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Abstract

In this study, it was aimed to determine the opinions of the teachers working in secondary schools
about the servant leadership behaviors of the school principals. Combination (diversity) design was
used in the research which was carried out by using the mixed method, a combination of both quan-
titative and qualitative approaches. Accordingly, the scale was applied to 392 teachers determined
by simple random sampling method in center of Van and interviews were made with 13 teachers who
participated in the quantitative dimension of the research. The Servant Leadership Behaviors Scale
(OMHLDO) of School Principals developed by Ekinci (2015) was used to collect the quantitative
data of the research. The qualitative data of the research was collected through a semi-structured
interview form created by taking into account the dimensions in the quantitative measurement tool.
In the analysis of quantitative data of the study descriptive statistics and in the analysis of qualita-
tive data descriptive analysis method were used. As the result of the quantitative dimension of the
research, the teachers stated that school principals often exhibited servant leadership behaviors in
the sub-dimensions of altruistic behavior, empathy, justice, honesty and humility. However, in the
qualitative dimension of the research the teachers stated that the school principals did not exhibit
adequate level of servant leadership behaviors in the sub-dimensions of altruistic behavior, empathy,
justice, honesty and humility. In this context, it was concluded that there is no complete parallelism
between the qualitative findings and the quantitative findings. Based on the findings, it can be sug-
gested that school principals should have a more service oriented leadership approach for teachers.
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Oz

Bu calismada, ortaokullarda gorev yapan ogretmenlerin okul mudiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik
davraniglarina yonelik goriislerinin belirlenmesi amaglanmigtir. Hem nicel hem de nitel arastirma
yontemlerinin bir arada kullanildig1 karma yontem ile gerceklestirilen aragtirmada birlestirme (ge-
sitleme) deseni kullanilmigtir. Bu dogrultuda Van ilinde gorev yapan basit tesadiifi 5rnekleme yon-
temi ile belirlenmis 392 6gretmene olcek uygulanmig, arastirmanin nicel boyutuna katilim gosteren
gonilli 13 6gretmen ile de goriismeler yapilmistir. Aragtirmanin nicel verilerinin toplanmasinda
Ekinci (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen Okul Miidiirlerinin Hizmetkéar Liderlik Davramglar1 Olgegi
(OMHLDO) kullamilmustir. Aragtirmanin nitel verileri ise nicel lcme aracindaki boyutlar dikka-
te alinarak olusturulan yar1 yapilandirilmis gériisme formu araciligiyla toplanmigtir. Arastirmanin
nicel verilerinin analizinde betimsel istatistikler, nitel verilerin analizinde betimsel analiz yontemi
kullanilmustir. Arastirma sonucunda 6gretmenler okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davranisla-
rin1 6zgecil davraniglar, empati, adalet, duristliik ve alcakgoniilliliik alt boyutlarinda cogu zaman
sergiledikleri yoniinde goriis belirtirken, arastirmanin nitel boyutunda hizmetkar liderligin 6zge-
cil davraniglar, empati, adalet, algakgoniilliilik boyutlarinda okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik
davraniglarini yeterli diizeyde sergilemedikleri yoniinde goriis belirtmislerdir. Bu baglamda nitel
bulgular ile nicel bulgular arasinda tam bir paralellik olmadig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bulgulardan
hareketle okul midiirlerinin 6gretmenlere yonelik daha hizmet odakl bir liderlik yaklagimi i¢inde
olmalar1 gerektigi Onerilebilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Hizmetkar liderlik, okul, 6gretmen, karma yontem
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Introduction

In all the societies that have lived from the past to the present, someone who
led the group was needed. This person has become the leader in time and has
been defined in different ways. The concept of leadership has changed in paral-
lel with management thought and has been examined from various perspectives.
Leadership, which plays a crucial role in achieving the goals of organizations, has
over time gone beyond traditional organization management, and different types
of leadership have emerged through research.

Leadership is not a status or prestige (Salameh, 2011), it is a situation that
activates the leader with the motivation to succeed (Goleman, 2016) and can
carry its employees to unimaginable points. In general, leadership is a social
process that affects and guides individual motivations and abilities towards ac-
hieving a goal, and is identified with the management of power relations and
motivation concepts (Sagir, 2013: 185, Cemaloglu, 2013: 133). Leadership is the
art of serving employees. From this point of view, a servant leadership model
has emerged, which emphasizes an understanding that leadership has become
fully art, and that the leader shares his power, takes into account the needs of his
employees to realize them and focuses on their development (Findikei, 2012).

Servant leadership emerging in line with a new understanding and para-
digm has an understanding far beyond the traditional leadership approach in
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which the potential of power is gathered “on top of the pyramid” (Greenleaf,
2007). The servant leader is an honest, ethical, sensitive, productive guide who
has come over its ego-barrier and devoting himself to the benefit of human and
humanity, and is a special personality equipped with equipment that encourages
change and transformation, triggering people to transform their potential into
performance (Findikgi, 2012). In this type of leadership, the understanding and
practice of being a leader for the well-being of people without being selfish (Oz-
mutlu, 2011) is dominant. The leader is a servant and supporter who aims to put
forth the best in everyone and can achieve this instead of solving every problem
like “Superman” (Aksoy, 2014). This new leadership approach glorifies a diffe-
rent vision based on serving others instead of self-conceit (Akyiiz & Eren, 2013).
This vision, designed in cooperation with the employees for the future, acts as
a magnet for the use of resources and revealing the skills and abilities for the
employees (Salameh, 2011).

