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Abstract Key Words
The aim of this study is to explore to be compared the styles of the democratic, Public School
the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership that are tried to be displayed by Private School
public and private school principals via teachers’ views. The universe of the Principal
study consists of the teachers working in public and private schools in the ) P
Leadership Styles

central districts of Konya in the 2018- 2019 academic year. The Leadership
Style Scale of School Principals developed by Kili¢ and Yilmaz (2018) was
used to obtain the data. The data were obtained from 420 teachers randomly
through a scale within the framework of the quantitative research approach. As
a result of the analysis, it was found that there was a significant difference
between the democratic, the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles
displayed by public and private school principals. In the democratic leadership
style, the mean score reached by the principals working in private schools was
higher than the mean score of the principals working in the public sector. On
the other hand, in the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles, it was
determined that the mean score of the principals working in public schools was
higher than the mean score of the principals working in private schools. While
the highest mean score belonged to the school principals working in public
schools in the autocratic leadership style, it was concluded that the lowest point
mean score belonged to the private school principals in the laissez-faire
leadership style.
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Introduction

Considering the competitive and competitor structures of schools within the framework of
today's success-oriented education approach, the leadership style of the school principal is very
important for the schools to realize their goals and achieve their goals. Therefore, having management
in educational institutions requires a separate qualification and equipment. Because education is a non-
static phenomenon that constantly changes with its education legislation, its employees, its students
and its environment, that is, with all its stakeholders (Kilig, 2019). It must not be easy to keep up with
this phenomenon and to lead that institution to the determined and adopted goals. The biggest task in
achieving it falls upon to the school principal. The school principal has the obligation to struggle with
complex problems that arise all the time, to guide her/his school and to be a role model to her/his
employees. In this direction, the leadership style that the school principal will display is of great
importance (Kilig, 2019). The leadership attitudes and behaviours of the school principal directly
affect the mission, vision, general objectives of the school, the performance of the teachers and the
achievement of the students, the educational standards and educational practices of the school (Kilig,
2019). In the researches, it has been observed that school principals who display democratic and
participatory leadership styles are more successful in creating a shared vision and achieving school
goals. On the other hand, it may not be possible to talk about the same success in autocratic and
laissez-faire leadership styles. In this context, democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire styles come from
the beginning of the leadership styles that are frequently encountered in today's management
understanding.

Democratic Leadership Style

The democratic leadership style averages facilitating communication, encouraging people to
share their ideas, and then synthesizing all available information for the best possible decision. The
democratic leadership style is a very open style of leading a team where everyone is empowered. ldeas
are freely put forward and openly discussed within the group. The democratic leadership style works
best when group members are willing to display their talents and share their knowledge (Ray & Ray,
2012). In the democratic leadership style, the needs and interests of the subordinates are given priority
or taken into account. Subordinates are involved in the decision-making process. The leader also acts
as a coordinator and an organizer. Authority creates a decentralized structure (Adeyemi, 2013). The
democratic leadership informs employees about everything that affects their work and shares decision-
making and problem-solving responsibilities. This type of leadership requires the coach to have the
final say, but collects information from the staff and is expected before making a decision (Khan,
Rauf, Tahir, Khan, Qureshi, Ismail, & Latif, 2015). The democratic style is defined as involving
employees in the decision-making process, establishing authority, encouraging participation in
deciding on working methods and goals, and providing the opportunity to coach employees with their
feedback (Bodla & Nawaz, 2010). The democratic leadership refers to a situation where there is equal
business between leaders and followers. The leader tries as much as possible to make each individual
feel that s/he is an important member of the organization (Jay, 2014). From the employees'
perspective, using this style averages being part of the team and uniting around the same decision with
the principal enables the administrator to make better healthy and more accurate decisions (Alkahtani,
Jarad, Sulaiman, & Nikbin, 2011). Although a democratic leader makes the final decision, s/he invites
other members of the team to contribute to the decision-making process (Bhatti, Maitlo, Shaikh,
Hashmi, & Shaikh, 2012).

Autocratic Leadership Style

In the autocratic leadership style, the interests of the subordinates are not important and may
be ignored for administrator. Basic human needs are ignored. The administrator is in fear and anxiety
instead of respect. The leader is selfish, evil, ruthless, greedy, and power-hungry. S/He takes all the
decisions by herself/himself (Adeyemi, 2013). The administrator neither consults with the employees
nor allows any input from the employees. Employees are asked to obey orders without any explanation
(Khan et al., 2015). The autocratic leadership style is defined as a leadership style that tends to
centralize authority, dictates working methods, makes unilateral decisions, and limits employee
participation (Bodla & Nawaz, 2010). The autocratic leadership style is also known as authoritarian
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leadership style. Power and decision making reside in the autocratic leader. The leader directs the
group members about what needs to be done and does not provide an open communication channel
between herself/himself and her/his subordinates (Jay, 2014). In this style, the leader tells her/his
employees what s/he wants them to do and how they should do it without getting advice from any of
her/his subordinates (Alkahtani et al., 2011).

Laissez-Faire Leadership Style

In the laissez-faire leadership style that there is a transfer of authority to the group. The leader
leaves many initiatives and decisions to the group. Such a leader is timid. So, to speak, the leader is a
puppet. The leader always allows the group to find its own way and is not too intrusive, so that s/he
can maintain group satisfaction and cohesion in school satisfaction, as well as group cooperation
(Adeyemi, 2013). This leadership style is also known as the "non-interference" style. The
administrator gives little or no direction to the employees while at the same time giving the employees
as much freedom as possible. Employees are given all the authority and power and they have to set
goals, make decisions and solve problems on their own (Khan et al., 2015; Bhatti et al., 2012). The
laissez-faire leadership style averages that the leader refrains from making decisions, avoids
responsibility and does not use her/his authority, in short, no action is taken regarding leadership. It is
considered effective to the extent that the leader chooses to avoid taking action. This complementary
element is generally considered to be the most passive and ineffective form of leadership (Bodla &
Nawaz, 2010). The laissez-faire leadership style gives subordinates complete freedom to make
decisions without the participation of the leader. Thus, their subordinates are free to do what they want
(Jay, 2014). The leader consciously makes an effort to avoid getting involved or confrontational and
keeps personal interactions to a minimum. In fact, this approach shows that a leader loses her/his
source of power too quickly and is out of touch with her/his employees. Liberty style behaviour
reflects a lazy and sometimes indecisive attitude among administrators (Alkahtani et al., 2011).

Aim of the research

The effectiveness of a school largely depends on the leadership skills and behaviours of the
school principal. Therefore, an effective school principal is expected to display a combination of
management best practices and leadership styles in coordinating the activities of both teachers and
students to achieve optimum goals because the leadership style that the school principal will display
affects all the criteria, from the functioning of the administration to the success of the student,
positively or negatively. Consequently, a school principal should choose and implement the most
appropriate leadership style for herself/himself and her/his institution based on developing and
changing governance and management understanding by considering all these criteria. In this
framework, the aim of the present study is to determine the leadership styles displayed by the
principals of public and private schools based on the perceptions of the teachers in the light of
developing and changing management understanding. In the study, the executive leadership styles of
principals in public and private schools were examined comparatively. In the context of teachers'
perceptions, answers will be sought to the following questions regarding displaying of the school
principals' leadership styles:

1. Is there a difference in the democratic, the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles
displayed by public and private school principals?

2. Which institution of principals is the democratic leadership style most displayed by?

3. Which institution of principals is the autocratic leadership style most displayed by?

4. Which institution of principals is the laissez-faire style most displayed by?

Method
Design of the Study

This study, which aims to determine the levels of leadership styles displayed by public and
private school principals within the framework of teacher perceptions, is based on a descriptive survey
model by being conducted in a quantitative research design. According to Karasar (2017), the survey
model aims to describe a phenomenon that existed in the past or that still exists. Therefore, the survey
model was used in this study, which aimed to comparatively examine the leadership styles that public
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and private school principals try to display. The levels of leadership styles applied by school principals
were examined and tried to be described in line with teachers’ views by descriptive survey.

Study group

The population of the research consists of teachers working in public and private schools in
the city center of Konya in the 2017-2018 academic year. Within the framework of the sampling
approach, 420 teachers were reached and the data were tried to be obtained through the scale. Table 1
shows the distribution of teachers in the sample group according to their demographic characteristics.

Tablel. Distribution of demographic information of teachers who consist of the sample group according to
independent variables (N=420).

. Public Private Total
Independent Variables Group f % f % % f

Gender Female 121 28,8 112 26,7 55,5 232
Male 119 283 68 162 445 188

35 and younger 40 9,5 101 240 336 141

36-40 72 171 48 114 286 120

Age 41-45 48 114 21 50 164 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 years 19 45 69 164 21,0 88

6-10 years 11 2,6 36 8,6 11,2 47

Professional Seniority 11-15 years 42 10,0 36 8,6 18,6 78
16-20 years 66 15,7 24 57 214 90

21 years and over 100 243 17 3,6 27,9 117

Working duration with the 1-5 years 199 47,4 170 40,5 87,9 369
same principal 6-10 years 41 9,8 10 2,4 12,1 51
1-5 years 126 30,0 139 33,1 631 265

. Lo 6-10 years 66 15,7 27 6,4 22,1 93
;’(\:’ﬁgg'lng durationin the same 14 ;&' oarg 39 93 11 26 119 50
16-20 years 6 14 2 0,5 19 8

21 years and over 3 0,7 1 0,2 1,0 4

Total 240 180 420

Table 1 shows the distrubiton of the gender, age, professional seniority, working duration with
the same principal and working duration in the same school of the teachers who make up the sample

group.
Data Collection Tool

The "Leadership Style Scale of School Principals", consisting of 16 items and 3 dimensions
developed by Kili¢ and Yilmaz (2018), was used to determine the level of displaying leadership styles
of school principals. In the study conducted by Kili¢ and Yilmaz (2018), reliability analysis was
performed together with the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyzes 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 .89 for the democratic style, .83 for the autocratic
style and .71 for the laissez-faire style, respectively. The overall Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient
of the scale was calculated as .83. The measurement tool was designed to be answered in a 5-point
Likert style. Rating: Strongly Disagree (1 point), Disagree (2 points), Partially Agree (3 points), Agree
(4 points) and Completely Agree (5 points).

The evaluation interval of the arithmetic mean of the leadership style levels displayed by the
school principals is given in Table 2.
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Table 2. Evaluation interval of the arithmetic mean of the levels of the leadership styles displayed by school
principals

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

Data analysis

The data collected in the research were analyzed using SPSS 24.00 (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences) programs. Arithmetic mean, standard deviation and t-test were used to analyze the
data. Frequency and percentage were used to describe the demographic data obtained in the study. The
t-test was used to determine the significance of the difference between sub-dimension scores.

Findings

In this part of the research, the analyzes and findings of the data obtained in the research are

included. The mean score of the views expressed by the teachers about the leadership styles is given in
Table 3.

Table 3. Examining the t-test scores of school principals' leadership style levels according to the school type in
line with the teachers' views.

