practitioners can be presented:

Recommendations for school administrators:

e As a result of the research, it was concluded that both public and private school
administrators could not take personal initiative at a very high level. The fact that almost
all of the authorities and responsibilities of school administrators are determined at the
center by the Ministry of National Education may affect this situation. In such a case, it
may not be easy for school administrators to take more personal initiative, but it can be
thought that they take personal initiative according to their own conditions and positions
in matters they consider right.

e Private school administrators’ taking personal initiative levels were found to be higher
than public school administrators. This shows that private school administrators act more
freely and apply a more tolerant management and governance model. These privileges may
also be granted to public school administrators by top management.

¢ |t should not expect the solution of every problem from the centralized management.
Initiative can be taken in the quick solution of minor problems that need to be resolved
within the school.

e In particular, it was seen that the administrators of both institutions were very less
persistent on struggling with the status quo against innovations. It can be thought that
school administrators should act more resistant and more insistent against the status quo.
e Considering that there is no one who knows the institutions they manage better than
themselves, it is very important for them to know where and when to act rationally and take
the initiative.

e |t is important that the central top management support and encourage school
administrators to take personal initiative. School administrators should be assisted by the
top management in taking personal initiatives without breaking the integrity of the
legislation and without going beyond the legislation too much.

Recommendations for practitioners:

e In this study, the level of taking personal initiative of school administrators was
examined according to the perceptions of teacher. In other studies, the initiative status
of school administrators can be examined according to their own perceptions.

e Studies can be conducted on the taking personal initiative level of teachers working in
public and private schools

o Different researches can be done according to the demographic characteristics of
teachers and school administrators.
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e By making comparisons on the basis of provinces, regions and even countries, new
comprehensive studies can be done.
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Bu ¢alisma, kamu okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda gorev yapan okul midiirlerinin
kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeylerinin 6gretmen algilarinca karsilastirilmasi amaciyla
tasarlanmigtir. Calismanin grubunu 2018-2019 akademik yilinda Konya merkezde
bulunan kamu ve 6zel okullarda ¢alisan 6gretmenler olusturmaktadir. Veriler nicel
arastirma yaklasimi ¢ergevesinde 420 6gretmenden dlgek aracihigiyla rastgele elde
edilmistir. Calismada veri toplama araci olarak Akin (2012) tarafindan gelistirilen
ve 3 boyut 32 maddeden olusan Okul Yéneticilerinin Kisisel Inisiyatif Alma
Olgegi kullanilmuistir. Yapilan analizlerde 6zel okullarda gorev yapan okul
yoneticilerinin kamu okullarinda gérev yapan okul yoneticilerinden daha ¢ok
kisisel inisiyatif aldiklar1 gézlenmistir. Ayrica elde edilen bulgular 1s1ginda
“kendiliginden baslama, proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik” kisisel inisiyatif almanin tiim alt
boyutlarinda 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeylerinin daha
yiiksek ¢iktigi, kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlari
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Giris

Bakildiginda Tiirk Egitim Sistemini olusturan 6rgiitsel ve idari mekanizmalar merkezi 6rgiitlenme
yapisina dayanmaktadir. Bu merkezi 6rgiitlenme yapisi temel olarak giiciinii daha ¢ok otoriter, hiyerarsik
ve biirokratik yonetim anlayisindan almaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu yonetim anlayisinda okul yoneticisinin
cogu zaman ivedilikle ¢oziilmesi gereken bir problemi veya alinmasi talep edilen bir karar1 hizli bir
sekilde alma sansina sahip olmadigini gérmek miimkiindiir. Okul ydneticisinden okulun basarisina
yaratict katki sunmasi, yenilige ayak uydurmasi i¢in sorumluluk iistlenmesi, hatta gerektiginde kisisel
inisiyatif almas1 beklenebilir (Kilig, 2019). Ancak merkezi otoritenin egemen oldugu egitim sistemlerinde
egitim ile ilgili kararlarin ¢ogu merkezden ve tek elden toplanmasi, okul yoneticisinin yetkisini
sinirlandirmakta ve sonucta bu kararlara kendi yorumlarini katmaktan bagka bir sey yapamadigi acikca
gorlilmektedir (Bursalioglu, 2011). Bdyle bir durumda okul yoneticisi okulun konumunu, fiziki yapisini,
atmosferini ve iggorenlerin iliskilerini temel alarak, okula avantaj saglayacak bigimde kararlar almasi ve
bu kararlar1 uygulamasi i¢in bazen kendi konumuna uygun bi¢imde inisiyatif almasi1 faydal olacaktir.
Ayrica inisiyatif alacak okul yoneticisinin de yoneticilik ile ilgili yeterliklere, donanima, yenilik¢i bir
bakis acisina ve ¢agdas liderlik anlayisina sahip olmasi gerekmektedir (Kilig,2019). Ciinkii modern
liderlik yaklasimlarinda liderin, ihtiyatli ve rasyonel davranmasi, karar alma organlarini harekete
gecirmesi ve uygulamaya koymasi, iradeye saygili tutum ve davranis sergilemesi Onemli rol
oynamaktadir. Bu yaklasim okul yoneticisini lider olmaya zorlamakla birlikte gorev ve sorumluluk
alanlarin1 da genisletebilecegi unutulmamalidir.

Cagdas egitim liderligi; seffaf ve hesap verebilen, 6grenci odakli olan, arastirma ¢iktilarina gore
karar veren, okula 6grenci kazandirmada rekabet edebilen, toplumun degerleriyle biitiinlesebilen,
kiiresellesmeye ve bilgi toplumuna ¢abuk adapte olabilen ve ayn1 zamanda analitik becerilere sahip olma
ozellikleri baglaminda tanimlanmaktadir (Balci, 2011). Okul yoneticilerinin iggdrenlerine karst resmi ve
mesafeli olma yerine, karar alma ve uygulama siireclerinde duyarli, hosgoriilii ve samimi olmaya 6zen
gostermeleri gerektigini belirtmekteler (Sezer ve Akan, 2018). Okul midiriiniin yetki kullanimi ile
birlikte kisisel inisiyatif almasinin yonetsel davranis bakimindan daha biitiinleyici bir boyut kazanacagini
vurgulanmaktadir (Akin, 2014). Gilinimiiziin egitim kurumlarinda artan is yogunluguyla birlikte, egitim
kurumlarinin basindaki yoneticilerin gérev ve sorumluluklart da oldukg¢a artmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin
bu gorev ve sorumlulugun iistesinden gelebilmeleri icin inisiyatif almalari, islerini kolaylagtiracaktir
(Kilig, 2019). Artik okul miidiiriiniin gérevi sadece mevzuatta bagl kalarak evrak imzalamak ve merkezi
yonetim ile okul paydaslar1 arasinda tageronluk yapmak degildir. 21 nci yiizyil okul liderligi daha genis
anlamlar1 barindiran sosyal bir kavram olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu kadar ¢ok 6zelligi biinyesinde
barindiran giinliimiiz okul liderinin basarili olmasi ve yiiksek performans sergilemesi igin gerektiginde
inisiyatif almasi1 bir¢ok agidan avantajli durumlara neden olabilecegi unutulmamahdir.