Although the ideas on the basis of servant leadership are very old, Robert
K. Greenleaf was the first to adapt it to today’s conditions and present it as a
working principle. He states that supporting leaders that serve the needs of emp-
loyees and institutions are the basis of successful organizations, and that organi-
zations can survive as much as they can be for employees (Greenleaf, 1977). In
fact, the main factor that led him to these thoughts is based on Herman Hesse’s
short novel “Journey to the East”, published in the 1960s, which tells about the
legendary journey of a group of people in the spiritual quest (Spears, 2005). In
the novel; the adventure of the journey towards achieving a common goal by elite
members of a secret society in order to realize the hidden goals of the society and
the personal goals of its members is explained. In this journey, a servant named
Leo serves the convoy but also sings songs to make them happy. One day, Leo
suddenly disappears and cannot be found despite all the efforts. This situation
makes the convoy saddened, quarrels between the members begin, and after a
while, the convoy scatters, and years later it is understood that the servant na-
med Leo is the true leader of the convoy (Hesse, 1997). After reading this story,
Greenleaf came to the conclusion that an excellent leader was first servant to
others and that this simple truth was at the center of his greatness (Spears, 2005)
and his leadership; by synthesizing the “leadership” approach of the West with
the understanding of “servantism” of the East, he handled it with a metaphorical
approach in terms of servant / maid on the basis of love, spirituality and tolerance
(Aksoy, 2014).

Greenleaf, who has made great contributions to the development of the
concept of servant leadership, has not clearly revealed the characteristics and
dimensions of servant leadership. Therefore, the scientists who came after him
tried to fill this gap with various models that they developed for the concept.
However, the absence of a standard for these models (Akdol, 2015; Dal, 2014;
Tiirkmen, 2016) led to different approaches in the studies. The dimensions and
models created also include answers to a possible question about what characte-
ristics the servant leader should have. Blanchard and Miller (2011); in his work
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titled “The Secret What Great Leaders Know and Do”, by basing on the serve
verb in English; They explained these features as: See the future, Engage and
develop others, Reinvent Continuously, Value results and relationships, Embody
the values. While Spears (2004, 2005), based on the writings of Greenleaf; hand-
les the servant leadership in ten dimensions as listening, empathy, improvement,
awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, farsightedness, responsible manage-
ment, forming partnership and undertaking the development of people, Laub
(1999) handles the servant leadership in six dimensions as valuing people, deve-
loping people, building a community, displaying originality, sharing leadership
and creating leadership, and Dierendonck (2011) handles servant leadership in
six dimensions as developing and strengthening, humility, authenticity, interper-
sonal acceptance, responsible management and direction determination. Ekinci
(2015) has determined the dimensions of servant leadership as empathy, altruis-
tic behaviors, humility, honesty and justice. This study is based on the dimensions
configured by Ekinci (2015).

In servant leadership, empathy is defined as the leader’s effort to understand
employees (Ozmutlu, 2011) and covers important factors such as communicati-
on, effective listening and social interaction (Ekinci, 2015). Altruistic behaviors
refer to an approach in which the leader focuses on the interests and needs of his
employees rather than on himself (Eren, 2015). Humility is that the leader, who
is humble, focuses more on his employees and gives importance to them (Bakan
and Dogan, 2013). Honesty refers to a situation based on the leader’s consistency
in promises, attitudes and behaviors, internal relationships of the people with
whom the leader has social relationships, and trust in the leader. This also leads
to a result that increases confidence in the leader and the organization (Ekinci,
2013). Justice is defined as acting fairly and honestly without discrimination in
the decisions taken and the practices regarding these decisions (according to the
perceptions of the employees) (Eren, 2015).

In the researches conducted, servant leadership which is as an effort to find
the main purpose of employees in their lives, to develop a strong bond with col-
leagues, and to harmonize their own beliefs and values of the workplace (Sady-
kova & Tutar, 2014) has showed up that it positively affects workplace spiritual-
ity (Khan, Khan, & Chaudhry, 2015), that it has positive effects on employees’
attitudes and behaviors (Liu, Hu, & Cheng, 2015), that it increases employee
loyalty to the workplace and supports their participation in the workplace (Cart-
er & Barghurst, 2014), that it increases employees’ perception of authorization
(Winkle, Allen, De Vore, & Winston, 2014), that it positively affects organiza-
tional trust (Jones, 2012), that it has contribution to the perceived organizational
support (Zhou & Miao, 2014), that it is an important determinant of psychologi-
cal health of employees (Rivkin, Diestel & Schmidt, 2014), that it increases job
satisfaction (Eren & Yalgintag, 2017). In studies on educational organizations for
servant leadership; it has been concluded that servant leadership is associated
with school culture (Yal¢in and Karadag, 2013) and school principals’ ability to
manage differences (Balay, Kaya and Ge¢dogan-Yilmaz, 2014), that it has affect
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on school culture and student achievement (Herndon, 2007), and that it affects
teachers’ commitment (Tiirkmen, 2016) and job satisfaction (Shaw and Newton,
2014).