Leadership Style Sub- Type of
Dimensions School N Mean SD T p
. Public 240 3,26 58 *
Democratic Private 180 3.55 5.6 -4,694 ,000
. Public 240 4,10 2,8
Autocratic Private 180 3.75 34 4,654 ,000*
Public 240 3,30 3,2

Laissez-faire Private 180 276 30 5,261 ,000*

When the findings in Table 3 are examined, it is seen that there is a statistically significant
difference at the level of (p<0.05) between the leadership style scores of public and private school
principals in all sub-dimensions of the leadership style levels of school principals. While the mean
score of public school principals in the democratic style was (X = 3.26), the mean score of private
school principals was found as (X = 3.55). The scores of the principals working in private were higher
than the scores of the principals working in public. While the mean score of the principals working in
public schools in the autocratic style was found (X = 4.10), the mean score of the principals working in
private schools was determined as (X =3.75). Although the mean score of the principals working in
public institutions in the laissez-faire leadership style was (X = 3.30), the mean score of the principals
of private institutions was determined as (X =2.76). It was determined that the scores of public
principals were higher in both the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles. The t-value
between the mean scores of public and private school principals was calculated as -4,694 in the

democratic style sub-dimension, -4,654 in the autocratic style sub-dimension and -5.261 in the laissez-
faire sub-dimension.

The examination of the t-test scores for the democratic leadership style displayed by public
and private school principals according to the views of the teachers is given in Table 4.
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Tablo 4. Examination of the t-test scores for the democratic leadership style displayed by public and private
school principals.

) _ Public Private
Democratic Leadership N Mean SD N Mean SD T D
1  Your principal encourages you to 240 329 1,02 180 348 088 -2,011 ,045*

participate in the decision-making
process, taking into account your ideas
and suggestions.

2 Your principal enjoys coaching and 240 330 088 180 349 081 -2,198 ,028*
encouraging teachers on new assignments
and projects.

3 Your principal encourages teachers to 240 324 088 180 350 088 -2976 ,003*
develop new ideas and be creative in their
work.

4 Your principal usually acts jointly in 240 305 098 180 339 097 -3531 ,000*
decision making and makes her/his
decision based on the majority.

5  Your principal believes in team spiritand 240 3,33 1,00 180 3,71 0,94 -3,955 ,000*
gives importance to working together.

6  Your principal believes that when making 240 3,03 0,97 180 3,40 0,94 -3,864 ,000*
important decisions, the approval of each
staff member should be obtained before
making a decision.

7 Your principal often relies on her/his 240 346 091 180 3,73 086 -3,125 ,002*
staff to decide what needs to be done and
how.

8  Your principal creates a teamwork- 240 339 089 180 368 093 -32241 ,001*
oriented work environment.

9  Your principal contributes to your 240 3,22 100 180 359 0,98 -3,714 ,000*
development with her/his leadership
behaviour.

*p<0.05

In Table 4, there are teachers' views on the level of the democratic leadership style of public
and private school principals.

It is seen that there is a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05) among
teachers' views about the expression that “your principal encourages you to participate in the decision-
making process, taking into account your ideas and suggestions.” While the mean score of the
principals working in the public sector was (X =3.29), the mean score of the private school principals
was calculated as (X =3.48). The t-value calculated for the mean scores of the two groups is -2.011.

“Your principal enjoys coaching and encouraging teachers on new tasks and projects.”
Considering the views of teachers about this expression, there is a statistically significant difference at
the level of (p<0.05) between the perceptions of public and private school teachers. The mean scores
of public teachers (X =3.30) and private school teachers (X =3.49). The t-value between this difference
was calculated as -2,198.

Considering the findings of the expression that “your principal encourages teachers to develop
new ideas and be creative in their work,” there is a statistically significant difference at level of
(p<0.05) between the views of teachers working in public and private institutions. As for the mean
scores, while the mean score of the public teachers was calculated as (x=3.24), the mean score of the
private school teachers was calculated as (X =3.50). The calculated t-value for this difference is -2.976.

There is a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05) in teachers' views about
the item that “your principal usually acts jointly in decision-making and makes decisions based on the
majority.” While the mean score of public teachers was found (X =3.05), it was observed that private
school teachers had mean score (X =3.39). The t-value among the teachers' views was calculated as -
3.531.
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A statistically significant difference was determined at the level of (p<0.05) among teachers'
views about the expression that “your principal believes in team spirit and gives importance to
working together.” This difference was reflected in the mean score as follows. The mean score of
public teachers was found as (X =3.33) and the mean score of private school teachers was found as (X
=3.71). In this context, the t-value was calculated as -3,955 in line with the views of the teachers.

A statistically significant difference was determined at the level of (p<0.05) in the teacher
scores for the opinion of the teacher that “your principal believes that when making important
decisions, the approval of each staff member should be obtained before making a decision.” According
to this result, while the mean score of public teachers was (X =3.03), the mean score of private teachers
was found as (X =3.40). The t-value between the scores was calculated as -3,864.

“Your principal often relies on her/his staff to decide what needs to be done and how.” In line
with this statement, it is seen that a statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions at
the level of (p<0.05). While teachers working in public schools were giving reaction positively to this
opinion at the rate of (x = 3.46), the private school teachers stated that they agreed at the rate of (X =
3.73). The t-value of the scoring between the views of public and private school teachers is -3,125.

There was a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05) in teacher scores
regarding the opinion of the teacher that “your principal creates a team-oriented work environment.
Based on this result, while the mean score of public teachers was determined as (X =3.39), the mean
score of the private teachers was found as (X =3.68). The t-value between the scores was calculated as
-3.241.

It was determined that there was a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05)
among teachers' views about the expression that “your principal contributes to your development with
her/his leadership behaviour.” While the mean score of teachers working in the public sector was (X
=3.22), the mean score of private school teachers was found as (X =3.59). The t-value calculated for
the mean score of the two groups is seen as -3,714.

The examination of the t-test scores for the autocratic leadership style displayed by the public
and private school principals in line with the views of the teachers is given in Table 5.

Tablo 5. Examining the t-test scores for the autocratic leadership style displayed by public and private school
principals according to the teachers' views.

. ) Public Private
Autocratic Leadership
N Mean SD N Mean  SD T P

10 Your principal tightly oversees 240 414 086 180 3,74 108 4,214 ,000*

schedules to make sure work to be

completed on time.
11 Your principal wants to oversee 240 415 0,94 180 3,74 117 3,963 ,000*

every detail of day-to-day work.
12  Your principal tries to correct 240 403 09 180 365 1,16 3,687  ,000*

mistakes without worrying about
damaging bilateral relations.
13 Your principal closely monitors 240 409 087 180 38 085 2675 ,008*
employees to ensure things to be
done correctly.
*p<0.05

In Table 5, the findings obtained within the framework of teachers' views regarding the
autocratic leadership style levels of public and private school principals are given.

It was determined that there was a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05)
among teachers' views about the expression that “your principal tightly oversees schedules to make
sure work to be completed on time.” Accordingly, while the mean score of public teachers is (X
=4.14), the mean score of private school teachers is (X =3.74). The calculated t-value is -4,214.

There is a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05) in teachers' views about
the item that “your principal wants to oversee every detail of day-to-day work.” According to this, it
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was understood that while the mean score regarding the views of the public teachers was (X =4.15), the
mean score of the private teachers was (X =3.74). The calculated t-value between the teachers' mean
scores is -3,963.

In the context of the expression, it is seen a statistically significant difference at the level of
(p<0.05) among teachers' views that “your principal tries to correct mistakes without worrying about
damaging bilateral relations.” Based on this finding, the mean score of public teachers was observed as
(X =4.03) and the mean score of private school teachers was observed as (X =3.65). The calculated t-
value between the mean scores is -3,687.

There is a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05) between teacher scores for
this view that “your principal monitors employees closely to ensure things to be done correctly.” In
line with this difference, while the mean score of public teachers was determined as (X =4.09), the
mean score of private school teachers was determined as (X =3.86). The calculated t-value between the
mean scores is -2,675.

The examination of the t-test scores for the laissez-faire leadership style displayed by public
and private school principals in line with the views of the teachers is given in Table 6.

Tablo 6. Examination of the t-test scores for the laissez-faire leadership style displayed by public and private
school principals according to the views of the teachers.

Public Private
Laissez-faire Leadership N Mean SD N Mean  SD T D

14 Your principal does not care about 240 342 130 180 2,75 1,23 4567 ,000*
the continuous improvement of the
staff-ownself and the implementation
of new ideas.

15 Your principal doesn't have muchto 240 3,40 1,27 180 2,77 1,14 4348 ,000*
worry about getting things done on
time.

16  Your principal does not openly 240 341 123 180 2,75 1,17 4598 ,000*
express her/his opinion on many
issues.
*p<0.05

In Table 6, the findings obtained within the framework of teachers' views regarding the level
of the laissez-faire leadership style of public and private school principals are given.

A statistically significant difference was determined at the level of (p<0.05) in teachers' views
about the expression that “your principal does not care about the continuous improvement of the staff-
self and the implementation of new ideas.” It is seen that the mean score regarding the views of the
teachers in public is (X=3.42) and the mean score of the teachers in private is (X=2.75). The calculated
t-value between the teachers' mean scores is -4,567.

There is a statistically significant difference at the level of (p<0.05) among teachers' views in
the context of the expression that “your principal doesn't have much to worry about getting things
done on time.” Accordingly, the mean score of teachers working in public schools was determined as
(x=3,40) and the mean score of private school teachers was determined as (X=2.77). The calculated t-
value between the mean scores is -4,348.

It is seen a statistically significant difference (p<0.05) between the teacher scores for this
statement that “your principal does not express her/his opinion on many issues.” Based on this
difference, while the mean score of public teachers was (X=3.41), the mean score of private school
teachers was (X=2.75). The calculated t value between the mean scores is -4,598.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

As a result of the analysis, it was observed that the mean score for the democratic leadership
style of the principals working in private schools was higher according to the views of the teachers. In
the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles, it was found that the mean score of the
administrators working in the public schools was higher. Although not very high, this result shows that
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private school principals prefer more democratic leadership and public school principals prefer more
autocratic leadership. It is concluded that private school principals are more intrusive, whereas public
school principals interfere less with teachers in the laissez-faire leadership.

In the light of the findings, it was determined that there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of (p<0.05) between the leadership style scores of public and private school
principals in all the sub-dimensions of the leadership style levels of school principals (democratic,
autocratic and laissez-faire). Khurshid, Gillani, & Gulzar (2012) stated in their research on the
democratic, the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles of public and private school principals
based on teacher perceptions that there is a significant difference in the democratic and the autocratic
management styles of principals, but there is no significant difference in the laissez-faire leadership
style. It was seen that the results of the research on the democratic and the autocratic leadership styles
supported the ready-made research, but the laissez-faire leadership style did not support it. In the study
conducted by Onongha (2018), there is a significant differentiation between the democratic leadership
and the laissez-faire leadership styles but there is no such difference in the autocratic leadership style.
The democratic and the laissez-faire leadership findings of this study support the democratic and the
laissez-faire leadership findings of the current study. Tengilimoglu (2005), in his research titled A
Field Study on the Determination of Leadership Behaviour Characteristics in Public and Private Sector
Organizations, states that there is a significant difference between the means of leadership behaviours
of public and private sector principals. Tatlah & Igbal (2012) investigated whether there is a difference
in the leadership styles of public and private school principals in their study. The findings of the study
revealed that there is a significant difference in the democratic, the autocratic and the laissez-faire
leadership styles according to the type of school in which school principals work. This result seems to
support the present study. In the study conducted by Uzun (2008), it is stated that the teachers working
in private education institutions express the views that their principals have a higher rate of leadership
behaviour than the principals working in the public sector. Besong (2013) found a significant
difference between the levels of authorization of public and private secondary school principals.
Ultimately, this empowerment is reflected in the leadership styles of principals. The findings of
Onuka's (2005) research were that the management at the level of personal management in public
schools was more qualitative than in private schools. In addition, it is also stated that private schools
performed better in the area of school-imposed quality indicators.