Kisisel inisiyatif kavrami Taylor’un bilimsel yonetim teorisine dayandirilabilir. Ciinkii Taylor,
orgiitlenmenin sadece is veren i¢in degil ayn1 zamanda isgdrenin de etkili olabilmesi ve para kazanmasi
acisindan, énemli oldugunu vurgulamistir (Carson, 2005). Kisisel inisiyatif bireyin ¢aligma hedeflerine
ve gorevlerine aktif bigimde baslamasina, kendiliginden ortaya ¢ikan bir yaklagimi benimsemesine,
engellerin ve baskilarin {istesinden gelmeye devam etmesine neden olan bir davranis dizini sergilemesi
olarak tanimlanabilir (Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng ve Tag, 1997; Frese, Kring, Soose ve Zempel, 1996).
Kisisel inisiyatif hem pratik hem de teorik nedenlerden dolay1 6nemli bir siirectir. Boyle 6nemli bir siirecin
sonuclarindan biri, ¢evrenin birey tarafindan degistirilmis olmasidir. Ayrica kisisel inisiyatif bireye
Ozgiiven kazandirmaktadir. Gelecekte is yerlerinde ve orgiitlerde yiliksek derecede Ozgiivene ihtiyag
duyulacagindan kisisel inisiyatif almak daha onemli hale gelecektir (Frese, 1997). Kisisel inisiyatif,
kendiliginden baslayan, proaktif nitelikli ve zorluklarin {istesinden gelebilmek i¢in hedeflerin pesindeki
aktif 1srarcilik yaklagimlarini kullanmaktadir. Yani kisisel inisiyatif gostermek, sadece kendiliginden
baglama, proaktiflik ve 1srarci olmak anlamlarini barindirmaz ayni zamanda hedef yonelimini gdzetmek
anlamini da barindirmaktadir (Frese ve Fay, 2001).

Hedef yonelimi, insanlara hedef koyma ve onlar1 takip etme boyutlarindaki bireysel
farkliliklarinin varligini ima eden bir kisilik kavrami olarak algilanabilir. Yiiksek hedef odakli kisiler uzun
siireli ve agik hedefler gelistirir. Ozellikle, zorluklar yasandiginda onlari takip etmekte 1srarc1 olurlar. Bu
nedenle, hedef yonlendirmenin etkin bir liderligin énemli bir 6n sart1 oldugu kabul edilir (Sonnentag,
Frese, Brodbeck ve Heinbokel, 1997). Kisisel inisiyatif, is roliinii asan kendiliginden baglayan bir
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eylemdir. Biirokrasiye karsi belirli bir rahatsizlik unsurunu ima eder. Bununla birlikte, uzun vadede kisisel
inisiyatif genel orgiitsel hedeflere uygun olmalidir. Aksi takdirde orgiit yoneliminden yoksun olan
eylemler kisisel inisiyatif kapsamina girmemektedir (Fay ve Frese, 2001).

Kendiliginden baglama, bireyin kendisine s6ylenilmeden, agik bir talimat almadan veya belirli bir
rol gereksinimi olmadan bir sey kendiliginden yapmasi anlamina gelir. Bu nedenle, kisisel inisiyatif
belirlenen hedeflerin aksine, kendiliginden ortaya c¢ikan hedeflerin pesinde kosmaktir. Kendiliginden
baglamak bir hedef belirlemeyi gerektirmektedir. Bu amag kigisel olarak gelistirilen bir fikre dayanabilir,
ayn1 zamanda daha once bu baglamda bilinen fakat bir eylemde bulunmayan bir fikir veya bir projenin
sorumlulugunu iistlendiginde, birinin kisisel inisiyatif gosterdigi de diisiiniilebilir (Frese ve Fay, 2001;
Frese, Garts ve Fay, 2007). Kendiliginden baslama, hedeflerin bagkas1 tarafindan verilmedigini veya
atanmadigini, kisinin kendisinin bu hedefleri gelistirdigini belirtir. Baz1 isler cok genis is hedefleriyle
iligkili olabilir, 6rnegin yoneticilerin departman etkinligini artirmak gibi genis hedefleri vardir. Bu, kendi
hedef gelisimini imkansiz kiliyor gibi goziikebilir, agik¢as1 yoneticinin yaptig1 herhangi bir eylem genis
bir hedefe kadar izlenebilme olasilig1 vardir (Fay ve Frese, 2001).

Proaktiflik, uzun vadeli bir odaga sahip olmanin verdigi deneyim ve tecriibe ile kisinin, ortaya
cikacak sorunlari ve firsatlar1 nceden sezmesi ve ona gore dnlem almasi anlamina gelir. Calismaya uzun
siireli odaklanma, bireyin gelecekle ilgili yeni talepleri, yeni veya tekrar eden problemleri ve ortaya ¢ikan
firsatlar1 diisiinmesini ve onlar hakkinda proaktif olarak bir seyler yapmasini saglar. Ciinkii proaktif kisi
bulundugu orgiitii ve is ortamini gelecege gore yeniden dizayn etme ¢abasi icerisindedir (Crant, 2000;
Fay ve Frese, 2001; Rank, 2006).

Israrcilik kisinin amacina ulagmasi igin siklikla basvurdugu gerekli bir siiregtir. Bu anlamda
kisisel inisiyatif genellikle bir siirecin, bir prosediiriin veya bir gérevin eklendigini veya degistirildigini
ve bu degisikliklerin siklikla aksilikler ve zorluklar igerdigini belirtir. Ornegin, degisikliklerden etkilenen
kisiler, yeni bir seye uyum saglamak zorunda kalmaktan ve rutinlerini terk etmeye zorlanmaktan
hoslanmayabilirler. Bu, teknik sorunlar1 asmak ve diger insanlarin direnis ve ataletlerinin iistesinden
gelmek icin inisiyatif alan kisinin engelleri agmakta 1srar etmesini gerektirir (Frese vd., 2007; Frese vd.,
1997).

Teorik olarak, kisisel inisiyatifin ii¢ davranigsal boyutu olan kendiliginden baglama, proaktiflik
ve 1srarcilik birbirini pekistirmektedir. Proaktif bir durus sergilemek, kendiliginden baslayan hedeflerin
gelistirilmesi ile iligkilidir, ¢iinkii gelecege yonelik proaktif bir yonelim, yapilmasi beklenenlerin 6tesine
gecen hedefler gelistirmeyi daha olasi kilar. Kendiliginden baslayan hedefler, uygulamalardaki dogal
degisiklikler nedeniyle engellerin asilmasinda 1srarci olmakla ilgilidir. Engellerin asilmasi ayni zamanda
kendiliginden baslayan hedeflere de katkida bulunabilir ve sonugta engellerin iistesinden gelebilmek igin
olagandis1 ¢oziimler genellikle kendiliginden baglama davranisini gerektirir. Bu nedenle, kisisel
inisiyatifin bu {i¢ boyutunun birlikte ortaya ¢cikma egilimi vardir (Frese vd., 1997). Ug boyutun birbiriyle
bu denli iliskili olmas1 ayn1 zamanda birlikte bir yapiy1 meydana getirdiklerinin teorik kanit1 olarak
algilanabilir. Bundan dolayi; kendiliginde baslama, proaktiflik ve israrcilik kigisel inisiyatifin iligkili
ancak farkli noktalar1 kavrayan temel bilesenleri olarak incelenmektedir (Akin, 2012).