Schools are complex organizations adapted for stability, with well-defined
rules and norms of interconnected components (Lunengburg & Ornstein, 2012).
School principals have an important role in determining the quality of education.
Because the leadership behaviors displayed by the principal affect many behav-
iors of teachers, and this situation can directly affect the outcomes of education
(Fridell, Belcher & Messner, 2009). School principal as a servant leader; he is the
person who can say you or us before himself, thinks first of his teachers, devotes
himself to his teachers, sees himself as a complement and strengthens their de-
velopment by completing the deficiencies of his teachers, focuses on the requests
and demands of his teachers, trusts and values them, in addition to this; the prin-
cipal can also be thought of as a person who builds a service-oriented school
culture that serves his teachers rather than being served for himself at school,
has a strong communication ability, effective listening skills, advanced empathy,
humility, trustworthy, honest and fair person (Ekinci, 2015; Findike1, 2012). It is
thought that servant leadership, which is expressed as a leadership approach that
school principals should prefer when managing schools (Akyiiz & Eren, 2013), is
important for the education process in schools. The study is designed to analyze
the servant leadership behaviors of school principals in line with the opinions
of teachers, considering that the detailed examination of school principals’ ser-
vant leadership behaviors will contribute to the literature. In this context, in the
research, it was aimed to determine the opinions of teachers about the servant
leadership behaviors of school principals.

Method

In the research, the mixed method, which includes qualitative and quantita-
tive dimensions, was used. The mixed method is a research approach where the
researcher integrates two sets of data by gathering both quantitative and quali-
tative data to understand research problems, and then draws out results by using
the advantages of integrating these two sets of data (Creswell, 2017; Creswell and
Plano-Clark, 2018). As mixed method, using both the qualitative and quantitati-
ve approaches, is able to handle a series of confirmatory and exploratory questi-
ons simultaneously and provides stronger implications and a greater diversity of
views, it provides superiority to the approaches that use a single pattern (Teddlie
& Tashakkori, 2015). In this research, “convergent design”, which is a mixed met-
hod research, is used. In the convergent design, the qualitative and quantitative
data of the research are collected simultaneously, the data are analyzed separa-
tely during the analysis phase and the results are combined while interpreting.
In this pattern, quantitative results explain the general trends and relationships
required, while qualitative results reveal the deep personal opinions of the par-
ticipants (Creswell, 2017). In this context, the data collection tool prepared to

569



Rezzan Ugar & Sarp Ugur

obtain quantitative data was applied to the study group, and on the other hand,
qualitative data were collected through interviews with a group of participants in
order to examine the issue in depth.

Participants

The study group of the research consisted of 392 teachers working in secon-
dary schools in the center of Van and its Tugba, Ipekyolu and Edremit districts in
the 2016-2017 academic year. Teachers who wanted to participate in the practice
voluntarily were selected in the schools determined by simple random sampling
method in determining the study group. 209 (53.3%) of the teachers who partici-
pated in the quantitative dimension of the research are female and 183 (46.7%)
are male; 208 (53.1%) are married, 184 (46.9%) are single. Teachers’ professio-
nal seniority is as follows; 177 (45.2%) of 3 and less years, 106 (27%) of 4-6 years,
55 (14%) of 7-10 years, 54 (13.8%) of 11 years or more. In terms of their working
years in their school, 114 (29.1%) of the participants were one year, 81 (20.7%)
were two years, 102 (26%) were three years, and 95 (24.2%) were four years or
more.

The study group of the qualitative data of the research consisted of thirteen
volunteer teachers who participated in the quantitative dimension working in
secondary schools. Criterion sampling, which is one of the purposeful sampling
methods, was used to determine the study group. In this context, participating in
the quantitative dimension of the research and working with the school principal
for at least one year were determined as a criterion. Interviews were made with
thirteen teachers within the framework of determined criteria. Of the 13 parti-
cipants who constituted the qualitative data of the research, 9 are women and 4
are men. 7 of the participants are single, 6 of them are married; 6 of them are
for 3 years; 2 of them are for 2 years; 1 is 1 and a half years, and 4 of them have
been working in the same school for 1 year. 1 of the participants has 1 year, 1 has
2 years, 8 of participants have 3 years, 1 has 4 years, 1 has 5 years and 1 has 12
years of professional experience.

Data Collection Tool

Quantitative Dimension. The Servant Leadership Behaviors Scale of Scho-
ol Principals (SLBSSP) developed by Ekinci (2015) was used for data collec-
tion. In addition, “Personal Information Form” has been prepared in order to
obtain information about the personal characteristics of teachers. Servant Le-
adership Scale consists of 5 sub-dimensions (altruistic behaviors, empathy, jus-
tice, honesty, humility) and 36 items. Accordingly, nine items are related to the
dimension of altruistic behaviors and contain statements like “thinks about his
employees before himself” and so on statements, and nine items are related to
the empathy dimension and “makes me feel that he understands my feelings
and thoughts correctly” and contain similar statements. Eight items are related
to the justice dimension and “takes care to distribute duties and responsibilities
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equally” and contain similar statements. Seven items are about honesty and “he
is accepted as a reliable person at school” and contain similar statements. Three
items are about humility dimension and “he does not like the words of praise
for him” and so on statements are contained. The validity and reliability studies
of the scale were done by Ekinci (2015). Ekinci (2015) has calculated Cronbach
Alpha reliability coefficients as follows; in altruistic behavior dimension as .94,
in empathy dimension as .94, in justice dimension as .90, in honesty dimension
as .91, and in humility dimension as .75. In this study, Cronbach alpha internal
consistency coefficient for the whole scale was calculated as .98. Subscale Cron-
bach alpha internal consistency coefficients were calculated as follows; altruistic
behavior dimension as .95, empathy dimension as .94, justice dimension as .94,
honesty dimension as .94, and humility dimension as .82. The scale prepared in
5-point Likert scale consists of options as “I disagree”, “I agree less”, “I agree
moderately”, “I agree” and “I fully agree”. The highest servant leadership score
that can be obtained from the 36-item scale is 180 and at least 36.