When the findings obtained on the basis of items are examined, the scores of private school
principals in the democratic style sub-dimension were found to be higher than the scores of public
principals. There was a statistically significant difference in mean score (p<0.05) among all items.
Mean scores vary from (x=3.03) to (x=3.73) moderately and highly. While the teachers working in
public schools expressed an opinion at the level of "I partially agree", it was observed that the teachers
of private schools expressed an opinion at the level of "l agree”. While taking the statement that “your
principal believes that when important decisions are made, the approval of each staff member should
be obtained before making a decision” is taking lowest mean score in public schools, in private
schools expression comes that “your principal usually acts jointly in decision-making and makes his
decision according to the majority.” Considering the views of public and private school teachers, it
was observed that the opinion of private school principals to involve the personnel in decision making
received higher scores. Akomolafe (2012) states that teachers' administrative efficiency levels are
higher in private secondary schools. The findings of this study showed that private school teachers'
perceptions of participating in decision making were high. However, the fact that the mean score for
both items is not very high indicating a common theme. It averages that no matter how democratic
attitude and behaviour is displayed by the principal, s/he will make the final decision herself/himself.

According to the views of public and private school teachers, it is seen that the statement that
“your principal generally trusts her/his staff to decide what needs to be done and how to do it” gets the
highest mean score. This shows how important it is to establish trust in educational institutions and to
trust staff (Rahman, Abiodullah, & Quraishi, 2010). Transparency, which averages high consistency
between a leader's words and actions, is seen as an essential component of school leadership to instill
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democratic practice in schools. On the other hand, according to the perceptions of teachers in the sub-
dimensions of the autocratic and the laissez-faire leadership styles, it was determined that the mean
score of the principals working in public institutions was higher than the mean score of the private
institution principals.

When the item means are examined, the mean score in the autocratic leadership style varies
between (X=3.65) and (x=4.15) and highly. Teachers working in both institutions expressed an opinion
on the autocratic leadership style at the level of “I agree.” According to the perceptions of teachers
working in the public and private, the lowest mean score was expressed as "your principal tries to
correct mistakes without worrying about damaging bilateral relations.” This result shows that the
principals of public and private institutions are very sensitive about mistakes and do not compromise
on this issue. Highest mean in public is that “your principal wants to oversee every detail of day-to-
day work.” In private schools, the phrase that “your principal monitors employees closely to ensure
that things are done correctly” is taken into account. When examined, it can be seen that the contents
of these two substances are close to each other. Although there was a significant difference between
the autocratic leadership behaviours of the principals of the two institutions, the scores were quite
close to each other and a relative difference was found. This shows that the principals of both
institutions have the autocratic leadership behaviours.

In terms of teacher perceptions in the context of the item, the mean score of the laissez-faire
leadership varies between (X=2.75) and (Xx=3.40) at a moderate level. While the teachers working in
the public sector expressed an opinion at the level of "l agree”, it was seen that the teachers working in
the private expressed an opinion at the level of "I partially agree." When the perceptions of the
teachers were examined, it was concluded that the laissez-faire leadership style displayed by the
school principals was at high level in public schools and at medium level in private schools. While the
lowest mean score in the public (X=3,40) belongs to the statement that "your principal is not very
concerned about the completion of the works on time", in private, it was seen that the lowest mean
scores belonged to the statements that "your principal does not care about the continuous improvement
of the staff-ownself and the implementation of new ideas" and "your principal does not express her/his
opinion on many issues". When we look at the items of dimension of the laissez-faire leadership, we
see that all items have a negative averageing. In this context, it can easily be said that the attitudes and
behaviours of the principals of both institutions are not in this direction. In other words, it is
understood that school principals cannot much display the laissez- faire leadership style. In particular,
it is revealed that private school principals do not all that apply the laissez- faire leadership style or
they apply it very little in their schools by the views of the teachers. As a result, it may be possible to
say that the laissez- faire leadership style is not preferred much by private school administrations.

Universal leadership values and skills such as justice, equipment, effective communication,
motivation, vision-mission, intelligence, honesty, reliability, team building, consistency, dynamism
and determination are expected from school principals in line with teacher views. Based on these
findings, it can be said that school principals should display a leadership style based on human
relations and participatory and supportive of employees. School principals should make and
implement decisions with a democratic and participatory management approach instead of an
authoritarian and oppressive management approach (Sezer & Akan, 2018). Rodriguez (2000) states
that private school principals can sometimes be flexible about the curricula and practices set by the
state. Herman & Herman (1994) emphasize that school-based administration has more decision-
making power in terms of instruction, budget, policies, rules, regulations, personnel recruitment and
all governance issues (Apodaca—Tucker & Slate, 2002). Principals in private schools are perceived by
teachers as the operators of a company rather than managers responsible for teaching activities. In
public schools, this situation differs, so principals try to fulfill their duties and responsibilities
specified in the regulations within the framework of the authority granted to them by the laws
(Bellibas & Gedik, 2014). In the study conducted by Aslan & Agiroglu-Bakir (2014), it was found that
the level of taking responsibility in displaying leadership styles of private primary school principals
was higher than public primary school principals according to teacher perceptions. This shows that
private school principals have a more participatory, more democratic and more sharing management
approach. This shows that private school principals have a more participatory, more democratic and
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more sharing management approach. Khan (2015) states that school principals should take objective
decisions together with acquiring basic knowledge and skills that can make teachers effective in
increasing the performance of their schools and in managing the teaching-learning processes.

It shows that principals who display effective and the democratic behaviours can provide trust,
encourage teacher communication and create structures that maintain high moral values. School
principals who share these leadership behaviours with their teachers increase the overall efficiency of
schools. Leaders help teachers focus more effectively on the task by providing a high level of
commitment among teachers to the goals of the school (Yu, 2009). The democratic attitudes and
behaviours of school principals show that the level of belief in democratic values increasing linearly as
well as positively affecting the democratic perceptions of teachers (Karadag, Baloglu & Yal¢inkayalar,
2006).

The teachers, who work with leaders whom are described as democratic, can assist school
principals in making decisions about key issues related to teaching, learning and governance, in
situations and environments where they can openly share their views and views in negotiation and
decision making (Murphy, 2010). School principals who use a democratic leadership style establish
sincere relationships with their teachers and students (Nakpodia, 2009). Since the teaching profession
is both a theoretical and practical dynamic-oriented profession, the teacher firstly needs a free
environment where s/he can easily express her/his ideas and thoughts. Such environments can be
provided in institutions managed with democratic leadership (Kilig, 2019).

Khan et al (2015) state while democratic leadership style is preferred for qualified and morally
developed people, autocratic style is good for underdeveloped people. Similarly, the laissez-fair
leadership style is better for most qualified people. All styles are important in different situations when
viewed. The findings of the research conducted by Shabbir, Wei, Chong, Marwat, Nabi, & Ahmed
(2014) show that the general management of private schools is better than public schools. Farhat &
Usman (2016) state that the laissez-fair leadership behaviours in private secondary schools negatively
affect teachers' views on leadership perceptions.

Igbal (2012) explains that all private school principals regularly plan the activities of their
schools. All principals encourage the enhancement of staff qualifications. They make their policies
within the framework of the democratic approaches, after receiving feedback from parents, teachers
and students when necessary. The findings of this research are in line with the results of the present
study regarding the democratic leadership style. Shalmani, Qadimi & Cherabin (2013) show that the
leadership styles of principals working in public and private schools have different effects on teachers'
performance. In this study, it was concluded that private school principals have higher support for
teachers with their leadership styles in their schools. Akomolafe (2012) states that private school
principals are more effective in maintaining discipline than their counterparts in public schools. In
addition, in her study, she concluded that while there is a moderate level of administrative efficiency in
public schools, this rate is higher in private secondary schools.

Wagar & Siddiqui (2008) emphasize that private school principals show more task and
people-oriented leadership approaches, whereas public school principals display less task and people-
oriented leadership styles. Kharat (2016) states that private education institution administrations
should have the capacity to solve and manage the problems on applicable and supportable grounds in
an appropriate way. Oyegoke (2012) explains that providing a democratic working opportunity in the
school, taking care of the welfare of the staff, establishing good relations with both teachers and
students will facilitate the formation of a favorable atmosphere for a good education and training in the
school. In the study conducted by Demirtas & Ozer (2014), it is emphasized that appropriate
leadership behaviours should be displayed that school principals are participatory, open to innovation,
in harmony with technology, have a broad vision and a strong mission, ensure communication with all
school stakeholders, and have the ability to manage the school together with all their stakeholders
within the framework of the democratic rules.

Harris & Chapman (2002) state that the most important aspect of leadership for all principals
in the study is identifying the types of relationships in which their leadership can best be expressed.
According to this perspective, leadership emerges fluid and unexpectedly rather than a fixed
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phenomenon. Environments can be created for a wider sharing of the division of labour in a school,
especially the tasks faced by the organization. It also reveals the possibility that all teachers will be
leaders at various times. This refers to the redistribution of power and the restoration of authority as an
institution within the school. First of all, to strengthen it; this needs to be done through the trust
process, involving students, families and teachers in decision-making. Bakare & Oredein (2021)
concluded that although there are significant differences in the leadership styles adopted by school
principals, there is no one best leadership styles. Principals of both types of schools should blend and
adopt the styles most appropriate to the current situation. Therefore, the leadership style should be
applied based on conditions that require contingency.

Coping with the unprecedented rate of change in schools in the 21st century requires radically
new and alternative approaches to school development and school leadership. If schools are to be truly
learning communities, this cannot be achieved by working with models of change and development
linked to individual or individual leadership practices. This can only happen with a democratic and
pluralistic management approach (Harris & Chapman, 2002). The fact that schools play important
roles in the life of local communities and are democratic institutions to varying degrees can serve as
key elements in students' educational experiences. These external and internal organizational realities
help shape the core values inherent in students' educational experiences. Most of those who believe
that the aims of education should be dedicated to the preservation of democratic processes base this on
the philosophy of scientific management based on the dominant educational culture hierarchy,
linearity and efficiency in the school (Koliba, 2000). In the context of the findings obtained in the
research, the following suggestions can be made:

e  The leadership styles displayed by school principals can be considered as an important
factor in strengthening and weakening teachers' emotional commitment to school. In this
context, the fact that the teacher who has a strong emotional attachment to the school will
adopt and own the school should not be ignored by the school principals. Because, a
teacher who adopts and owns the school has a high sense of belonging to the school. A
teacher with a high school belonging will also have a high motivation to teach.

e  The leadership style of school principals has the power to affect both student and teacher
performance in a positive or negative way. Therefore, it may be beneficial for school
principals to consider this detail in the management process.

e Leadership is also an art of communication. Communication is very important in
educational organizations. Because the raw material of educational organizations is
human. In this context, the school leader can enable the school to reach its desired goals
more easily and quickly by establishing a correct, healthy and effective communication
with all the stakeholders of the school.

e It was revealed that teachers are very sensitive in making decisions of principals. It was
understood that the participation of private school principals in the decision-making
process made the teachers happy and satisfied. Public principals can act a little more
sensitively on this issue. In particular, taking the views of teachers in making decisions
about the school will alleviate the burden of the school principal.

e Trust is very important in the business environment and in the establishment of mutual
relations. The school principal must inculcate this trust in the environment s/he is in and
towards the people s/he is responsible for. S/He should make them feel that s/he is a
reliable person and that s/he trusts the people around her/him.