Arastirmanin Amaci

Son yillarda is yogunlugunun artmasi, modern ydnetim anlayiginin benimsenmesi ve isgoren
performanslarinin maksimum diizeye ¢ikartilmak istenmesi, Orgiitleri yeni arayislara ve siireglere
yonlendirmistir. Orgiitlerin temel islevi isgorenleri ile birlikte belirledikleri hedeflere ulasmak ve
amaglarmi  gerceklestirmektir. Bunlar1 saglamaya c¢alisan yoneticiler bazen farkli ydntemlere
bagvurmaktalar. Bu yontemlerden birisi de gerektiginde yoneticilerin kendi konumlarinca kisisel inisiyatif
alabilmeleridir. Bu aragtirmanin temel amaci 6gretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda okul yoneticilerinin kisisel
inisiyatif alma durumlarinin kamu ve 6zel okul ekseninde inisiyatifin alt boyutlar1 olan kendiliginden
baglama, proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik yaklagimlari karsilastirilarak ne diizeyde inisiyatif aldiklarini
belirlemektir.
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Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Ogretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma
diizeylerinin karsilastirilmasini amaglayan bu c¢alisma, nicel arastirma deseninde betimsel tarama
modelinde tasarlanmistir. Betimsel tarama modelleri ge¢miste var olan veya halen varligini siirdiiren bir
olguyu oldugu sekilde betimlemeyi amaglamaktadir (Fraenkel, Wallen ve Hyun, 2012; Karasar, 2017).

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin drneklem grubunu Konya Il merkezinde bulunan ve 2018-2019 egitim-dgretim
yilinda kamu ve 6zel okullarda gorev yapan ogretmenler olusturmaktadir. Olgcek aracilifiyla 420
Ogretmene ulasilarak veriler elde edilmeye calisilmistir. Tablo 1’de orneklem grubunda yer alan
ogretmenlerin demografik 6zelliklerine gére dagilimlar1 yer almaktadir.

Tablol. Orneklem grubunu olusturan dgretmenlere ait demografik bilgilerin bagimsiz degiskenlere gore dagilimi
(N=420)

Bagimsiz Degiskenler Grup Kamu Ozel Toplam
f % f % % f
Cinsiyet Kadin 121 28,8 112 26,7 55,5 232
Erkek 119 28,3 68 16,2 445 188
35 ve daha az 40 9,5 101 24,0 33,6 141
36-40 72 17,1 48 11,4 28,6 120
Yas 41-45 48 11,4 21 5,0 16,4 69
46-50 42 10,0 8 1,9 11,9 50
51 ve lizeri 38 9,0 2 0,5 9,5 40
1-5 19 4,5 69 16,4 21,0 88
6-10 11 2,6 36 86 11,2 47
Mesleki Kidem 11-15 42 10,0 36 86 18,6 78
16-20 66 15,7 24 57 214 90
21 ve lizeri 100 24,3 17 36 279 117
e . 1-5 199 474 170 40,5 87,9 369
Ayn1 Miidiirle Calisma Siiresi 6-10 a1 0.8 10 24 121 51
1-5 126 30,0 139 331 63,1 265
6-10 66 15,7 27 6,4 22,1 93
Ayni Okulda Calisma Siiresi 11-15 39 9,3 11 2,6 11,9 50
16-20 6 1,4 2 0,5 1,9 8
21 ve tizeri 3 0,7 1 0,2 1,0 4
On lisans 11 2,6 1 0,2 29 12
Egitim Diizeyi Lisans 190 452 143 34 793 333
Y. Lisans 39 8,3 36 86 179 75
Toplam 240 180 420

Tablo 1 6rneklem grubundaki 6gretmenlerin %55,5 nin kadin (n=232), %44,5’nin (n=188) erkek
oldugunu gostermektedir. Kadinlarin %28,8’i (n=121) kamuda ve %26,7’si (n=112) 6zelde calistigi,
erkeklerin %28,3’ti (n=119) kamuda ve %16,2’si (n=68) Ozelde gorev yaptig1 tespit edilmistir. Yas
degiskenine gore 6gretmenlerin %33,6’s1 35 yas ve alti(n=141), %9,5’i (n=40) kamuda ve %24’i (n=101)
0zel okulda, %28,6’s1 36-40 yas (n=120), %17,1’i(n=72) kamuda ve %11,4’ (n= 48) 6zelde, %16,4’i
41-45 yas (n=69), 11,41 (n=48) kamuda ve %5,0’i (n=21) 6zelde, %11,9’u 46-50 yas (n=50), %10,0’u
(n=42) kamuda ve %1,9’u (n=8) 6zelde, %9,5’1 51 yas ve {izeri (n=40), %9,0’u (n=38) kamuda ve %0,5’1
(n=2) 6zelde ¢alistig1 goriilmektedir. Mesleki kidem degiskeni incelendiginde %21°1 1-5 yil aras1 kideme
sahip 0gretmenlerin (n=88), %4,5’1 (n=19) kamuda ve %16,4’1i (n=69) 6zelde, %11,2’si 6-10 y1l aras1
kidemi olan 6gretmenlerin (n=47), %2,6’s1 (n=11) kamuda ve %8,6’s1 (n=36) 6zelde, %18,6’s1 11-15 y1l
arasi kidemli 6gretmenlerin (n=78), %10,0’u (n=42) kamuda ve %8,6’s1 (n=36) 6zelde, %21,4’i 16-20
yil arasi kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin (n=90), %15,7’si (n=66) kamuda %5,7’si (n=24) 6zelde, %27,9’u
21 yil ve iizeri kidemi olan 6gretmenlerin (n=117) , %24,3’ii (n=100) kamuda ve %3,6’s1 (n=17) ozel
okulda calistigi belirlenmistir. Aym1 miidiir ile c¢aligma siiresi degiskenine bakildiginda
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ogretmenlerin %87,9’u 1-5 yil siire ile (n=369), %4741 (n=199) kamuda ve %40,5’1 (n=170)
ozelde, 9%12,1°1 6-10 y1l siire ile (n=51), %9,8’i(n=41) kamuda ve %2.,4’1 (n=10) 6zelde ayn1 yonetici ile
birlikte c¢alismakta oldugu belirlenmistir. Aym1  okulda g¢alisma siirelerine  bakildiginda
ogretmenlerin %63,1°1 1-5 yil siire ile (n=265), %30,0’u (n=126) kamuda ve %33,1°’i (n=139)
ozelde, %22,1°1 6-10 y1l siire ile (n=93), %15,7’s1 (n=66) kamuda ve %6,4’ii (n=27) 6zelde, %11,9’u 11-
15 yil siire ile (n=50), %9,3’1 (n=39) kamuda ve %2,6’s1 (n=11) ozelde, %1,9’u 16-20 yil siire ile
(n=8), %1,4’1i (n=6) kamuda ve %0,5’1 (n=2) 6zelde, %1,0 21 y1l ve iizeri siireler ¢cer¢evesinde (n=4), %
0,7’s1 (n=3) kamuda ve %0,2’si (n=1) 6zelde calistiklar1 anlagilmistir. Egitim diizeyi degiskenine gore
Ogretmenlerin %2,8’nin 6n lisans derecesine sahip oldugu (n=12), ve bunlarin %2,6’nin (n=11) kamuda
ve %0,2’nin (n=1) 6zelde, %79,3’nlin lisans derecesine sahip oldugu (n=333) ve bunlarin %45,2’nin
(n=190) kamuda ve %34 niin (n=143) 6zelde, %17,9’nun yiiksek lisans derecesine sahip oldugu (n=75)
ve bunlarin %8,6’nin (n=39) kamuda ve %8,3 niin (n=36) 6zelde okulda gorev yaptiklari sonucuna
ulagtlmistir.

Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalarinin aritmetik ortalamalarinin degerlendirme araligi
Tablo 2°de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif almalarinin aritmetik ortalamalarinin degerlendirme araligi

Katilma Diizeyi Puanlama
Hig katilmiyorum Cok diisiik 1.00-1.79
Az katiltyorum Diistik 1.80-2.59
Orta diizeyde katiliyorum Orta 2.60-3.39
Biiyiik dlgiide katiliyorum Yiiksek 3.40-4.19
Tamamen katiliyorum Cok yiiksek 4.20-5.00

Veri Toplama Araci

Okul yoneticilerinin inisiyatif alma durumlarin1 belirlemek i¢in Akin (2012) tarafindan
gelistirilen 32 madde ve 3 boyuttan olusan Okul Yoneticilerinin Kisisel Inisiyatif Alma Olgegi
kullanilmistir. Akin (2012) tarafindan yapilan caligmada olgegin agimlayici ve dogrulayict faktor
analizleriyle birlikte giivenirlik analizi yapilarak, 6lgegin yiiksek giivenirli bir 6l¢ek oldugu belirlenmistir.
Bu baglamda hesaplanan giivenirlik katsayilar1 6lgegin alt boyutlari i¢in sirasiyla Kendiliginden Baglama
0,88, Proaktiflik 0,83 ve Israrcilik 0,89 seklindedir. Derecelendirme besli likert formunda; Tamamen
katiliyorum (5), Biiylik olgiide katiliyorum (4), Orta diizeyde katiliyorum (3), Az katiliyorum (2), Hig
katilmiyorum (1) seklinde puanlanarak yapilmistir. Hazirlanan 540 civarinda 6l¢ek arastirmaci tarafindan
okullara gotiiriilerek dgretmenlere dagitilmstir. Iki hafta sonra arastirmaci bizzat okullari dolasarak 460
dlgegin geri doniisiinii saglamistir. Olgekler tek tek incelenmis olup ve yapilan inceleme sonucunda
saglikli olarak 420 adet 6lgegin sisteme aktarilmasina ve analizlerinin yapilmasina karar verilmigtir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmada toplanan veriler SPSS 24.00 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) programlari
kullanilarak ¢ozlimlenmistir. Verilerin ¢éziimlenmesinde aritmetik ortalama, standart sapma ve T-Testi
kullanilmigtir. Arastirmada elde edilen demografik verilerin betimlenmesinde frekans ve ylizde
kullanilmistir. Kisisel inisiyatif alma puanlarinin betimlenmesinde ortalama ve standart sapma
analizlerine basvurulmustur. Kigisel inisiyatif alma alt boyutlarmin karsilagtirilmasinda ise T-Testi
kullanilmugtir.

Bulgular

Arastirmanin bu boliimiinde 6gretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin
kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarinin belirlenmesi i¢in yapilan analizler yer almaktadir. Kamu ve 6zel okul
yoneticilerinin inisiyatif alma diizeylerinin aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapmalar1 Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 3. Ogretmen algilarina gore okul ydneticilerinin inisiyatif alma diizeylerinin aritmetik ortalama ve standart
sapma dagilimlari

Okul Tiirii N X Ss
Kamu 240 3,54 57
Ozel 180 3,87 42

Tablo 3 incelendiginde 6gretmen algilarina gore 6zel okullarda gérev yapan yoneticilerin kisisel
inisiyatif alma durumlarina yonelik puan ortalamasinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir. Kamu
okullarinda gérev yapan yoneticilerin kisisel inisiyatif alma puan ortalamasi x=3,54 olurken bu oran 6zel
okul yoneticileri i¢in X=3,87 diizeyinde ¢ikmustir.

Ogretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda okul tiiriine gore okul ydneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma
durumlarina y6nelik sonuglar Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Ogretmen algilarina gore okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iliskin puanlarmin okul
tiirli baglaminda incelenmesi

Inisiyatif Almanmn Alt
boyutlari Okul Tiirti N X Ss t p
Kendiliginden Baglama fam 2 gg:gi gg; 5506 000 *
T
Israrcilik 'giz'::‘f igg gg:gg 22; 6,413 000 *
*p<0.05

Tablo 4’te okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 6gretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda
incelendiginde, kisisel inisiyatif almanin (kendiliginden baslama, proaktiflik, 1srarcilik) tim alt
boyutlarinda kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma puanlar1 arasinda (p<0,05)
diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bi¢cimde farklilastigi belirlenmistir. Kendili§inden baglama,
proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik alt boyutlarinda 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma puanlari kamuda
gorevli yoneticilerin puanlarindan daha yiiksek ¢ikmistir. Kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin puan
ortalamalar1 arasindaki t degeri kendiliginden baslama alt boyutunda-5,506, proaktiflik alt boyutunda-
5,961 ve 1srarcilik alt boyutunda ise-6,413 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Ogretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul yéneticilerinin kendiliginden baslama
boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iligskin puanlar Tablo 5’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 5. Kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kendiliginden baglama boyutunda inisiyatif almaya iligkin puanlarinin
Ogretmen algilarina gére incelenmesi

Kendiliginden Baslama Boyutu Kamu Ozel
N X Ss N X Ss t P
1 Mevzuatta acikg¢a bir okul miidiiriiniin 240 395 1,096 180 4,23 ,934 -2,707 ,007*

gorevi olarak tanimlanmis olmasa bile, okul
icin yapilmasi gereken isleri yapar.

4 Ust makamlarca verilmedigi halde, onemli 240 3,48 1,160 180 3,90 ,916 -3,976 ,000*
sorumluluklar tistlenmeye kendiliginden

talip olur.

7 Okulda kurallara aykiri davranis ve 240 3,95 1,005 180 4,11 874 -1,716 ,087
uygulamalar goriirse, hemen miidahale eder.

10  Okulda, bagka kurumlarda bulunmayan 240 3,30 1,113 180 3,55 1,062 -2,382 ,018*

alistlmamis uygulamalari
gerceklestirmekten ¢ekinmez.

13 Okulunda kendine ait fikirleri gekinmeden 240 3,23 1,052 180 3,94 ,978 -7,058 ,000*
uygulamaya koyar.

16  Heniiz eyleme gegirilmemis ama okul igin 240 3,71 1,076 180 3,94 ,830 -2,403 ,017*
yararli olacak diigiinceleri gergeklestirmeye
caligir

19 Isinde genellikle kendisinden beklenenden 240 3,69 1,044 180 3,93 ,894 -2450 ,015*
fazlasini yapar.

22 Islerin daha iyi yiiriitiilmesi icin iist 240 3,33 1,042 180 3,77 1,000 -4,358 ,000*
yOneticilere oneriler sunar.

25  Okulu gelistirecegini diisiindiigli yeni amag 240 3,38 1,150 180 3,80 ,897 -4,562 ,000*
ve hedefler olusturur.

28  Okulda hep yapilmak istenmis ama 240 3,54 984 180 3,70 ,871 -1,713  ,087
yapilamamuig projeleri hayata gegirmeye
calisir.

30  Okul ¢alisanlarini yeni projelere/ 240 3,37 1,027 180 3,75 1,040 -3,640 ,000*

uygulamalara baslamalari i¢in tegvik eder

31 Bir okul midiirii olarak, her zaman standart 240 3,22 1,126 180 3,83 ,994 -5795 ,000*
uygulamalari izlemek yerine, isi daha iyi
yapmanin yollarini arar.

32 Diger kurumlarda goriip begendigi 240 3,77 949 180 3,87 ,862 -1,095 274
uygulamalari, okulda da gergeklestirmeye
calisir.