Qualitative Dimension. The data for the qualitative part of the research was
obtained through a semi-structured interview form prepared by the researchers.
In the convergent design, which is one of the mixed method researches, the rese-
archers should create a structure in parallel with the same scales or evaluations
in both quantitative and qualitative parts of the research (Creswell, 2017). In this
context, 5 questions have been developed by using the questions in the quanti-
tative measurement tool used in the research to create the interview form used
to determine the servant leadership behaviors of school principals of teachers
working in secondary schools. In order to check the suitability for the purpose,
clarity and applicability of the prepared interview form, the opinions of 2 faculty
members who are experts in research methods and statistics were consulted. In
line with the feedback, the necessary corrections were made and a pre-interview
was made with the two teachers and the form was given its final form. The in-
terview form included questions to determine teachers’ views on school princi-
pals’ empathy, attitudes and behaviors focused on teachers’ interests and needs,
humble, honest and fair behaviors. One of the questions in the interview form
is as “How would you evaluate your school principal in terms of displaying atti-
tudes and behaviors focused on teachers’ interests and needs? Explain.” Before
the interview, the purpose of the research was explained to the participants, and
it was stated that participation in the research was on a voluntary basis. The
participants were contacted one by one and the appointment was made and the
data were collected at the time of the participants’ appointment. While obtaining
the interview data, voice was recorded in accordance with the permission of the
participants. Each interview took approximately 25-30 minutes. Approximately
39 pages of data were obtained by transcribing the interviews. Then, the written
data and the records were compared again and the deficiencies were corrected.

571



Rezzan Ugar & Sarp Ugur

Data Analysis

The quantitative data of the research was transferred to the statistical pac-
kage program and interpreted by describing it with descriptive statistics (percen-
tage, frequency). In the analysis of the data, in order to calculate the scores of
the teachers’ responses, the items in the scale were given 5 for “ I fully agree”, 4
for “I agree very much”, 3 for “I agree moderately”, 2 for “I agree less” and 1 for
“I disagree at all”.

The response codes given to each item in the scale range from 1.00 to 5.00
from negative to positive in accordance with these grades. Based on the assump-
tion that the intervals in the measuring tool are equal (4/5), the upper and lower
limits for the options are determined. Accordingly, scoring of the statements in
the Servant Leadership Scale is as follows; between 1.00-1.79 is “I do not agree
at all”, between 1.80-2.59 is “I agree less”, between 2.60-3.39 is “I agree mode-
rately”, between 3.40-4.19 is “I agree very much”, and between 4.20-5.00 is “I
fully agree”.

Descriptive analysis method was used to analyze the qualitative data of the
research. Descriptive analysis is a type of qualitative data analysis that includes
summarizing and interpreting the data obtained with various data collection
techniques according to predetermined themes (Ekiz, 2009; Yildirim & Simsek,
2008). In this type of analysis, the researcher can often include direct quotations
in order to reflect the views of the individuals whom he / she has met or observed.
The main purpose of descriptive analysis is to present the findings obtained in
a summarized and interpreted form to the reader. (Yildirim and Simsek, 2008).
In this framework, the answers given to the questions prepared by considering
the conceptual framework of the research and the scale dimensions used were
discussed separately and the striking opinions were directly reflected. In the re-
search, from the development of the data collection tool to the analysis of the
data, an examination was made by the expert and attention was paid to ensure
that the results represent the truth correctly, and detailed descriptions, in ot-
her words direct quotations, are included in the findings part of the research. In
this context, it can be stated that the criteria of transmissibility and credibility of
the research are met. On the other hand, in the research, the reliability formu-
la (Reliability Formula: Consensus / Consensus + Disagreement) of Miles and
Huberman (2016) was used in order to reduce the individual effect and provide
internal consistency during the determination of the codes. According to this
coding control, which gives the internal consistency, the consensus between the
coders is expected to be at least 80%. In the process of creating the codes and
themes of the collected data, an expert opinion was taken in order to calculate
the similarity ratio and the match percentages for the codes created according
to the data obtained from the teachers were calculated. In this context, 17 codes
were created. The match percentage was 0.88 (15/15 + 2) in determining the
codes. The match in the determination of the codes as 88% can be expressed as
internal consistency.
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Participants were numbered using codes in the analysis of qualitative data.
While “T” symbolizes the teacher, the number used after the letter symbolizes
the order of the teachers interviewed. For example, T4: It was evaluated as the
fourth teacher interviewed. The interviews took place exactly where the teachers
approved. The interviews were recorded on the voice recorder with the permissi-
on of the teachers and then written down by the researchers.