e It is quite normal for teachers to demand from school principals to display universal
leadership values and skills such as fairness, equipment, motivation, vision-mission,
intelligence, honesty, team building, consistency, dynamism and determination. It should
not be forgotten that the school principals will implement a governance model based on
these features will be able to lead to many opportunities and advantages.

e The teachers want to work with principals who display a more participatory and more
democratic leadership style. Because education neither removes an excessively
oppressive nor a completely liberal management style. It prefers environments where a
democratic and tolerant atmosphere prevails because education is a social phenomenon. It
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should be based on open, transparent and democratic tendencies. It may be useful for
school principals to consider these situations.

e It has been observed in the studies conducted that the democratic leadership style makes a
great contribution to the development and productivity of teachers. The use of this
leadership style by school principals may be advantageous for both themselves and their
institutions.
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Bu ¢alismanin amaci kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirleri tarafindan sergilenmeye
calisilan demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stillerinin
dgretmen goriisleri dogrultusunda karsilagtirilarak incelemektir. Calismanin
evreni 2018- 2019 akademik yilinda Konya’nin merkez ilgelerinde bulunan
kamu ve 6zel okullarda gorevli 6gretmenlerden olusmaktadir. Verilerin elde
edilmesinde Kilig ve Yilmaz (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen “Okul
Miidiirlerinin Liderlik Stili Olgegi” kullamilmustir. Veriler nicel arastirma
yaklagimi ¢ercevesinde 420 6gretmenden random yoluyla 6lgek araciligiyla
elde edilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin
sergiledikleri demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik liderlik stilleri arasinda
anlaml bir farklilasmanin oldugu bulunmustur. Demokratik liderlik stilinde
0zel okullarda gdrev yapan miidiirlerin ulastigi puan ortalamas1 kamuda goérev
yapan midiirlerin puan ortalamasindan daha yiiksek ¢ikmustir. Diger taraftan
otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stillerinde ise kamu okullarmda
gbrev yapan miidirlerin puan ortalamasi 6zel okullarda gérev yapan
miidiirlerin puan ortalamasindan daha yiiksek ¢iktig1 saptanmistir. En yiiksek
puan ortalamasi otokratik liderlik stilinde kamu okullarinda gérev yapan okul
miidiirlerine ait iken, en diisiik puan ortalamasi ise tam serbestlik taniyan
liderlik stilinde 6zel okul miidiirlerine ait oldugu sonucuna ulagilmustir.
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Giris

Gilinlimiiziin basar1 odakli egitim anlayis1 ¢ercevesinde okullarin rekabetgi ve yarigmact
yapilar1 g6z 6niine alindiginda, okullarin amaglarini gergeklestirmesinde ve hedeflerine ulagmasinda,
okul miidiiriiniin sergileyecegi liderlik tarzi olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Dolayisiyla egitim kurumlarinda
yoneticilik yapmak, ayr1 bir meziyet ve donanim gerektirmektedir. Cilinkii egitim mevzuatiyla,
isgdreniyle, 6grencisiyle ve ¢evresiyle yani tiim paydaslariyla stirekli degisim gosteren statik olmayan
bir olgudur (Kilig, 2019). Bu olguya ayak uydurmak ve o kurumu belirlenmis ve benimsenmis
hedeflere gotiirmek kolay olmasa gerek. Bunun basarilmasinda en biiyikk gorev okul miidiiriine
diismektedir. Okul miidiiriiniin her zaman ortaya ¢ikan karmasik sorunlarla miicadele etmesi, okuluna
rehberlik etmesi ve isgdrenlerine rol model olma mecburiyeti vardir. Bu dogrultuda okul miidiiriiniin
sergileyecegi liderlik stili biiyiik 6nem tasimaktadir (Kilig, 2019). Okul miidiiriiniin liderlik tutum ve
davraniglart okulun misyonunu, vizyonunu genel amagclarini, 6gretmenlerin performanslarini ve
Ogrencilerin basarilarini, okulun egitim standartlarim ve egitim uygulamalarini direk olarak
etkilemektedir (Kilig, 2019). Yapilan arastirmalarda demokratik ve katilimer liderlik stilini sergileyen
okul miidiirlerinin, paylasilan bir vizyon olusturma ve okul amaglarin1 gerceklestirmede daha bagarili
olduklar1 gézlenmistir. Diger taraftan otokratik ve serbestlik taniyan liderlik tarzlarinda aynmi basaridan
s0z etmek miimkiin olmayabilir. Bu baglamda giliniimiiz yonetim anlayisinda sikca karsilasilasilan
liderlik stillerinin basindan demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan stiller gelmektedir.

Demokratik Liderlik Stili

Demokratik liderlik tarzi, iletisimi kolaylastirmak, insanlari fikirlerini paylasmaya tesvik
etmek ve daha sonra miimkiin olan en iyi karar i¢cin mevcut tiim bilgileri sentezlemek anlamina gelir.
Demokratik liderlik tarzi, herkesin yetkilendirildigi bir takimi yonetmenin ¢ok acik bir tarzidir.
Fikirler grup icinde serbest¢e ortaya konulur ve agikga tartisilir. Demokratik liderlik tarzi, grup
tiyelerinin yeteneklerini sergilemeye ve bilgilerini paylasmaya istekli oldugu durumlarda en iyi sonucu
verir (Ray ve Ray, 2012). Demokratik liderlik tarzinda, astlarin ihtiya¢ ve ¢ikarlarina 6ncelik verilir
veya dikkate alinir. Astlar karar verme siirecine dahil olurlar. Lider ayn1 zamanda bir koordinator ve
bir organizator olarak hareket eder. Otorite ademi merkeziyetcilik bir yap: ortaya ¢ikarir (Adeyemi,
2013). Demokratik liderlik, calisanlarinin caligmalarini etkileyen her sey hakkinda caliganlarini
bilgilendirir ve karar verme ve problem ¢dzme sorumluluklarini paylasir. Bu tarz liderlik son s6z
sOyleme hakki olanin kog¢ olmasini gerektirir; ancak karar vermeden 6nce personelden bilgi toplar ve
beklenir (Khan, Rauf, Tahir, Khan, Qureshi, Ismail ve Latif, 2015). Demokratik tarz, ¢alisanlar1 karar
alma siirecine dahil etmek, otorite belirlemek, ¢alisma yontemlerine ve hedeflerine karar vermede
katilimi tegvik etmek ve geri bildirimleri ile ¢alisanlara kogluk yapma firsati sunmak olarak tanimlanir
(Bodla ve Nawaz, 2010). Demokratik liderlik, liderler ile takipgileri arasinda esit iglerin oldugu bir
durumu ifade eder. Lider, her bireye kurulusun 6nemli bir {iyesi oldugunu hissettirmek i¢in miimkiin
oldugunca caba gosterir (Jay,2014). Calisanlarin agisindan bakildiginda, bu tarzin kullanilmasi, ekibin
bir parcasi olma ve yonetici ile ayni karar etrafinda birlesmeleri; yoneticinin daha iyi saglikli ve daha
dogru kararlar vermesini saglar (Alkahtani, Jarad, Sulaiman ve Nikbin, 2011). Demokratik bir lider,
nihai karar1 vermesine ragmen, ekibin diger tiyelerini karar alma siirecine katkida bulunmaya davet
eder (Bhatti, Maitlo, Shaikh, Hashmi ve Shaikh, 2012).

Otokratik Liderlik Stili

Otokratik liderlik tarzinda yonetici i¢in astlarin ¢ikarlar1 6nemli degildir ve 6nemsenmeyebilir.
Temel insan ihtiyaglar1 goz ardi edilir. Yonetici saygi duymak yerine korku ve endise icerisindedir.
Lider bencil, kotii, acimasiz, aggdzlii ve giic delisidir. Tiim kararlar kendi kendine alir (Adeyemi,
2013). Yonetici ne ¢alisanlara danisir ne de ¢alisanlardan herhangi bir girdinin verilmesine izin verir.
Calisanlardan higbir agiklama almadan emirlere uymalar istenir (Khan vd., 2015). Otokratik liderlik
tarz1 otoriteyi merkezilestirme, calisma yontemlerini dikte etme, tek tarafli kararlar alma ve galiganin
katilmin1 smirlama egiliminde olan bir liderlik stili olarak tanimlanir (Bodla ve Nawaz, 2010).
Otokratik liderlik tarzi ayni zamanda otoriter liderlik tarzi olarak da bilinir. Gii¢ ve karar alma
otokratik liderde bulunur. Lider, grup iiyelerini islerin yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda yonlendirir ve
kendisi ile astlar1 arasindaki agik iletigim kanalini saglamaz (Jay, 2014). Bu stilde lider, ¢alisanlarina
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ne yapmalarini istedigini ve astlarindan higbirinden tavsiye almadan, nasil yapmalar1 gerektigini sdyler
(Alkahtani vd., 2011).

Tam Serbestlik Taniyan Liderlik Stili

Tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik tarzinda, otoritenin gruba ge¢mesi s6z konusudur. Lider bir¢ok
inisiyatif ve karar alinmasini gruba birakir. Bdyle bir lider ¢ekingendir. Tabir yerindeyse lider bir
kukladir. Lider, grubun her zaman kendi yolunu bulmasina miisaade eder ve fazla miidahaleci olmaz,
boylece okul memnuniyetinde grup memnuniyetini ve uyumlulugunu ayrica grup is birligini
koruyabilir (Adeyemi, 2013). Bu liderlik stili aym1 zamanda "miidahale etmemek" stili olarak da
bilinir. Yoneticinin, galisanlara ¢ok az yon vermesi veya hi¢ vermemesi ve ayni zaman da ¢alisanlara
miimkiin oldugunca fazla 6zgiirliik saglamasidir. Calisanlara tiim yetki ve gii¢ verilir ve onlar hedefleri
belirlemek, karar vermek ve sorunlar1 kendi baslarina ¢ozmek zorundalar (Khan vd., 2015; Bhatti vd.,
2012). Tam serbestlik tantyan liderlik stili, liderin karar vermekten ¢ekindigi, sorumluluktan kacindigi
ve yetkilerini kullanmadigi, kisacasi liderlikle ilgili bir islem yapilmamasini ifade eder. Harekete
gecmekten kaginmak igin liderin sectigi 6l¢iide etkin oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bu tamamlayict unsur
genellikle en pasif ve en etkisiz liderlik sekli olarak kabul edilir (Bodla ve Nawaz, 2010). Tam
serbestlik liderlik tarzi, liderin katilimi1 olmadan astlarina karar vermede tam 6zgiirliik saglar. Boylece,
astlar1 istediklerini yapmakta 6zgiir olurlar (Jay, 2014). Lider bilingli olarak olaylara dahil olmaktan
veya ylizlesmekten kacinmak igin ¢aba harcar ve kisisel etkilesimleri minimumda tutar. Aslinda, bu
yaklasim bir liderin giic kaynagimmi c¢ok hizli kaybettigini ve calisanlartyla temasta olmadigini
gostermektedir. Serbestlik stil davranisi, yoneticiler arasinda tembel ve bazen de kararsiz bir tutumu
yansitmaktadir (Alkahtani vd., 2011).