*p<0.05

Tablo 5’te goriildigii gibi (1, 4, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, 30, 31) maddelerine gore kamu ve 6zel
okul miidiirlerinin kendiliginden baglama alt boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif almalarinda p<0,05 diizeyinde
anlamli farklilasma bulunurken, (7, 28 ve 32) maddelerinde farklilasmanin olmadigi anlasilmaktadir.
Ogretmenlerin okul miidiirleriyle ilgili goriis belirtikleri tiim maddelerde &zel okul ydneticilerinin puan
ortalamalarmin kamudaki yoneticilerinkine nazaran daha yiiksek ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Kamuda en diisiik
puan ortalamasi (X =3, 22) ile madde 31’e ait olurken, en yiiksek puan ortalamasi (X =3,95) ile madde 1
ve 7’ye ait oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ozelde en diisiik puan ortalamas: (X =3,55) ile madde 10’a ait iken,
en yiiksek puan ortalamasi (X = 4, 23) ile madde 1°e ait oldugu belirlenmistir. Kamuda okul miidiirlerinin
kendiliginden baglama boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iligkin 6gretmen goriisleri genellikle
orta ve yiiksek diizey arasinda degisirken, 6zelde yiiksek diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Ogretmen algilar1 dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul yéneticilerinin proaktif boyutunda kisisel
inisiyatif alma durumlarina iliskin puanlar Tablo 6’da verilmistir.
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Tablo 6. Kamu ve o6zel okul yoneticilerinin proaktif boyutunda inisiyatif almaya iliskin puanlarinin 6gretmen
algilarina gore incelenmesi

Proaktiflik Boyutu Kamu Ozel
N X Ss N X Ss T P
2 Stirekli olarak isini daha iyi yapmanin 240 3,87 1,056 180 4,15 ,874 -2,880 ,004*

yollarini aragtirir.

5 Okulunda degisim i¢in her zaman itici bir 240 2,97 1,129 180 3,60 1,070 -5700 ,000*
giic olmustur.

8 Okula yarar saglayacak firsatlar1 gorme 240 3,44 1,000 180 3,92 ,815 -5,219  ,000*
konusunda iyidir.

11  Isle ilgili bir problemi oldugunda o 240 3,57 1,012 180 3,65 ,814 -,921 ,357
problemin iizerine gider.

14  Disiincelerinin ger¢ege doniistiiglinii 240 39 ,890 180 4,11 ,870 -1,660 ,098

gbdrmek ona biiyiik heyecan verir

17  Firsatlan etrafindakilerden daha once fark 240 3,72 1,116 180 4,10 ,846 -3,763  ,000*
eder.

20  Okulda meydana gelen sorunlari, sorunlu 240 3,75 1,052 180 3,76 ,886 -, 114 ,909
konular1 ele almak ve diizeltmek igin bir
firsat olarak goriir

23  Siirekli olarak, mesleki konularda kendini 240 3,46 1,018 180 3,88 ,896 -4,425 ,000*
gelistirmenin yollarini arar.

26  Okulu gelistirecegini diisiindiigi degisimleri 240 3,35 1,103 180 3,98 ,865 -6,385 ,000*
gerceklestirmek i¢in biiyiik bir istek duyar.

*n<0.05

Tablo 6°a belirtildigi lizere, 6gretmen goriisleri dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin
proaktiflik alt boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlar1 (2, 5, 8, 17, 23, 26) maddelerine gore p<0.05
diizeyinde anlamli bigimde farklilasirken, (11, 14, 20) maddelerinde ise farklilasmanin olmadigi sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Ogretmenlerin okul miidiirleriyle ilgili goriis belirtikleri tiim maddelerde 6zel okul
yoneticilerinin puan ortalamalarinin kamudaki yoneticilerinkine nazaran daha yiiksek c¢iktig
goriilmektedir. Kamuda en diisiik puan ortalamasi (X=2,97) ile madde 5 alirken, en yiiksek puan
ortalamasi (X=3,96) ile madde 14 almistir. Ozelde en diisiik puan ortalamas1 (X=3,60) ile madde 5’e ait
iken, en yiiksek puan ortalamasi (X= 4,15) ile madde 2’ye ait oldugu bulunmustur. Kamuda okul
miidiirlerinin proaktiflik boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarma iliskin 6gretmen goriisleri
genellikle orta ve yiiksek diizey arasinda degisirken, 6zelde yiiksek diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Ogretmenlerin algilar1 dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul yéneticilerinin 1srarcilik boyutunda
kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iliskin puanlar Tablo 7’de verilmistir.
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Tablo7. Kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin israrcilik boyutunda inisiyatif almaya iligkin puanlarimin 6gretmen
algilarina gore incelenmesi

Israrcilik Boyutu Kamu Ozel
N X Ss N X Ss T p
3 Ustlendigi isi bitirene kadar azimle 240 3,87 1,031 180 4,09 ,913 -2,265 ,024*

calismaya devam eder.

6 Okulla ilgili konularda bagladig1 isleri yarrm 240 3,57 ,999 180 4,07 ,924 -5,311  ,000*
birakmaz.

9 Okulla ilgili yaptig1 isleri sonuna kadar 240 3,50 ,968 180 4,09 ,795 -6,710 ,000*
savunur.

12 Yenilikleri okuluna tasirken gerektiginde 240 2,43 957 180 2,99 1,027 -5717 ,000*
statiilkoyla miicadele eder.

15 Okulla ilgili bir ig tizerinde galisirken 240 354 1,123 180 398 ,873 -4,433 ,000*
yorulmus olsa da o igi tamamlamak i¢in
giiclii bir istek duyar.

18 Okulla ilgili kafasina koydugu seyleri 240 3,75 ,990 180 3,78 ,858 -,376 , 707

mutlaka gerceklestirir.

21  Okulla ilgili bir problemi ¢6zmekte bagarisiz 240 3,65 1,011 180 3,75 ,960 -1,081 ,280
olursa, ¢dziim bulana kadar yeni secenekler
aramaya devam eder.

24 Uzun ve sikici iglerde sabirla ¢alisabilir. 240 3,71 ,939 180 3,81 ,954 -1,117  ,265

27  Okulla ilgili yaptig1 islerde 6niine ¢ikan 240 3,62 1,002 180 3,88 ,804 -2,855 ,005*
engeller karsisinda kolay pes etmez

29 Disiincelerini gerceklestirirken karsisina 240 3,26 1,055 180 3,86 ,829 -6,104 ,000*
¢ikacak engelleri agmaktan zevk alir.

*p<0.05

Tablo 7°de goriildigii gibi 6gretmen goriisleri dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul midiirlerinin
wsrarcilik alt boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlan (3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 27, 29) maddelerine gére p<0.05
diizeyinde anlamli bi¢imde farklilagtig tespit edilirken (18, 21, 24) maddelerinde farklilasmanin olmadigi
belirlenmistir. Ogretmenlerin okul miidiirleriyle ilgili goriis belirtikleri tiim maddelerde 6zel okul
yoneticilerinin puan ortalamalarimin kamudaki yoneticilerinkine nazaran daha yiiksek ¢iktig1
goriilmektedir. Kamuda en diisiik puan ortalamasi (X=2,43) ile madde 12 alirken, en yiiksek puan
ortalamasi (X=3,87) ile madde 1 almustir. Ozelde en diisiik puan ortalamas1 (X=2,99) ile madde 12’e ait
iken, en yiiksek puan ortalamasi (X= 4,09) ile madde 3 ve 9a ait oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogretmenlerin,
kamuda okul miidiirlerinin 1srarcilik boyutunda kisisel inisiyatif alma durumlarina iligkin gortisleri
genellikle orta ve yiiksek diizey arasinda degisirken, 6zelde yiiksek diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Kamu okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda gorev yapan okul miidiirlerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma
diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla tasarlanan bu caligmada elde edilen bulgular asagida yer almaktadir.
Ayrica bu ¢alismanin bulgularini destekleyen yorum ve ¢alismalara da yer verilmistir.