Findings
In the following, teachers’ views on the principals’ servant leadership beha-

viors are presented in line with the findings obtained from both quantitative and
qualitative data.

Quantitative Findings Related to School Principals’ Servant Lea-
dership Behavior

The scores obtained by the servant leadership behavior scale of school prin-
cipals (SLBSSP) and the statistical points [arithmetic mean (X ) and standard
deviation (ss)] obtained from the sub-dimensions are calculated and given in
Table 1.

Table 1.
Findings related to SLBSSP and its Dimensions

Scale / Dimension N X ss
Altruistic Behaviors 392 4,05 ,89
Emphaty 392 3,99 ,88
Justice 392 4,10 85
Honesty 392 4,11 ,88
Humility 392 3,80 98
Servant Leadership (Total) 392 4,04 82

According to Table 1, the opinions of teachers about the principals’ servant
leadership behaviors are as follows; altruistic behavior sub-dimension (X = 4.05;
ss =, 89), empathy sub-dimension (X = 3.99; ss =, 88), justice sub-dimension
(X = 4.10; ss =, 85), honesty sub-dimension (X = 4.11; ss =, 88), humility sub-
dimension (X = 3.80; ss =, 98), and it is at the level of “I agree very much” re-
garding the whole scale (X=4,04; ss=,82). According to the mean, the honesty
dimension has the highest score and the humility has the lowest score.
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Qualitative Findings Related to School Principals’ Servant
Leadership Behaviors

Information on the themes and codes created related to the opinions of the
teachers about the servant leadership behaviors of the school principals are given
in table 2.

Table 2.
Determined Themes and Codes Created as a Result of Data Analysis

1. Altruistic Behaviors

1.1. Considering interests and needs.

1.2. Valuing.

1.3. Thinking about the employee before himself

1.4. Making sacrifice
2. Empathy

2.1. Empathetic communication
2.2. Problem sharing

2.3. Understanding the teacher
2.4. Sensitivity

3. Justice

3.1. Distributing duties and responsibilities equally
3.2. Granting privilege

3.3. Consistent reaction

3.4. Fair decisions

4. Honesty

4.1. A transparent attitude

4.2. The importance given to common principles
4.3. Self-criticism

5. Humility

5.1. Being humble

5.2 Benefiting from expertise

As can be seen in Table 2, themes were created in accordance with the scale
dimensions applied in the quantitative dimension of the research and the co-
des were included as a result of the interviews to examine each dimension in
detail. Under the title of “altruistic behaviors”, which is the first theme, codes
such as considering interests and needs, valuing, thinking about the employee
before himself, and making sacrifice have been created. While there are codes of
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empathetic communication, problem sharing, understanding teacher, and sen-
sitivity under the heading of “empathy”, there are codes of distributing duties
and responsibilities equally, granting privilege, consistent reaction, fair decisions
under the heading of “justice”. While there are codes of transparent attitude, im-
portance given to common principles, self-criticism under the title of “honesty”,
there are codes of being humble and benefiting from expertise under the title of
“humility”.

1. Findings Related to the Altruistic Behavior of the School Principals

Teachers were asked the question “How would you evaluate your school prin-
cipal in terms of displaying altruistic behaviors (attitudes and behaviors focused on
interests and needs)? Explain”. In line with the responses received from teachers
for school principals to display altruistic behaviors; four codes have been deter-
mined as considering the interests and needs, valuing, thinking about the emp-
loyee before himself and making self sacrifice. The responses of the teachers
regarding these codes were evaluated in detail.

1.1. Considering interests and needs

9 of the teachers stated that school principals do not consider their own inte-
rests and needs, 2 of them stated that school principals consider it, and 2 of them
stated that school principals consider it partially. Some opinions highlighted by
teachers according to this code are as follows;

“I do not think that the needs in my school are too much in the foreground, 1
think that the school principal just tries to save the day as he is a traditional
manager, I assume. Maybe I am wrong but I think so” (T1).

“Our school principal increases the interest where there is success rather than
interest and need, and we encounter indifference when there is no success.
Our criterion is mostly about success. Because of the system, there is TEOG
exam pressure, after all, the principal is under pressure and so we are. It goes
in loop. (T2)”

“When you look at it In general, I did not have a problem . But when you
look at the school management, there is not only a problem with teachers but
also a communication gap about teachers. This is probably due to an attitude
stemming from the traditional management approach. I think school mana-
gement is not tend to the needs and interest of teachers.(13)”

1.2. Valuing

5 of the teachers stated that they think that school principals do not value
them, 6 of them stated that they are valued by school principals and 1 of them sta-
ted that they are partially valued. Some of the opinions of teachers about school
principals’ valuing them are;
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“I don’t think, I don’t think he values us. If you work with a person
who doesn’t empathize, if you work with a person who doesn’t
care about you, of course, it means that he does not value you. We have
had some major conversations about lessons and classes before. Not
only me, but at least thirty of forty teachers working here had problems
with the school principal. If I know my own faults before blaming ot-
hers for theirs, it does not just end with me. If it was just a problem with
me, I would sit and put my hat in front of me and evaluate it. I don’t
think there is such a thing. What are the things that pushed me to this?
As 1 said, I think that the managers who think of only their own com-
fort are not student-oriented but they are just working to make their
future brighter. I think their leadership understanding is traditionalist
“(T1).

“No way, I think that he will exile me if he can. The problems I have
experienced are effective in this decision, of course” (T6).