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bir okulun etkinligi bilyiik 6l¢iide okul miidiiriiniin liderlik becerilerine ve davraniglarina
baghdir. Bu nedenle, etkili bir okul midiiriinden, optimum hedeflere ulagilmasi igin hem
ogretmenlerin  hem de Ogrencilerin faaliyetlerinin  koordine edilmesinde en iyi yonetim
uygulamalarimin ve liderlik stillerinin bir kombinasyonunu sergilemesi beklenir. Ciinkii okul
miidiiriiniin sergileyecegi liderlik stili, yonetimin igleyisinden Ogrenci basarisina kadar uzanan tiim
kriterleri olumlu veya olumsuz olarak etkilemektedir. Dolayisiyla, bir okul midiirii tiim bu kriterleri
g6z onilinde bulundurarak, gelisen ve degisen yonetisim ve yonetim anlayisina dayali olarak kendine
ve kurumuna en uygun liderlik stilini segmeli ve uygulamalidir. Bu ¢erceve de mevcut galigmanin
amact, gelisen ve degisen yonetim anlayisi 1g18inda 6gretmen algilari temel alinarak, devlet ve 6zel
okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri liderlik stillerini belirlemektir. Calismada devlet ve 6zel okullardaki
miidiirlerin yonetsel liderlik stilleri karsilastirmali olarak incelenmistir. Ogretmenlerin algilari
baglaminda okul miidirlerinin liderlik stili sergilemelerine iligkin asagidaki sorulara cevaplar
aranacaktir.

1. Kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik
liderlik stillerinde farklilagsma var midir?

2. Demokratik liderlik stili en ¢ok hangi kurumun yoneticileri tarafindan sergilenmektedir?

3. Otokratik liderlik stili en ¢ok hangi kurumun yoneticileri tarafindan sergilenmektedir?

4. Tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stili en ¢ok hangi kurumun yoneticileri tarafindan
sergilenmektedir?

Yontem
Calisma Modeli

Ogretmen algilar1 gercevesinde kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri liderlik stilleri
diizeylerini belirlemeyi amaglayan bu ¢alisma nicel arastirma deseninde yiiriitiilerek betimsel tarama
modeline dayanmaktadir. Karasar’a (2017) gore, tarama modeli, gegmiste var olan veya halen varligini
siirdliren bir olguyu oldugu sekilde betimlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Dolayisiyla kamu ve o6zel okul
midiirlerinin sergilemeye ¢alistiklar: liderlik stillerinin karsilagtirmali incelenmesinin amaglandig1 bu
arastirmada tarama modeli kullanilmigtir. Betimsel tarama ile okul miidiirlerinin uygulamakta
olduklart liderlik stillerinin diizeyleri dgretmen goriigleri dogrultusunda incelenerek betimlenmeye
caligilmustir.
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Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin evreni Konya il merkezinde 2017-2018 egitim-6gretim yilinda kamu ve &zel
okullarda gérev yapan ogretmenlerden olusmaktadir. Ornekleme yaklasimi cercevesinde 420
Ogretmene ulasilarak, veriler olgek araciligiyla elde edilmeye calisilmigtir. Tablo 1’de 6rneklem
grubunda yer alan 6gretmenlerin demografik 6zelliklerine gore dagilimlar 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 44,5 188
35 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
551 ve iizeri 38 9,0 2 0,5 9,5 40
1-5y1l 19 4,5 69 16,4 21,0 88
6-10 y1l 11 2,6 36 8,6 11,2 47
Mesleki Kidem 11-15y1l 42 10,0 36 8,6 18,6 78
16-20 y1l 66 15,7 24 5,7 214 90
221 yil ve tizeri 100 24,3 17 3,6 27,9 117
Ayni Miidiirle Caligma 1-5yil 199 47,4 170 40,5 87,9 369
Siiresi 6-10 y1l 41 9,8 10 2,4 12,1 51
1-5 yil 126 30,0 139 33,1 63,1 265
6-10 y1l 66 15,7 27 6,4 22,1 93
Ayni Okulda Caligma Siiresi ~ 11-15 yil 39 9,3 11 2,6 11,9 50
16-20 y1l 6 1,4 2 0,5 19 8
21 21 yil ve tizeri 3 0,7 1 0,2 1,0 4
Toplam 240 180 420

Tablo 1°de drneklem grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerin cinsiyeti, yasi, mesleki kidemleri, ayni
miidiirle ¢aligma siireleri ve ayni okulda ¢aligsma siirelerinin dagilimi gosterilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Okul midiirlerinin liderlik stillerini sergileme diizeylerini belirlemek i¢in Kilig¢ ve Yilmaz
(2018) tarafindan gelistirilen 16 madde ve 3 boyuttan olusan “Okul Miidirlerinin Liderlik Stili
Olgegi” kullanilmigtir. Kilig ve Yilmaz (2018) tarafindan yapilan galismada 6lgegin agimlayici ve
dogrulayici faktor analizleriyle birlikte giivenirlik analizi yapilarak, 6l¢egin yiiksek giivenirli bir 6l¢ek
oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu baglamda hesaplanan giivenirlik katsayilari 6lcegin alt boyutlart icin
sirasiyla Demokratik Stil .89, Otokratik Stil .83 ve Tam Serbestlik Taniyan Stil .71 seklindedir.
Olgegin genel Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayis1 .83 olarak hesaplanmustir. Olgme arac1 5 dereceli
Likert tarzinda cevaplanacak bigimde hazirlanmistir. Derecelendirme: Hi¢ Katilmiyorum(1puan),
Katilmiyorum (2 puan), Kismen Katiliyorum (3 puan), Katiliyorum (4 puan) ve Tamamen Katiliyorum
(5 puan) seklinde olusturulmustur.

Okul miidirlerinin sergiledikleri liderlik stilleri diizeylerinin aritmetik ortalamalarmin
degerlendirilme aralig1 tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Okul midiirlerinin sergiledikleri liderlik stilleri diizeylerinin aritmetik ortalamalarinin degerlendirme
aralig1

Katilma Diizeyi Puanlama
Hig katilmiyorum Cok diistik 1.00-1.79
Katilmiyorum Diisiik 1.80-2.59
Kismen katiliyorum Orta 2.60-3.39
Katiliyorum Yiiksek 3.40-4.19
Tamamen katilryorum Cok yiiksek 4.20-5.00
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Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirmada toplanan veriler SPSS 24.00 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences)
programlar1 kullanilarak ¢oziimlenmistir. Verilerin ¢oziimlenmesinde aritmetik ortalama, standart
sapma ve t- testi kullanilmistir. Aragtirmada elde edilen demografik verilerin betimlenmesinde frekans
ve yiizde kullanilmigtir. Alt boyut puanlari arasindaki farkin anlamliliginin belirlenmesinde t-testi
kullanilmgtir.

Bulgular

Aragtirmanin bu boliimiinde aragtirmada elde edilen verilere ait analizlere ve bulgulara yer
verilmistir. Ogretmenlerin liderlik stillerine iliskin belirtikleri goriislerin puan ortalamasi Tablo 3’ te
yer almaktadir.

Tablo 3. Ogretmenlerin gériisii dogrultusunda okul tiiriine gére okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stili diizeylerine
yonelik yapilan t- testi puanlarinin incelenmesi

Liderlik Stili Alt Boyutlart Okul Tiri N % Ss T .
Demokratik Stil o o ggg gg 4604 000
Otokratik Stil o o gﬁg g:i 4654 000
Tam Serbestlik Tantyan Stil Iglznglu igg g:sg 22(2) 5,261 ,000*

Tablo 3’teki bulgular incelendiginde okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stili sergileme diizeyleri tim
alt boyutlarinda kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri puanlar1 arasinda (p<0,05) diizeyinde
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin ortaya ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Demokratik stilde kamuda gorevli
yoneticilerin puan ortalamasi (X = 3,26) ¢ikarken, 6zel okul midiirlerinin puan ortalamasi (X = 3,55)
olarak bulunmustur. Ozelde gérev yapan yoneticilerin puanlari kamuda gérev yapan yoneticilerin
puanlarindan daha yiiksek ¢cikmistir. Otokratik stilde kamu okullarinda goérev yapan yoneticilerin puan
ortalamasi (X = 4,10) bulunurken 6zelde gorev yapan yoneticilerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,75) olarak
belirlenmistir. Serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilinde kamu kurumlarinda gérev yapan ydneticilerin puan
ortalamasi (X = 3,30) bulunmasina karsin, 6zel kurum miidiirlerinin puan ortalamasi ise (X =2,76)
olarak tespit edilmistir. Hem otokratik hem serbestlik taniyan liderlik stillerinde kamu miidiirlerinin
puanlarinin daha yiiksek oldugu saptanmistir. Kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin puan ortalamalari
arasindaki t degeri demokratik stil alt boyutunda-4,694, otokratik stil alt boyutunda-4,654 ve serbestlik
tantyan alt boyutunda ise-5,261 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Ogretmenlerin goriislerine gore kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri demokratik
liderlik stiline yonelik yapilan t-testi puanlarmin incelenmesi tablo 4’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 4. Kamu ve 6zel okul miidirlerinin sergiledikleri demokratik liderlik stiline yonelik yapilan t-testi
puanlarinin incelenmesi.

Kamu Ozel

Demokratik Liderlik N < Ss N < Ss T 0

1  Midiiriiniiz, fikir ve 6nerilerinizi dikkate 240 329 102 180 348 0,88 -2,011 ,045*
alarak karar verme siirecine katilmanizi
tesvik eder.

2 Yeni gorev ve projelerde dgretmenlere 240 3,30 0,88 180 3,49 0,81 -2,198 ,028*
kocluk yapmaktan ve onlari
cesaretlendirmekten hoslanir.

3 Miidiiriiniiz, yeni fikirler gelistirmek ve 240 3,24 088 180 350 0,88 -2,976 ,003*
iglerinde yaratic1 olmak i¢in 6gretmenleri
tesvik eder.

4 Midiirliniiz, genellikle karar almada ortak 240 3,06 0,98 180 3,39 0,97 -3,531 ,000*
hareket eder ve cogunluga gore kararini
Verir.

5  Midiiriiniiz, ekip ruhuna inanarak, birlikte 240 3,33 1,00 180 3,71 0,94 -3,955 ,000*
caligmaya Onem verir.

6 Miidiiriiniiz, 6nemli kararlar alinirken, karar 240 3,03 0,97 180 3,40 0,94 -3,864 ,000*
vermeden once her personelin onayinin
alinmasi gerektigine inanir.

7  Midiiriiniiz, genellikle nelerin yapilmasi 240 346 091 180 3,73 086 -3,125 ,002*
gerektigini ve nasil yapilacagini
kararlastirmak i¢in personeline giivenir.

8 Miidiiriiniiz, takim ¢aligmas1 odakli bir ig 240 3,39 0,89 180 3,68 0,93 -3,241 ,001*
ortami olusturur.

9 Miidiiriiniiz, sergiledigi liderlik davramigiyla 240 3,22 1,00 180 359 0,98 -3,714 ,000*
gelisiminize katki saglar.

*P<0.05

Tablo 4’te kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin demokratik liderlik stili sergileme diizeylerine
iliskin 6gretmen goriisleri yer almaktadir.

“Midiiriiniiz, fikir ve Onerilerinizi dikkate alarak karar verme siirecine katilmanizi tesvik
eder.” ifadesine yonelik 6gretmen goriisleri arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farkin ortaya ciktigi goriilmektedir. Kamuda goérev yapan yoneticilerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,29)
cikarken 6zel okul miidiirlerinin puan ortalamasi (X =3,48) olarak hesaplanmistir. Iki grup puan
ortalamalar1 i¢in hesaplanan t degeri-2,011 dir.