Kamu okullarinda gorev yapan ydneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma puan ortalamasi (Xx=3,54)
olarak ¢ikarken, bu oran 6zel okul yoneticileri i¢in (X=3,87) diizeyinde sonuglanmistir. Kamu ve 6zel okul
yoneticilerinin puan ortalamalari1 dikkate alindiginda her iki kesimde de puan ortalamasinin ¢ok yiiksek
olmadig1 ancak 6zel okul yoneticilerinin puan ortalamasinin daha yiiksek oldugu sonucu ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Her ne kadar 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kigisel inisiyatif almada yiiksek puan almis olsalar da bu sonuglarin
ortaya koydugu varsayim hem kamuda hem de 6zel egitim kurumlarinda okul yoneticilerinin istedikleri
gibi kisisel inisiyatif alamadiklarin1 gostermektedir. Merkezi yoOnetime karst sorumlu olan okul
yoneticileri kisisel inisiyatif almaktan ziyade daha ¢ok merkezi yonetimin direktifleri dogrultusunda
gorevlerini yapmaya ¢alisirlar. Dolayisiyla ya hig inisiyatif almazlar ya da ufak tefek konularda bazen
kisisel inisiyatif kullanma ihtiyacini hissederler. Akin (2012), okul yoneticilerinin daha ¢ok kii¢iik boyutlu
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eylemlerde inisiyatif aldiklarini ve biiyiik boyutlu eylemlerde inisiyatif almadiklarini hatta ¢ekingen
davrandiklarini, inisiyatif almaktan kagindiklarini vurgulamaktadir. Keser (2007) kamu okul miidiirlerinin
kendilerine verilen yetkileri kullanarak sorumluluklarini yerine getirebildikleri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Sentiirk
(2018), okul yoneticilerinin risk ve yaraticilik gerektirmeyen durumlarda inisiyatif aldiklarini ancak
orgiitsel hedeflere ulagsmada inisiyatif kullanmadiklarin1 ve orgiitsel sorunlar1 ¢ézmek icin aktif karar
verdiklerini belirtmektedir. Frese ve Fay (2001)’a gore inisiyatif alma davranisi, anlik karar verme ve
pragmatik diisiinme egilimini yansitmaktadir. Yiicel (2006), okulla ilgili ufak tefek islerin yapilmasinda
bile okul yoneticilerinin karar vermede zorlandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Halbuki okul yoneticilerinin drgiitsel
hedeflere ulagsmasi ve orgiitsel zorluklarin iistesinden gelmesi i¢in aninda aktif karar vermesi, yetki
kullanmas1 ve yetki devrini gerceklestirmesi gerekir. Aypay ve Sekerci (2009), okul yoneticilerinin
inisiyatif alma durumlarinin diisiik olmasi nedeniyle yoneticilerin inisiyatif alma becerilerini
gelistirmeleri i¢in hizmet-i¢i egitime alinmalar1 gerektigini ve inisiyatif almanin tiim ydnetimsel gérevler
agisindan 6nemli oldugunu vurgulamaktalar.

Ogretmen algilart baglaminda okul ydneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma egilimlerinin ortaya
cikardigr sonuglar degerlendirildiginde, kisisel inisiyatif almanin (kendiliginden baslama, proaktiflik,
wsrarcilik) tiim alt boyutlarinda kamu ve 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma puanlar1 arasinda
anlamh bir farklilagmanin oldugu gdzlenmistir. Kendiliginden baglama, proaktiflik ve 1srarcilik alt
boyutlarinda 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma puanlar1 kamu okullarinda gbrev yapan
yoneticilerin puanlarindan daha yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur. Kamu okullar1 yoneticilerine gore, 6zel
egitim kurumlar1 yoneticileri yetki kullaniminda daha toleransli olduklar1 ve biraz daha fazla inisiyatif
aldiklar1 anlagilmistir. Kamu okullarinda gérev yapan okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeyleri
genellikle orta ve yiiksek diizey arasinda degisirken, 6zel okullarda gbrev yapan yoneticilerin kigisel
inisiyatif alma diizeyleri yiiksek bulunmustur. Karahan (2019) tarafindan yapilan aragtirmada kamu
ilkogretim okulu yoneticileri 6zel kurum yoneticilerine nazaran yetki kullanirken daha fazla sorun
yasadiklar1 belirtilmektedir. Nayir ve Taskin (2017), yaptiklart ¢alismalarinda 6gretmenlerin
inisiyatif alma davraniginin tiim boyutlarinda orta derecede oldugu ortaya konulmustur. Okul
yoneticilerinin 6gretmenlikten geldikleri goz Oniine alinirsa, bu bulgu onlar iginde gecerli
olabilir.

Kendiliginden baslama boyutunun analiz sonuglari maddeler bazinda ele alindiginda, her iki
grubunda puan ortalamasinin fazla yiiksek olmadigi ancak 6zel okul yoneticisinin, mevzuat disinda
okulun yararina ¢aligmalar yapmasi, 6nemli sorumluluklar yiiklemesi, yeni uygulamalar ger¢eklestirmesi,
yeni fikir ve diisiincelere agik olmasi, beklenenden daha fazla performans gostermesi, iist yonetime
Oneriler sunmasi, okulu gelistirecek yeni amag¢ ve hedeflerin ortaya konulmasi, okul c¢aliganlarint yeni
projeleri uygulamalari i¢in tesvik etmesi ve standart uygulamalar yerine isin daha iyi yiiriitilmesinde yeni
arayislar igerisine girmesi baglaminda daha imtiyazli davrandigi ve devlet okullarinda gorev yapan
yoneticiye nazaran daha fazla inisiyatif aldigi tespit edilmistir. Fay ve Frese (2001), kendiliginden
baglama davranig1 bireyin herhangi bir yerden talimat almadan davranis sergilemesidir. Akin (2012),
aragtirmasinda 6gretmen goriisleri ¢ercevesinde okul miidiirlerinin kendiliginden baglama boyutunda ¢ok
yiiksek derecede inisiyatif almadiklar1 sonucuna ulagmustir.

Proaktiflik boyutunun madde analizi sonuglarina bakildiginda, 6zel okul yoneticisinin, siirekli
olarak isini daha iyi yapmanin yollarin1 arastirmasi, degisim i¢in daima itici gii¢ olmasi, firsatlari
sezebilme kabiliyetinin olmasi, kendisini siirekli olarak mesleki acidan gelistirmesi konusunda kamuda
gorev yapan okul yoneticisinden daha ¢ok toleranshi davrandig1 ve daha fazla inisiyatif aldig1 sonucuna
ulagtlmigtir. Akin (2012), kamu miidiirleriyle ilgili yaptig1 ¢alismasinda kamu miidiirlerinin 6gretmen
algisma gore disik diizeyde proaktif oldugunu tespit etmistir. Pamuk ve Kaya’nin (2009)
arastirmasinda ise okul midiirleri 6gretmenlerin nezdinde gorev ve yetki kullaniminda fazla
proaktif davranmadiklarini ve diisiik puanlar aldiklart sonucu ¢ikmustir.