“Yes, I think. I shared all the problems I had up to now with him and
stood behind me on everything” (T10).

“I think he values, yes. For example, I can say that he has supported me
in a few special cases and did not make me difficult” (T13)

1.2. Considering the employee before himself

While 9 of the teachers responded negatively to the question about conside-
ring the employee before themselves, 3 of them gave positive opinions. 1 teacher
left this question unanswered. Some of the teachers’ views are as follows;

“Our school principal is someone who thinks about himself. We can
sense this from his behaviors. For example, the reading corner
had been a subject of speech, a photo would be taken. The sofas

in the teachers’ room were taken and a corner was created. The photo
was taken and the sofas came back in place. Completely, the principal
did such a thing considering his career and prestige “(T8).

“He does not engage in behaviors that will shake his authority. First of
all, he is rule-oriented. Maybe, he has future concerns about manage-
ment” (T6).

“In general, he is work-oriented. I do not think that he is very interested
in teacher’s emotional and psychological dimension” (13).
1.4. Making Sacrifice

7 of the teachers stated that school principals did not act devotedly in mat-
ters that benefit the employees, and 6 stated that school principals showed devo-
ted behaviors. Some of the teachers’ views are as follows;
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Absolutely he is not in an unrequited expectation. Now there are ex-
pectations; when he provides you a convenience, he is completely ex-
pecting something in return. When you do not return the favor (accor-
ding to him, of course), he can rip you to pieces for the favor he has
done before. For example, one of your relatives has died. You need to
use administrative leave, even in this case, you get a sick report to have
an official permission, in this way you do not get administrative leave.
as he would expect in return, you do not want to experience administ-
rative leave even in an emergency situation. We are faced with such a
situation “(T1).

“No. He thinks about the job, however. He also expresses this idea. 1
do my job and you do your job. I mean, he is a traditionalist” (T3).”

“What I see is that the school principal sets to work without expecting
anything in return. Is this always the same extent as those working to-
gether, but it is debatable, but I think he does his best for the school’s
problems” (T6).

“When they do a favor, I see that they want to use the favor and expect
in return. The sentences I hear from school principals as follows; we
have done that for you before and you should do it well in return. For
example, the school principal threatened us that you would not have a
day free if he wanted to” (T8).

2. Findings Related to the Empathy Behavior of School Principals

Teachers were asked as “How would you evaluate your school principal in
terms of empathetic behavior? Please explain with examples.” In line with the res-
ponses of teachers to school principals’ empathy-building behaviors, four codes
were created; empathetic communication, sharing the problem, understanding
the teacher and sensitivity. These codes are discussed in detail.

2.1. Empathetic communication

9 of the teachers stated that school principals did not empathize in commu-
nication, 3 of them stated that school principals empathized in communication, 1
of them stated that the school principal partially empathized in communication.
Some of the teachers’ views are;

“I think there is a lack of empathy for my own lesson because I am a
physical education teacher. We are dealing with many difficulties and
material difficulties in my physical education lesson. I think ignoring
these issues and expecting better successes is a behavior that lacks
empathy”(T2).

“So now my understanding of work is a bit unusual. I am a teacher,
school principal is this school’s manager, we have responsibilities to
each other. I have never seen the principal as my supervisor, actually 1
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saw him as my colleague and asked him to treat me like that. Because
I thought that if everybody fulfills their responsibility, no problem will
arise. Surely the principal should put himself in the teachers’ shoes, his
empathy should be developed. He should not forget that we deal with
dozens of students. It should not be forgotten that we have another life
and personality other than teaching. I see that it’s not like that
lately. I did, you will apply, I do not need your opinion. This is how it
works, the system works like this, and there are tensions between
principals and teachers with such systems. The teacher must participa-
te in the decisions taken in the school (in every sense). In ma-
king decisions, responsibilities must be shared with the principal in
terms of implementation. I think the principal behaves traditionally. 1
worked in 4-5 schools, the situation was the same in all of them
“(T5).

“I don’t think he empathizes. He sees himself as the owner of this scho-
ol, not as a teacher, so I think he sees himself in a different place dif-
ferent from us”(T6).

“So I don’t think there is empathy for most of the time. Sometimes
when we are bored and ask for something from the principal, he says
that we should focus on our work first, and we should stand by the
students. He is workaholic “ (T8).

“His sense of empathy is very good, I have two children, he knows that
I have a child even if I don’t explain the problem. He was very flexible
to me. There are some problems but he ignored them and focused on
the maternity situation. Although he was bored in some cases that he
had to obey” (T12).

2.2. Sharing the problem

5 of the teachers stated that the school principals did not consider their
problems, needs and expectations, and 8 stated that the school principals consi-
dered their problems, needs and expectations. Some of the teachers’ views are
given below;

“In general, I share my problems with the school principal, I can reach
him” (T3).