“Miidiirlinliz yeni gorev ve projelerde Ogretmenlere kogluk yapmaktan ve onlart
cesaretlendirmekten hoglanir.” Bu ifade ile ilgili 6gretmen goriislerine bakildiginda, kamu ile 6zel okul
Ogretmen algilar arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir fark bulunmaktadir. Puan
ortalamalar1 ise kamu 6gretmenlerinin (X =3,30) ve 6zel okul 6gretmenlerinin (X =3,49)’dur. Bu farkin
arasindaki t degeri-2,198 olarak hesaplanmustir.

“Miidiiriinliz, yeni fikirler gelistirmek ve islerinde yaratict olmak igin &gretmenleri tesvik
eder.” ifadesi bulgularn dikkate alindiginda kamuda ve 6zel kurumlarda calisan 6gretmen goriisleri
arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir fark vardir. Puan ortalamalarma gelince,
kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (x=3,24) ¢ikarken 6zel okul 6gretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi
(x =3,50) olarak hesaplanmigtir. Bu farka yonelik hesaplanan t degeri-2,976’dur.

“Midiirlinliz, genellikle karar almada ortak hareket eder ve ¢ogunluga gore kararini verir.”
maddesine iliskin 6gretmen gorislerinde (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark
bulunmaktadir. Kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,05) iken, 6zel okul 6gretmenlerinin
puan ortalamas: (X =3,39) oldugu gozlenmektedir. Ogretmenlerin gériisleri arasindaki t degeri-3,531
olarak hesaplanmustir.

“Miidiiriinliz, ekip ruhuna inanarak, birlikte calismaya Onem verir.” ifadesine ydnelik
Ogretmen goriisleri arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark belirlenmistir. Bu
fark puan ortalamasina su sekilde yansimistir. Kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,33) ve
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0zel okul Ogretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi ise (X =3,71) olarak bulunmustur. Bu baglamda
ogretmenlerin gorisleri dogrultusunda t degeri-3,955 olarak hesaplanmustir.

“Midiirlinliz, onemli kararlar alinirken, karar vermeden 6nce her personelin onayinin alinmast
gerektigine inanir.” goriisiine yonelik dgretmen puanlarinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farklilagma tespit edilmistir. Bu sonuca gore kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X
=3,03) c¢ikarken, Ozeldeki Ggretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,40) olarak bulunmustur. Puanlarin
arasindaki t degeri ise-3,864 olarak hesaplanmistir.

“Miidiirlinliz, genellikle nelerin yapilmasi gerektigini ve nasil yapilacagini kararlastirmak icin
personeline giivenir.” Bu ifade dogrultusunda Ogretmen algilar1 arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark goriilmektedir. Kamu okullarinda gérev yapan ogretmenler (X =
3,46) oraninda bu goriise olumlu tepki verirken, 6zel okul Ogretmenleri (X = 3,73) oraninda
katildiklarini ifade etmislerdir. Kamu ve 6zel okul 6gretmenlerinin goriisleri arasindaki puanlamanin t
degeri-3,125°dir.

“Midiirlinliz, takim c¢aligmasi odakli bir is ortami olusturur.” goriisline iliskin 6gretmen
puanlarinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilasma ortaya ¢ikmustir. Bu sonuca
dayali kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,39) olarak belirlenirken, 6zeldeki 6gretmenlerin
puan ortalamasi (X =3,68) olarak bulunmustur. Puanlarin arasindaki t degeri ise-3,241 olarak
hesaplanmustir.

“Midiiriintiz, sergiledigi liderlik davranisiyla gelisiminize katki saglar.” ifadesine ydnelik
Ogretmen goriisleri arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin ortaya ¢iktigi
belirlenmistir. Kamuda gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X =3,22) cikarken 6zel okul
ogretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi (X =3,59) olarak hesaplanmustir. iki grup puan ortalamasi icin
hesaplanan t degeri-3,714 olarak goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin goriisii dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri otokratik
liderlik stiline y6nelik yapilan t-testi puanlarinin incelenmesi tablo 5’de verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Ogretmenlerin goriisiine gore kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri otokratik liderlik stiline
yonelik yapilan t-testi puanlarinin incelenmesi

o Kamu Ozel
Otokratik Liderlik N < Ss N 3 Ss T 0
10 Miidiiriiniiz, islerin zamaninda 240 4,14 0,86 180 3,74 1,08 4,214 ,000*
tamamlanmasindan emin olmak i¢in
programlart sikica denetler.
11 Miidiiriiniiz, giinliik islerin her 240 4,15 094 180 3,74 1,17 3,963 ,000*
ayrintisini denetlemek ister
12 Midiriniiz, ikili iliskilerin 240 4,03 09 180 365 1,16 3,687 ,000*

zedelenmesinden endise duymaksizin
hatalar1 diizeltmeye ¢aligir.
13 Miidiiriiniiz, islerin dogru sekilde 240 4,09 087 180 386 085 2675 ,008*
yapilmasini saglamak i¢in ¢aliganlari
yakindan izler.
*P<0.05

Tablo 5’de kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin otokratik liderlik stili sergileme diizeylerine iliskin
Ogretmen goriisleri cergevesinde elde edilen bulgulara yer verilmistir.

“Miidiiriinliz, iglerin zamaninda tamamlanmasindan emin olmak i¢in programlari sikica
denetler.” ifadesine yonelik O0gretmen gorisleri arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak
anlaml bir farkin ortaya c¢iktigi saptanmigti. Buna bagli olarak kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan
ortalamasi (X =4,14) olurken, 6zel okul 6gretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi (x =3,74)” tiir. Hesaplanan t
degeri ise -4,214 tiir.

“Miidiiriinliz, giinliik islerin her ayrintistm1 denetlemek ister.” maddesine iliskin 6gretmen
goriislerinde (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmaktadir. Buna gore
kamudaki 6gretmenlerin goriislerine iligkin puan ortalamasi (X =4,15) olurken, 6zeldeki 6gretmenlerin
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puan ortalamasi (X =3,74) oldugu anlasilmistir. Ogretmenlerin puan ortalamalar1 arasindaki hesaplanan
t degeri-3,963" tiir.

“Midiirintiz, ikili iliskilerin zedelenmesinden endise duymaksizin hatalar1 diizeltmeye
caligir.” ifadesi baglaminda 6gretmen goriisleri arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bir farklilasma goriilmektedir. Bu bulguya dayanarak kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X
=4,03) 6zel okul 6gretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi ise (X =3,65) olarak gézlenmistir. Puan ortalamalari
arasindaki hesaplanan t degeri-3,687’dir.

“Miidiirlinliz, islerin dogru sekilde yapilmasini saglamak i¢in c¢alisanlar1 yakindan izler.” bu
goriise yonelik Ogretmen puanlart arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farklilagsma bulunmaktadir. Bu farklilagma dogrultusunda kamudaki dgretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X
=4,09) olurken ozel okul OGgretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi (X =3,86) olarak saptanmistir. Puan
ortalamalar1 arasindaki hesaplanan t degeri ise-2,675’tir.

Ogretmenlerin goriisii dogrultusunda kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri tam
serbestlik tantyan liderlik stiline yonelik yapilan t-testi puanlarinin incelenmesi tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Ogretmenlerin goriisiine gore kamu ve dzel okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri tam serbestlik taniyan
liderlik stiline yonelik yapilan t-testi puanlarinin incelenmesi
Kamu Ozel
N X Ss N X Ss T p
14 Miidiriniiz, personelin kendini siirekli 240 342 1,30 180 2,75 1,23 4,567 ,000*
gelistirmesini ve yeni fikirlerin
uygulanmasini nemsemez.
15 Midiiriiniiz, islerin zamaninda 240 340 1,27 180 2,77 1,14 4,348 ,000*
bitirilmesi ile ilgili pek endise duymaz.
16 Midiiriiniiz, pek ¢ok konuda goriisinii 240 3,41 123 180 2,75 1,17 4,598 ,000*
agikca belirtmez.
*P<0.05

Tam Serbestlik Tantyan Liderlik

Tablo 6’da kamu ve 06zel okul miidiirlerinin serbestlik taniyan liderlik stili sergileme
diizeylerine iligkin 6gretmen goriisleri ¢ercevesinde elde edilen bulgulara yer verilmistir.

“Miidiiriinliz, personelin kendini siirekli gelistirmesini ve yeni fikirlerin uygulanmasim
onemsemez.” ifadesine iliskin 6gretmen goriislerinde (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlaml
bir fark belirlenmistir. Kamudaki 6gretmenlerin goriislerine iliskin puan ortalamasi (x=3,42) ve
ozeldeki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi ise (X=2,75) oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin puan
ortalamalar1 arasindaki hesaplanan t degeri-4,567" dir.

“Miidiirliniliz, islerin zamaninda bitirilmesi ile ilgili pek endise duymaz.” ifadesi baglaminda
Ogretmen goriisleri arasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilasma
bulunmaktadir. Buna gore kamu okullarinda gorevli 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (x=3,40) ve ozel
okul 6gretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi ise (X=2,77) olarak belirlenmistir. Puan ortalamalar1 arasindaki
hesaplanan t degeri-4,348 dir.

“Miidiiriinliz, pek ¢ok konuda goriisiinii agikca belirtmez.” bu ifadeye yonelik O6gretmen
puanlart arasinda (P<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilasma goriilmektedir. Bu
farklilagmaya dayali olarak kamudaki 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamasi (X=3,41) olurken, 6zel okul
Ogretmenlerinin puan ortalamasi (X=2,75) diizeyinde ag¢iklanmustir. Puan ortalamalar1 arasindaki
hesaplanan t degeri ise-4,598°dir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Yapilan analizler sonucunda O6gretmen goriislerine gore o©zel okullarda gorev yapan
yoneticilerin demokratik liderlik stili sergilemelerine yonelik puan ortalamasinin daha yiiksek ¢iktigi
gozlenmistir. Otokratik ve tam serbestlik tantyan liderlik stillerinde ise kamu okullarinda gérev yapan
yoneticilerin puan ortalamasinin daha yiiksek oldugu bulgusuna ulasiimistir. Cok yiiksek olmamakla
birlikte, bu sonug 6zel okul miidiirlerinin daha ¢ok demokratik liderligi, kamu okul miidiirlerinin ise
daha ¢ok otokratik liderligi tercih ettiklerini gostermektedir. Tam serbestlik tantyan liderlikte ise 6zel
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okul miidiirlerinin daha miidahaleci davrandiklar1 buna karsilik kamu okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenlere
daha az miidahale ettikleri sonucu ¢ikmaktadir.