Israrcilik boyutu maddelerinin analiz sonuglar1 incelendiginde, 6zel okul yoneticisinin, igini
azimle bitirmeye ¢alismasi, iglerini yarim birakmamasi, yaptigi isinin arkasinda durmasi, az da olsa
statiikoyla miicadele etmesi, engellerin listesinden gelmesi ve ayni zamanda bu engelleri asmaktan zevk
almasi gibi durumlarda kamu okul yoneticisinden daha ¢ok inisiyatif aldigi belirlenmistir. Akin (2012),
okul miidiirlerinin stlendikleri igleri bitirene kadar azimle c¢alismaya devam ettiklerini,
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basladiklar1 isleri yarim birakmadiklarini ve sonuna kadar savunduklarini fakat statiikoya karsi
miicadele konusunda daha az 1srarc1 davrandiklarini belirtmektedir. Bu ifade mevcut ¢alismanin
bulgulariyla ortiismektedir. Hem kamu hem 6zel okul yoneticilerinin aldiklar en diisiik puan ortalamasi
ise statiikoyla miicadele etmek maddesi almistir. Bu durumun egitim sisteminin yapisiyla ilgili oldugu
diistiniilmektedir. Bursalioglu (2011), okul yoneticilerinin karar yetkilerinin birgogunun Bakanlik¢a
merkezde toplandigini, yoneticilerinin karar yetkilerinin sinirlandirildigini ve dolayisiyla alinan
kararlarin yorumlamanin 6tesine gecemedigini vurgulamaktadir. Sevil ve Biilbiil (2019), okul
miidiirlerinin kisisel inisiyatif almada tist makamlarin etkisinde kaldigin1 ve daha cok iist
makamlarin talimatlarina gore hareket ettiklerini ifade etmekteler.

Cikan bu sonugtan da anlasiliyor ki, 6zel egitim kurumlarinda gorev yapan okul yoneticilerinin
kisisel inisiyatif almaya daha istekli ve egilimli olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Ozel egitim kurumlar1 genellikle
rekabet i¢inde faaliyetlerini siirdiiriirler ve dolayisiyla basarili olabilmeleri icin ister istemez bazi
durumlarda inisiyatif kullanmalar1 gerekli kilinmaktadir. Cilinkii 6zel egitim kurumlarinda basarisizlik
durumlarinda hesap verebilirlik ve basarisizligin nedenlerinin arastirilmasi gibi konular daha sikca
gindeme getirilmekte ve ¢6ziim yollar1 aranmaktadir. Kharat (2016), 6zel egitim kurumlarimin
yonetimleri, uygulanabilir ve desteklenebilir meseleleri amaca uygun bir sekilde yonetme kapasitesine
sahip olmalidir. Ozel egitim kurumlar1 genellikle érgiitlenme ve yetkili kontrollerden yararlanma yerine,
egitim/dgretim kosullarini iyilestiren daha kolay uyarlanabilir inisiyatif icerikli kararlardan yararlanir.
Resmi prosediire bagl ¢alismalarina ragmen, 6zel okullarda resmi egitim programlarinin uygulanmasi ve
uyumlulugu kamu okullarindaki kadar kati olmayabilir. Farooqi, Jan ve Gohar (2017), 6zel egitim
kurumlar1 egitim bilinci ve sivil duyularin yaratilmasina ve gencligin fiziksel beslenmesine katkida
bulunur. Ozel okullar toplumun aydimlatilmasinda énemli rol oynarlar. Ozel egitim kurumlar1 ayni
zamanda kamu egitim kurumlarina rehberlik ettikleri, onlarla birlikte toplumun refahi ve gelismislik
seviyesinin artmasi konusunda caba sarf ettikleri gozlenmistir. Bu baglamda 6zel egitim kurumlarinin
yoneticileri bazi durumlarda yetki ve sorumluluk paylasiminda esnek olmalar1 beklenebilir.

Ozel okul miidiirlerinin miifredatin olusturulmasinda devlet okulu miidiirlerine gére daha biiyiik
bir etkiye sahip olma olasilig1 daha yiiksektir. Ek olarak, 6zel okul yoneticilerinin 6gretmeni ise alma,
miifredat ve 6grenci disiplin politikalar ile ilgili temel idari kararlar {izerinde daha fazla yerinde kontrole
ve yetkiye sahip olma egilimindeyken, devlet okullarinda gorev yapan yoOneticilerinin 6gretmeni ise alma
yetkisine sahip olmadiklar1 ve diger konularla ilgili yetkilerinin biiyilkk ¢ogunlugunun kanunlarla
belirlendigi goriilmiistiir (Baker, Han ve Keil, 1996). Ozel okul yoneticilerinin, disiplin, miifredat, hizmet
ici egitim, biitce olusturma ve ige alma konusunda devlet okulu yoneticilerinden daha biiyiik bir etkiye
sahip olduklar1 anlagilmaktadir (Synder, 1997). Bu ifadeler baglaminda 6zel okul yoneticilerinin kigisel
inisiyatif kullanmada daha 6zgiirliikk¢ii bir anlayisa ve daha uygun bir ortama sahip olduklar1 sdylenebilir.

Kiigiik kapasiteli okullarin genellikle daha kolay yonetildigi, &grenciler, Ogretmenler ve
yoneticiler arasinda saglikli iletisimin ve aidiyet duygusunun daha g¢ok gelistirildigi diisiiniilmektedir;
ancak biiylik okullar genellikle daha genis bir yelpazede akademik programlar ve destek hizmetleri
sunduklari i¢in bunlarin hepsinin bir anda saglanmasi kolay olmayabilir. Bakildiginda, 6zel okullarin
ortalama olarak, devlet okullarindan daha kii¢iik okullara ve siniflara sahip oldugu kolaylikla goriilebilir
(Bryk, Lee ve Holland, 1993). Okul yonetiminin énemli bir yonii, miifredat, okul politikalar1 ve
sinif uygulamalartyla ilgili 6nemli kararlarin alindigi yerdir. Kamu okul yoneticileri islerin
yiiriitiilmesi stirecinde merkezi veya tepe yonetiminden mutlaka bazi talimatlar almalarina kargin,
6zel okul yoneticilerinin, ozellikle disiplin politikasinin belirlenmesinde ve idari islerin
yiriitiilmesinde biiyilk bir etkiye sahip olduklarina inanmalari, kamu okullarindaki
meslektaglarina gore daha olasidir (Bryk vd, 1993). Bu perspektiften bakilarak, ozel okul
yoneticilerinin inisiyatif kullanma konusunda daha avantajli olduklari, diger taraftan kamu okullarinda
gorev yapan okul yoneticilerinin mevzuatta bagli kalmalarindan dolay1 daha fazla inisiyatif
alamadiklar diistiniilebilir.