“I think he is understanding about my personal problems, but I don’t
think he is very understanding as he is not very supportive about issues
such as school and my lesson. I developed a project by myself at the
end of the first year. It was piano education for orphans. 1 did not
want to do this in terms of any course. They said they would open
a course but later I saw that there ~ was neither a development nor a
course. They even said that I was not doing any work” (T7).
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2.3. Understanding the Teacher

While 6 of the teachers stated that the principals did not view the events
from their own perspective and did not understand themselves, 5 responded that
the school principals understood them and 2 responded that the school princi-
pals did this partially and changed their idea depending on the situation. Some
of the teachers’ responses to this sub-theme are as follows;

“In other words, we can say that the principal understands me on cer-
tain issues, but does not understand me on certain issues, but these
issues vary depending on the situation. I can say that when I have an
emergency situation, for example, and although I tell about the prob-
lem I sometimes see that his attitude is not very moderate. Sometimes
he is moderate for such situations, there is a variability depending on
the situation “ (T2).

“We did not have any problems with him in any matter, I think he
understands me” (T3).

“I can say that he understands me because our worldview is the same
as our principal, but in this sense, there are teachers from every view in
our school, I don’t know how I would answer if I was a teacher whose
worldview was different” (T4).

2.4. Sensitivity

5 of the teachers stated that school principals were not sensitive towards
them, 7 of them stated that school principals were sensitive and 1 of them stated
that school principals were partially sensitive. Some of the teachers’ views are as
follows;

“He is not sensitive, because we have never been together. When we see
each other outside, we do not even greet each other because there are
not so many intimate relationships. Obviously I have no commitment
for the school emotionally. I see that these feelings are common not
only for me but also for our friends” (T1) .

“He is sensitive, a situation like this arises in that matter. I think that
when we open up our problems to him, I think he is trying to help us,
whether he is in school or out of school. This situation increases our
motivation, especially when we talk to him about our problems and
when the feedback is good, our desire to go to school increases even
more “(T2).

“Of course he supports, thank us when we come up with a project, he
supports and helps us as much as possible. This situation motivates
me, I know that I have an administration to understand me when I
have a problem, so, I make sacrifice, for example, For example, I said
that I could bear  a little more although I was sick and I was allowed

579



Rezzan Ugar & Sarp Ugur

to go home. I remember saying to the principal that if I can not bear,
I'll come and get permission from you. Of course, this situation is all
about leadership. “(T4)

3. Findings Related to School Principals’ Displaying Fair Behaviors

Teachers were asked as “What role does your school principal play in ensuring
Justice at school? Please explain.” Four codes were determined in line with the
responses of teachers to the fair behavior of school principals; fair treatment,
privileged groups, consistent reaction, fair decisions. The created codes are desc-

ribed below.

3.1. Fair treatment

10 of the teachers stated that the principals did not treat them fairly, 2 of
them stated that the principals treated them fairly, and 1 stated that the princi-
pals were partially fair. Some of the teachers’ views are as follows;

“In other words, I observe that no injustice is done to anyone and that
no disrespect is permitted for anyone” (T4).

“I think he provides the necessary help to those who overlap with his
own ideas. However, I think that he distinguishes among tho-
se who are against him” (T6).

“I don’t think he is fair. We experienced this situation while he was
grading us for the teacher performance grade. I mean he did not act fa-
irly. He graded the items without examining enough. I mean he treated
everyone differently” (T9).

3.2. Privileged groups

7 of the teachers stated that school principals allow privileged groups, 6 of
them stated that this is not the case. Some of the teachers’ views are as follows;
‘As the manager is generally work-oriented, he will not turn to them.
In other words, there are no privileged groups. I could not observe it”
(13).
“I have been in this school for three years, and I realized that there are
groupings among teachers in the school for this reason” (T6).

“I mean. There is a little more male domination, the female teachers
remain in the background mostly” (T11).

3.3. Consistent reaction

Twelve of the teachers stated that school principals did not show the same
reaction to the mistakes made by all of the employees, and 2 stated that the prin-
cipals showed the same reaction to all teachers working in the school. Some of
the teachers’ views are as follows;
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“It is generally the same, but, the answer may vary from the person’s
mood to other reasons “ (T4).

“I do not think. He shows me more reaction.For example, he shows a
softer reaction to the person that he gets on well with. I mean the reac-
tion depends on the person” (T6).

“Of course, his reaction is different for the groups that he is sincere
with. He warns us in more bureaucratic ways when there is a deficiency
in what needs to be done. But I have heard him saying to the others
“Friends, let’s do it like this.”” (T8).

“I think he is a bit harsher towards women, because we encountered
this situation” (T11).

3.4. Fair decisions

While 4 of the teachers claimed that school principals did not act equally
while distributing duties and responsibilities, 9 stated that duties and responsibi-
lities were distributed equally. Some of the teachers’ views are as follows;

“Yes, I can not say anything about that issue. He is definitely equal”
(T1).

“The tasks we have received so far and the tasks for specific days and
weeks are distributed equally and they make the questioning of these
tasks equally” (T2)

“I have all the burden. There are two counselors in the school. This is
the general way of school” (T10).

4. Teachers’ Views on School Principals’ Honesty Behaviors

Teachers were asked as “Could you evaluate your school principal’s behaviors
in honesty framework?”. Three codes have been determined in line with the res-
ponses of teachers to school principals to display honest behaviors: transparent
attitude, importance given to common values, self-criticism.

4.1. Transparent attitude

5 of the teachers stated that school principals do not show an open and
transparent attitude, and 8 of them think that school principals are open and
transparent in their relations. Some of the opinions of the teachers are as follows;

“We have already had a problem with him about this issue before. Let
me say that he had promised me about an subject before, but later;there
was no progress on the subject I had mentioned to him before. For ex-
ample, let me say that I got a permit, and this permit was not kept when
the verb came to effect, that is, when it came to practice “(T2).
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“We see him that way, but as I said, we sometimes think that he is so
when we think about him. When people know each other, maybe they
see the visible part of the iceberg. In some cases, I think so, I may not
know it” (T4).