Elde edilen bulgular 1s1831inda okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stili sergileme diizeyleri (demokratik,
otokratik ve serbestlik taniyan) tiim alt boyutlarinda kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri
puanlar1 arasinda (p<0,05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkin ortaya ¢iktig1 belirlenmistir.
Khurshid, Gillani ve Gulzar (2012) 6gretmen algilarina dayali kamu ve 6zel okul miidiirlerinin
demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri ile ilgili yaptiklar1 arastirmada,
yoneticilerin demokratik ve otokratik yonetim tarzlarinda anlamli farklilagmanin oldugunu fakat tam
serbestlik taniyan liderlik tarzinda anlamli farkliligin olmadigini belirtmiglerdir. Arastirmanin
demokratik ve otokratik liderlik stilleri sonuclar1 hazir arastirmay1 destekledigi ancak tam serbestlik
tantyan liderlik tarzini desteklemedigi goriilmiistiir. Onongha (2018) tarafindan yapilan c¢alismada
demokratik liderlik ile tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik tarzlarinda anlamli farklilasmanin oldugu ancak
otokratik liderlik tarzinda boyle bir farklilagmanin s6z konusu olmadigidir. Bu ¢aligmanin demokratik
ve tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik bulgularinin giincel ¢alismanin demokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan
liderlik bulgularin1 destekler niteliktedir. Tengilimoglu (2005), Kamu ve Ozel Sektor Orgiitlerinde
Liderlik Davrams1 Ozelliklerinin Belirlenmesine Yonelik Bir Alan Calismasi isimli arastirmasinda
kamu ve 6zel sektor miidiirlerinin liderlik davraniglari sergileme ortalamalari arasinda anlaml bir
farklilasmanin oldugunu belirtmektedir. Tatlah ve Igbal (2012) yaptiklari ¢alismada kamu ve 6zel okul
miidiirlerinin liderlik tarzlarinda bir farklilik olup olmadigini arastirmiglar. Arastirmanin bulgular
okul midiirlerinin goérev yaptiklar: okul tiiriine gore demokratik, otokratik ve tam serbestlik taniyan
liderlik stillerinde anlamli bir farklilik oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Cikan bu sonu¢ mevcut ¢aligsmay1
destekledigi goriilmektedir. Uzun (2008) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada 6zel egitim kurumlarinda
gorev yapan ogretmenlerin, miidiirlerinin kamu sektoriinde goérev yapan yoneticilerden daha yiiksek
oranda liderlik davranisina sahip olduklarina iligkin goriis belirtikleri ifade edilmektedir. Besong,
(2013) resmi ve Ozel ortadgretim okullar1 midiirlerinin yetkilendirme diizeyleri arasinda 6nemli
diizeyde farklilasma goriilmiigtiir. Sonugta bu yetkilendirme midirlerin liderlik stillerine
yansimaktadir. Onuka’nin (2005) arastirmasiin bulgulari, devlet okullarinda kisisel yonetim 6zelligi
diizeyindeki yonetimin 6zel okullara gore daha nitel oldugu yoniindedir. Ayrica, 6zel okullarin, okul
tarafindan dayatilan kalite gostergeleri alaninda daha iyi performans gosterdigi ifade edilmektedir.

Madde bazinda elde edilen bulgular incelendiginde demokratik stil alt boyutunda 6zel okul
miidiirlerinin puanlar1 kamuda gorevli yoneticilerin puanlarina oranla daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Tiim
maddeler arasinda puan ortalamasinda (p<0.05) diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark ortaya
konulmustur. Puan ortalamalar1 (X=3,03) ile (X=3,73) arasinda orta ve yiiksek oranda degismektedir.
Kamu okullarinda gorevli 6gretmenler “kismen katiliyorum” diizeyinde goriis belirtirken 6zel okul
Ogretmenleri “katiliyorum” diizeyinde goriis belirtikleri gozlenmistir. Kamu okullarinda en diisiik
puan ortalamasim ‘“Miidiiriiniiz, 6nemli kararlar alimirken, karar vermeden 6nce her personelin
onayinin alinmasi gerektigine inanir.” ifadesi alirken, 6zel okullarda “Midiiriiniiz, genellikle karar
almada ortak hareket eder ve ¢ogunluga gore kararini verir.” ifadesi gelmektedir. Kamu ve 6zel okul
Ogretmenlerinin goriisleri dikkate alindiginda, 6zel okul miidiirlerinin personeli karar almaya katmasi
goriigiiniin daha yiiksek puan aldig1 gozlenmistir. Akomolafe (2012), 6zel ortadgretim okullarinda
Ogretmenlerin idari etkinlik diizeyleri daha yiiksektir. Bu c¢aligmanin bulgular1 6zel okul
ogretmenlerinin karar alma konusuna katilma algilarinin yiiksek oldugunu géstermistir. Yine de her iki
madde ile ilgili puan ortalamalarinin ¢ok yiiksek olmamasi ortak bir temay: isaret etmektedir. Her ne
kadar yonetici tarafindan demokratik tutum ve davranis sergilenirse sergilensin nihai karari yine
kendisi verecektir anlamin1 tagimaktadir.

Kamu ve o6zel okul oOgretmenlerinin goriislerine goére en yliksek puan ortalamasim
“Midiirlinliz, genellikle nelerin yapilmasi gerektigini ve nasil yapilacagini kararlastirmak igin
personeline giivenir.” ifadesinin aldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu da egitim kurumlarinda giivenin saglanmasi
ve personele giivenmenin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu géstermektedir. Rahman, Abiodullah ve Quraishi
2010), liderin sozleriyle eylemleri arasinda yiiksek tutarlilik anlamina gelen seffaflik, okullarda
demokratik pratigi asilamak igin okul liderliginin temel bir bileseni olarak goriilmektedir. Diger
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taraftan otokratik ve serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilleri alt boyutlarinda 6gretmen algilarina gore kamu
kurumlarinda gorev yapan yoneticilerin puan ortalamalart 6zel kurum midiirlerinin puan
ortalamalarindan daha yiiksek ¢iktig1 belirlenmistir.

Madde puan ortalamalarina bakildiginda, otokratik liderlik stilinde puan ortalamasi (X=3,65)
ile (x=4,15) arasinda ve yiiksek oranda degismektedir. Otokratik liderlik stiline yonelik her iki
kurumda da calisan 6gretmenler “katiliyorum” diizeyinde goriis belirtmislerdir. Kamuda ve &6zelde
calisgan Ogretmen algilarina goére en diisik puan ortlamast “Miidiiriiniiz, ikili iliskilerin
zedelenmesinden endise duymaksizin hatalar1 diizeltmeye calisir.” ifadesi almistir. Bu sonug kamu ve
0zel kurum midirlerinin hata konusunda oldukca hassas davrandiklarim ve bu konuda taviz
vermediklerini gostermektedir. En yiiksek puan ortalamasi kamuda “Miidiirtiniiz, glinliik islerin her
ayrmtisini denetlemek ister.” Ozelde ise “Miidiiriiniiz, islerin dogru sekilde yapilmasini saglamak igin
calisanlar1 yakindan izler.” ifadesi almistir. Incelendiginde bu iki maddenin igerikleri birbirine yakin
oldugu goriilebilir. Her ne kadar iki kurum miidiiriintin otokratik liderlik davraniglari arasinda anlamli
bir farklilagma goriilmiisse de puanlar oldukga birbirine yakin ve nispi bir farklilik ¢ikmistir. Bu da her
iki kurum midiiriiniin otokratik liderlik davraniglarina sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Madde baglaminda 6gretmen algilart agisindan bakildiginda tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik
puan ortalamasi (X=2,75) ile (x=3,40) arasinda ve orta diizeyde degismektedir. Kamuda gorev yapan
Ogretmenler “katiliyorum” diizeyinde goriis ifade ederken, 6zelde gorev yapan 6gretmenler “kismen
katiliyorum” diizeyinde goriis ifade ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin algilar1 incelendiginde, okul
yOneticileri tarafindan sergilenen tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stili kamu okullarinda yiiksek ve 6zel
okullarda orta diizeyde oldugu sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Kamuda en diigiikk puan ortalamasi (X=3,40) ile
“Miidiiriintiz, islerin zamaninda bitirilmesi ile ilgili pek endise duymaz.” ifadesine ait olurken, dzelde
ise en diisiik puan ortalamalar1 “Miidiiriiniiz, personelin kendini siirekli gelistirmesini ve yeni fikirlerin
uygulanmasini énemsemez” ve “Miidiiriinliz, pek ¢ok konuda goriisiinii agik¢a belirtmez’ ifadelerine
ait oldugu gorilmiistir. Tam serbestlik tantyan liderlik boyutu maddelerine bakildiginda tiim
maddelerin olumsuz bir anlam barindirdigin1 gérmekteyiz. Bu baglamda her iki kurum midiirlerinin
de tutum ve davranislariin bu yonde olmadigi rahatlikla sdylenebilir. Yani okul ydneticileri tam
serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilini pek de sergileyemedikleri anlasilmaktadir. Ozellikle, 6zel okul
miidiirleri okullarinda tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilini pek uygulamadiklar1 veya c¢ok az
uyguladiklar1 sonucu Ogretmen goriisleri tarafindan ortaya konulmaktadir. Sonug itibariyla, tam
serbestlik taniyan liderlik stilinin 6zel okul ydnetimlerince fazla tercih edilmedigini sdylemek
miimkiin olabilir.

Ogretmen goriisleri dogrultusunda okul miidiirlerinden adalet, donanim, etkili iletisim, motive
edicilik, ileri gorisliiliikk (vizyon-misyon), zeka, diriistliik, gilivenilirlik, ekip kuruculuk, tutarlilik,
dinamizm ve kararlilik gibi evrensel liderlik degerleri ve becerileri beklenilmektedir. Bu bulgular
temel alinarak, okul miidiirlerinin insan iligkilerine dayali ve katilimeci ve ¢alisanlari destekleyici bir
liderlik stili sergilemeleri gerektigi sdylenebilir. Okul miidiirleri, otoriter ve baskict bir yonetim
anlayis1 yerine demokratik ve katilimci bir yonetim anlayisiyla kararlar almali ve uygulamalilar (Sezer
ve Akan, 2018). Rodriguez (2000) 6zel okul midirlerinin devlet tarafindan konulan miifredat ve
uygulamalar konusunda bazen esneklik gosterebileceklerini belirtmektedir. Herman ve Herman (1994)
okul temelli yonetimin talimat, biitge, politikalar, kurallar, diizenlemeler, personel alimi ve tiim
yonetisim konularinda daha fazla karar alma giiciine sahip oldugunu vurgulamaktalar (Apodaca—
Tucker ve Slate, 2002). Ozel okullardaki miidiirler dgretmenler tarafindan 6gretim faaliyetlerinden
sorumlu yoneticiler yerine bir sirketin isletmecileri olarak algilanmaktadir. Devlet okullarinda ise bu
durum farklilasmaktadir dolayisiyla miidiirler yonetmeliklerde belirtilen gorev ve sorumluluklarini
kanunlarin kendilerine tanidig1 yetki cer¢evesinde yerine getirmeye calisirlar (Bellibag ve Gedik,
2014). Aslan ve Agiroglu-Bakir (2014) tarafindan yapilan caligmada 6gretmen algilarima gore 6zel
okul miidiirlerinin liderlik stilleri sergileme konusunda sorumluluk alma diizeyleri kamu ilkogretim
okulu yoneticilerine kiyasla daha yiiksek diizeyde ¢iktig1 saptanmistir. Bu da 6zel okul miidiirlerinin
daha katilimci, daha demokratik ve daha paylasimer bir yOnetim anlayisina sahip olduklarini
gostermektedir. Khan (2015) okul miidiirlerinin okullarmin performansimni artirmada ve 6gretme-
ogrenme siireclerini yonetmede, dgretmenleri etkili kilabilecek temel bilgi ve becerileri edinmeleri ile
birlikte objektif kararlar almalar1 gerektigini ifade eder.
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Etkili ve demokratik davraniglar sergileyen miidiirlerin giiven saglayabildigini, 6gretmen
iletisimini tegvik ettigini ve yiiksek diizeyde ahlaki degerleri koruyan yapilar olusturdugunu
gostermektedir. Bu liderlik davraniglarin1 6gretmenleriyle paylasan okul miidiirleri, okullarin genel
verimliligini artirmaktadir. Liderler, 6gretmenler arasinda okulun hedeflerine yiiksek diizeyde baglilik
saglayarak, 0gretmenlerin goreve daha etkili bir sekilde odaklanmalarina yardimci olur (Yu, 2009).
Okul miidiirlerinin demokratik tutum ve davranis sergilemeleri, 6gretmenlerin demokratik algilarini
olumlu yonde etkilemek ile birlikte demokratik degerlere duyulan inang diizeylerinin de dogrusal
olarak artmakta oldugunu gostermektedir (Karadag, Baloglu ve Yal¢inkayalar, 2006).