Egitim yoneticileri egitimin temel ilke ve nitelikleri konusunda verilecek kararlarda hakim olan
birimin merkezi yonetim olmasi gerektigini diisindiikleri goriilmektedir. Egitim/Ggretim takviminin
planlanmasi konusunda kararlarin il diizeyinde verilmesi gerektigini belirten egitim yoneticilerinin, diger
tim konu ve hizmetlerde kismen de olsa karar vermede yetkili birim olmas1 gerektigini diisiindiikleri
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gbzlenmistir. Egitim yoneticileri; uygulamada, denetim ve degerlendirmede, okul stratejisinin
belirlenmesi ve gelistirilmesi konularinda yetkili karar diizeyi olarak okul birimini isaret etmektedirler.
Dolayisiyla egitim yoneticilerinin okulla dogrudan ilgili konularda daha fazla 6zgiirliikk ve inisiyatif
istedikleri goriilmektedir (Turan, Yiicel, Karatag ve Demirhan, 2010). Merkeziyetci Tiirk Egitim Sistemi
cercevesinde okul yoneticilerinin yeni yapilanma siirecinde rol, gérev, yetki ve sorumluluklarinin yeniden
tanmimlanmasi gerekir. Ayrica okul yoneticilerinin sadece oneri sunan ve mevzuati uygulayan degil ayni
zamanda idari ve mali yonde 6zerkligi olan ve gerektiginde inisiyatif alan, iggorenleri karar alma siirecine
dahil eden ve icraatlari ile topluma yon veren bireyler olarak yetkilendirilmelidir (Sisman ve Turan, 2003).
Giderek artan bir kiiresel ekonomide, rekabet edebilirligi korumak ve gelistirmek i¢cin egitimli bir isgiicii
cok oOnemlidir. Toplum, egitim kurumlarindan insanlart hizla degisen bir ortamda istthdama
hazirlamalarmi beklemektedir. Ogretmenler, idareciler ve okul yéneticileri, daha yiiksek egitim
standartlar1 sunmasi gereken kisilerdir. Daha yiiksek egitim standartlari sunabilmeleri konusunda yeniden
yetkilendirmeleri ve gosterecekleri yonetim tarzi biiyiik rol oynayacaktir.

Genel olarak, 6zel okullar, kamu tarafindan yonetilen okullardan daha fazla 6zerklige, daha iyi
kaynaklara, daha iyi bir okul ortamima ve daha iyi performans seviyelerine sahip olma egiliminde
olduklari rapor edilmistir. 16 OECD iilkesinde 6zel olarak yonetilen okullardaki yoneticiler, miifredat ve
degerlendirmelerde, kamu tarafindan yonetilen okullardaki yoneticilerden daha fazla okul 6zerkligine
sahip olduklar1 gozlenmistir. Ayrica 26 OECD iilkesinde 6zel egitim kurumlarinda goérev yapan
yoneticiler, kamu okullarinda gérev yapan yoneticilere gore kaynak tahsisinde daha fazla okul 6zerkligine
sahip olduklart tespit edilmistir (OECD, 2012). Kamu kuruluslar1 daha biirokratik, kamu yoneticileri daha
az materyalist ve kurumsal baglilik kamu sektoriinde zayiftir. Bu degiskenler, kamu kurumlarinda ve 6zel
firmalarda ydnetim bazinda farkli yaklasimlara neden olabilmektedir (Boyne, 2002). idari siiregte alman
kararlar, okul ydneticilerinin ne olgiide demokratik ve otokratik olduklarinin belirlenmesinde temel
faktordiir. Okul idarecileri igin, okul meseleleri konusunda inisiyatif almanin kapsami, daha degisken,
insancil ve yaratic1 kurumsal siireglerin anahtaridir (Sentiirk, 2018). Ogretmenlerin ve okul ydneticilerinin
kendilerine empoze etmekten ziyade kendi istekleriyle degisim konusunda daha hevesli olduklari
gozlenmigtir. Kanada okullarinda yapilan arastirmalara gore, kendiliginden baslatilan degisimin duygusal
olarak Ogretmenlere biiyiikk oranda olumlu duygusal deneyimler kazandirirken, zorunlu yapilan
degisimlerin 6gretmenleri cogunlukla olumsuz etkiledigi tespit edilmistir (Hargreaves, 2004).

Hall’a (1999) gore, takdir yetkisi yonetime yenilikgilik, mesleki motivasyon, hiz ve esneklik
kazandirmakla birlikte, yonetimin farkli durumlar karsisinda karar almasi daha duyarli olmasini
saglamaktadir. Clinkii mevzuatta dayali orgiitteki kurallar beklenmedik durumlarda ortaya ¢ikan farkli
¢Oziim yollar1 gerektiren karmasik durumlarla her zaman bas edemeyebilir. Dahasi bdyle durumlarda
kurallar birbirleriyle geligsebilmektedir. Bunlar1 ¢6zmenin en kolay yollarindan birisi de kisisel inisiyatif
kullanmaktir. Nalginkaya’ya (2012) gore ise, takdir yetkisi yonetimin basariya ulasmasinda 6nemli role
sahiptir. Yonetim de mevzuati uygulamanin yani sira toplumun maddi manevi her tiirlii ihtiyacim
karsilamak durumunda oldugundan takdir yetkisini kullanmaya ihtiya¢ duyar. Sonu¢ olarak yonetimin
takdir yetkisiz, takdir yetkisinin de yonetimsiz diigiiniilmesi miimkiin degildir (Aktaran; Kog, 2017).

Bu arastirma sonucunda elde edilen veriler 15181nda okul yoneticilerine ve uygulayicilara yonelik
asagidaki oneriler sunulabilir:

Okul yoneticilerine yonelik oneriler:

e Arastirma sonucunda hem kamu hem 6zel okul yoneticilerinin ¢ok yiiksek diizeyde kisisel
inisiyatif alamadiklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin yetki ve sorumluluklarinin
neredeyse tamamina yakinit Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nca merkezde belirlenmesi, bu durumu
etkiliyor olabilir. Boyle bir durumda okul y6neticilerinin daha fazla kisisel inisiyatif almalari
kolay olmayabilir ancak dogru bildikleri konularda kendi sartlarina ve konumlarina goére
kisisel inisiyatif almalar1 diisiiniilebilir.

e Ozel okul yéneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeyleri devlet okullarinda gérev yapan
okul yoneticilerinkinden daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Bu da 6zel okul yoneticilerinin daha
Ozgiir davrandiklarini ve daha hosgoriilii bir yonetim ve yonetisim modelini uyguladiklarini
gostermektedir. Bu imtiyazlar iist yonetim tarafindan devlet okulu yoneticilerine de
taninabilir.
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e Her problem ve sorunun ¢6ziimiinii merkezi yonetimden beklememek gerekir. Okul
icinde ¢oziilmesi gereken ufak tefek sorunlarin hizli ¢oziimiinde inisiyatif alinabilir.

e Ogzellikle yeniliklere karsi statiiko ile miicadele etme konusunda her iki kurumun
yoneticileri de oldukca az 1srarc1 olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Okul yoneticilerinin statiikoya kars1
daha direngli ve daha 1srarc1 davranmalar1 gerektigi diistiniilebilir.

e Yonettiklerin kurumlar1 kendilerinden daha iyi tamiyan kimsenin olamayacagi
diistiniiliirse, kendilerinin de rasyonel davranarak nerede ve ne zaman inisiyatif almalar
gerektigini bilmeleri olduk¢a dnemlidir.

e Okul yoneticilerinin kigisel inisiyatif almalarinda merkezi iist yonetiminin desteklemesi
ve tegvik etmesi dnemlidir. Mevzuatin biitiinliigli bozulmadan ve ¢ok fazla mevzuat digina
¢ikilmadan okul yoneticilerinin kigisel inisiyatif almalarinda {ist y6netimce yardimci
olunmalidir.

Uygulayicilara yonelik oneriler:

e Bu arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin kisisel inisiyatif alma diizeyleri 6gretmen algilarina
gore incelenmistir. Bagka arastirmalarda okul yoneticilerinin inisiyatif alma durumlari
kendi algilarina gore incelenebilir.

e Kamu okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda g¢alisan Ogretmenlerin kisisel inisiyatif alma
diizeyleriyle ilgili calismalar yapilabilir.

e Ogretmen ve okul yéneticilerinin demografik ozelliklerine gére farkli arastirmalar
yapilabilir.

e {ller, bolgeler hatta iilke bazinda karsilastirmalar yapilarak, yeni kapsamli arastirmalar
yapilabilir.
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