Demokratik olarak nitelendirilen liderlerle galisan 6gretmenler, miizakere ve karar almada
goriis ve fikirlerini agikca paylasabildikleri konularda ve ortamlarda, 6gretme, 6grenme ve yonetisimle
ilgili temel sorunlar hakkinda karar vermede okul yoneticilerine yardimci olabilirler (Murphy, 2010).
Demokratik liderlik tarzini kullanan okul yoneticisi 6gretmenleri ve 6grencileri ile samimi iligkiler
kurar (Nakpodia, 2009). Ogretmenlik meslegi hem teorik hem pratik dinamik odakli bir meslek oldugu
icin 6gretmen Oncelikle kendi fikir ve diislincelerini rahatlikla agiklayabilecegi 6zgiir ortamlara ihtiyag
duyar. Boyle ortamlar daha ¢ok demokratik liderlikle yonetilen kurumlarda saglanabilir (Kili¢, 2019).

Khan vd (2015), nitelikli ve ahlaki agidan geligmis insanlar i¢in demokratik liderlik tarzi tercih
edilirken, gelismemis insanlar i¢in otokratik tarz iyidir. Benzer sekilde, tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik
tarz1 cogu kalifiye insanlar i¢in daha iyidir. Bakildiginda tiim stiller farkli durumlarda onemlidir.
Shabbir, Wei, Chong, Marwat, Nabi ve Ahmed (2014) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ¢ikan bulgular
ozel okullarin genel yonetiminin devlet okullarindan daha iyi oldugunu gostermektedir. Farhat ve
Usman (2016), 6zel ortadgretim okullarinda tam serbestlik taniyan liderlik davranislar1 6gretmenlerin
liderlik algilarina iliskin goriislerini olumsuz yonde etkiledigini ifade etmekteler.

Igbal (2012), 6zel okul miidiirlerinin hepsi okullarinin faaliyetlerini diizenli olarak planlarlar.
Tiim miidiirler, personel niteliklerinin arttirilmasini tesvik ederler. Gerektigi zaman ebeveynlerden,
Ogretmenlerden ve Ogrencilerden geri bildirim aldiktan sonra politikalarini demokratik yaklagimlar
cergevesinde yaparlar. Bu arastirmanin bulgulari mevcut ¢alismanin demokratik liderlik stiline iligkin
¢ikan sonug ile paralellik gostermektedir. Shalmani, Qadimi ve Cherabin (2013), devlet okullarinda ve
ozel okullarda gorev yapan yoneticilerin liderlik stillerinin 6gretmenlerin performansi tizerinde farklt
etkileri vardir. Bu calismada, 6zel okul miidiirlerinin okullarinda sergiledikleri liderlik tarzlariyla
ogretmenlerin daha yiiksek destege sahip oldugu sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Akomolafe (2012), Akomolafe
(2012), 6zel okul midiirlerinin disiplini siirdiirmede devlet okullarindaki meslektaslarindan daha etkili
olduklarini ifade etmektedir. Ayrica ¢alismasinda devlet okullarinda orta diizeyde idari etkinlik s6z
konusu iken, 6zel ortadgretim okullarinda bu oranin daha yiiksek diizeyde oldugu sonucuna ulagmustir.

Wagar ve Siddiqui (2008), 6zel okul miidiirlerinin daha ¢ok gdrev ve insan odakli liderlik
yaklasimlarint gosterdiklerini buna karsilik devlet okullarindaki yoneticilerin daha az gorev ve insan
odakli liderlik stilleri sergilediklerini vurgulamaktalar. Kharat (2016), 6zel egitim kurumu
yOnetimlerinin, uygulanabilir ve desteklenebilir temellerdeki sorunlari, amaca uygun sekilde ¢6zme ve
yonetme kapasitesine sahip olmalar1 gerekir. Oyegoke (2012), miidiiriin okulda demokratik bir ¢alisma
imkan1 saglamasi, personelin refahin1 gdzetmesi hem 6gretmenlerle hem de dgrencilerle iyi iliskiler
kurmasi okulda iyi bir egitim ve &gretimin gerceklesmesi igin elverisli bir atmosferin olugmasini
kolaylastiracaktir. Demirtas ve Ozer (2014) tarafindan yapilan galismada okul miidiirlerinin katilimcr,
yenilige acik, teknoloji ile barisik, genis bir vizyon ve giiclii bir misyon ortaya koymasi ve tiim okul
paydaslarinin iletisimini saglamasi ve okulu demokratik kurallar gergevesinde tiim paydaslari ile
birlikte yonetme yetisine sahip olmasi ve buna uygun liderlik davramiglar sergilemesi gerektigini
vurgulanmaktadir.

Harris ve Chapman (2002), calismadaki tiim miidiirler igin liderligin en 6nemli yonii,
liderliklerinin en iyi sekilde ifade edilebilecegi iliski tiirlerinin belirlenmesidir. Bu bakis agisina gore
liderlik sabit bir fenomenden ziyade akiskan ve beklenmeden ortaya ¢ikar. Bir okuldaki ig boliimiiniin,
ozellikle orgiitiin kars1 karsiya kaldigi gorevlerin daha genis bir sekilde paylasilmasina yonelik
ortamlar olusturulabilir. Ayrica, tiim dgretmenlerin ¢esitli zamanlarda lider olma olasiligini da ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu, giiclin yeniden dagitilmasini1 ve okul i¢inde bir kurum olarak otoritenin yeniden
saglanmasini ifade eder. Oncelikle bunu giiglendirmek; giiven siireci yoluyla, dgrencileri, aileleri ve
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Ogretmenleri karar alma siireglerine dahil ederek yapilmasi gerekir. Bakare ve Oredemn, (2021) okul
miidiirleri tarafindan benimsenen liderlik tarzlarinda dnemli farkliliklar olmasina ragmen, tek ve en iyi
liderlik tarzi olmadigi sonucuna varmiglardir. Her iki okul tiirliniin miidiirleri de mevcut duruma en
uygun stilleri harmanlamali ve benimsemelidir. Bu nedenle, liderlik tarzi durumsallik gerektiren
kosullara dayali olarak uygulanmalidir.

21. yiizyilda okullardaki benzeri goriilmemis degisim oraniyla basa ¢ikmak, okul gelisimi ve
okul liderligi acisindan radikal bicimde yeni ve alternatif yaklasimlar gerektirmektedir. Okullar ger¢ek
ogrenme topluluklari olacaksa, bu bireysel veya tekil liderlik uygulamalarina bagl degisim ve gelisme
modelleri ile ¢alisilarak elde edilemez. Bu ancak demokratik ve ¢ogulcu bir yonetim yaklasim ile
olabilir (Harris ve Chapman, 2002). Okullarin, yerel topluluklarin yagsaminda 6nemli roller
istlenmeleri ve farkli derecelerde demokratik kurumlar olmalari, 6grencilerin egitim deneyimlerinde
kilit unsurlar olarak hizmet edebilir. Bu dissal ve igsel orgiitsel gerceklikler, dgrencilerin egitim
deneyimlerinin dogasinda var olan temel degerleri sekillendirmeye yardimci olur. Egitimin
amaglarinin demokratik siireglerin korunmasina adanmasi gerektigine inananlarin ¢ogu, bunu okuldaki
egemen egitim kiiltliriine, hiyerarsiye, dogrusalliga ve verime bagli olarak bilimsel yonetim felsefesine
dayandirmaktadir (Koliba, 2000). Arastirmada elde edilen bulgular baglaminda asagidaki 6nerilere
yer verilebilir:

e  Okul miidiirleri tarafindan sergilenen liderlik stilleri, 6gretmenlerin okula olan duygusal
bagliliklarinin  giiclendirilmesinde ve zayiflatilmasinda ©nemli bir faktdr olarak
diistiniilebilir. Bu baglamda okula kars1 duygusal baglilig1 giiglii olan 6gretmenin okulu
benimseyecegi ve sahiplenecegi gergegi okul miidiirleri tarafindan goz ardi edilmemelidir.
Zira, okulu benimsemis ve sahiplenmis Ogretmenin okul aidiyeti yiiksek olur. Okul
aidiyeti yiiksek olan 6gretmenin 6gretme motivasyonu da yiiksek olur.

e  Okul miidiirlerinin liderlik tarzi hem &grenci hem 6gretmen performansini olumlu veya
olumsuz yonde etkileme giiciine sahiptir. Dolayisiyla okul yoneticileri yonetim siirecinde
bu ayrintiy1 g6z 6niinde bulundurmalar faydali olabilir.

e Liderlik ayn1 zamanda bir iletisim sanatidir. Egitim oOrgiitlerinde iletisim oldukca
onemlidir. Clinkii egitim Orgiitlerinin ham maddesi insandir. Bu gergevede okul lideri
okulun tim paydaslariyla dogru, saglikli ve etkili bir iletisim kurarak, okulun arzuladigi
hedeflere daha kolay ve daha ¢abuk ulasmasini saglayabilir.

e Yoneticilerin karar almasinda 6gretmenlerin ok hassas oldugu ortaya gikmustir. Ozel okul
miidiirlerinin personeli karar alma siirecine katmasi 6gretmenleri hosnut ve memnun ettigi
anlasilmistir. Kamudaki yoneticiler bu konuda biraz daha duyarli davranabilirler. Ozellikle
okulla ilgili kararlarm alinmasinda &gretmenlerin goriislerinin alinmast okul miidiiriiniin
yiikiinii hafifletecektir.

e s ortaminda ve karsilikli iliskilerin olusturulmasinda giiven ¢ok Onemlidir. Okul
yoneticisi bulundugu ortamda ve sorumlu oldugu kisilere karsi bu giiveni telkin etmesi
gerekir. Hem giivenilir birisi oldugunu hem de karsisindaki kisilere giivendigini onlara
hissettirmelidir.

. Ogretmenler, okul yoneticilerinden adalet, donanim, motive edicilik, ileri goriisliliik
(vizyon-misyon), zeka, dirtistliik, ekip kuruculuk, tutarlilik, dinamizm ve kararlilik gibi
evrensel liderlik degerleri ve becerileri sergilemelerini talep etmeleri gayet normaldir.
Okul midiirlerinin bu 6zelliklere dayali bir yonetisim modelini uygulayacak olmasi birgok
firsat ve avantaja yol acabilecegi unutulmamalidir.

e  Ogretmenler daha katilimc1 ve daha demokratik liderlik tarzi sergileyen yoneticilerle
caligmak isterler. Ciinkii egitim ne asir1 baskici ve ne de tam serbestlik bir yonetim tarzini
kaldirir. Daha ¢ok demokratik ve hosgdriilil bir atmosferin hakim oldugu ortamlar tercih
eder. Ciinkii egitim sosyal ve toplumsal bir olgudur. Agik, seffaf ve demokratik
temayiillere dayanmalidir. Okul miidiirlerinin bu durumlari goz o6niinde bulundurmalari
faydali olabilir.

e Demokratik liderlik tarzinin 6gretmenin gelisimine ve verimliligine biiyiik katkilar yaptigi
yapilan ¢aligmalarda gézlenmistir. Okul midiirlerinin bu liderlik stilini kullanmalar1 bu
acidan hem kendileri hem kurumlari i¢in avantajli olabilir.
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