“I definitely do not think that school principals are very transparent.
1 think so because of the experiences. For example when you ask for
the reason of something or ask why it is that way, they explain that the
procedure is like this and it has to be like this. They should explain the
reason when doing this, I think so” (T5).

4.2. The importance given to common values

3 of the teachers stated that they think that school principals give more im-
portance to their personal gain, 10 of them think that school principals keep
common values more superior than their personal gain. Some of the teachers’
views are as follows;

“I think that his personal future is more important because I think he
acts with the thought of fully assuring himself” (T1).

“I think values and principles are more important. So, let me say that
he is trying to manage us through his certain attitude and principle,
and tries not to get out of these attitudes in any way” (T2).

“Our school principal is a person with principles, and the reflection
of this is positive in students. He says to us that when necessary, you
do not have to teach lessons , first of all we need moral students. The-
refore, I see that there is a person who has values and prioritizes his
values” (T4).

“Based on what I see, his personal values outweigh. Leave us aside, 1
don’t think that he cares about students when we think about students”
(T6).

4.3. Self-criticism

5 of the teachers stated that school principals did not self-criticize and did
not accept their mistakes, 7 stated that they made self-criticism and accepted
their mistakes, 1 of them stated that they partially self-criticize and accept their
mistakes. Some of the teachers’ views are as follows;

“I am a person who knows how to go and apologize when I make a
mistake. I see my school principal first as an older brother, then as a
elder; then as a person who is appointed by the government, after that
1 see him as a principal. This is step by step. If I make a mistake, I will
explain it to him and I apologize, I mean, I do whatever I have to do.
But I have never encountered or seen our principal apologizing beca-
use of the mistakes he has made to people around him. Based on the
problems she had with my colleagues, this is an indication of traditio-
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nal managers. If he had been a servant leader, he would certainly not
have had to engage in such behavior “(T1).

“It was a situation that I witnessed directly. We seriously argued among
all the teachers at the beginning of the year. He wanted to take a state-
ment about me. We took a break, when he understood the real face of
the event, he apologized to me among all the teachers” (T7).

“Our school principal says you can say what you want in the meeting,
criticize me, tell me my mistakes, but I do not find it sincere. Actually,
teachers do not attempt this situation because of his power to evaluate
performance scores” (T8).

5. Findings on The Humility Behaviors of School Principals

Teachers were asked as “How would you evaluate your school principal in
terms of humility behaviors? Why? Explain.” Two codes were created in line with
the teachers’ responses as to whether the principals’ behavior was humble. These
codes are being modest and benefiting from the expertise of the employees.

5.1. Being humble

5 of the teachers stated that school principals do not show humble behaviors
and 8 stated that school principals show humble behaviors. Some of the teachers’
views are as follows;

“To measure the humility of a person, you have to spend time with that

person. If you are a manager, if you don’t enter your teachers’ room as
a teacher, and if you do not say hello to your teachers when you arrive
in the morning, the answer is clear. If you cannot sit and meet with
your own employee, the answer for this is also clear.”(T1).

“Our principal is a humble person. Recently several visits were made by
another high school. Our school principal welcomed them at the door,
addressed them by name and chatted. And the guests talked about
their principal, they said “when we pass through the principal’s room,
we draw a bow.” but we can not do that. They said that this attitude of
the principal was very positive “(T4).

“I wish he was such a person. If he was, when we come across in the
morning, we could say hello or good morning. It is always expected
from us. We can understand that he looks down on us” (T6).

“I find him really humble. As his experience in administration is one
year old, when I expressed my opinion on some issues, he stated that

“ My colleague, next year will be better. It stems from my inexperience
“» (T]Z).
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5.2. Benefiting from expertise

7 of the teachers stated that school principals do not benefit from their own
expertise, 6 of them stated that school principals are doing the necessary work
to benefit from their expertise on the subjects they are capable of. Some of the
opinions of the teachers are as follows;

As 1 said, our school principal is not someone who communicates
very much with his own employee. There are areas where every per-
son is talented. Because we are branch teachers, it cannot be claimed
that an English language teacher can teach Turkish better. Or I cannot
claim that I can train children better than a physical education teac-
her. There are areas where everyone is successful. However, it cannot
be said that much attention has been paid to these differences in our
school “(T1)

“Our branches are very different, I think that if I expressed that I am
more talented in one subject, he would welcome positively” (T2).

“In other words, I think it is somewhat inappropriate in human rela-
tions to go to the superior and say I am more expert in this field, but
when I tell this to my principal in an appropriate manner and present
this for reasonable reasons, I know that my principal will agree “ (T4)

“Our branches are different, everyone is an expert in his own branch, 1
respect his field of expertise, so he should also respect me. For example,
when a study about school or my branch math was done, I saw that he
decided on his own without consulting us. I don’t think he respects me
and my expertise “(T6)

Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions

In this section, research findings are compared within themselves and by
associating them with the findings of previous researches.

In the quantitative findings of the research, while the opinions of the teac-
hers regarding the altruistic behavior sub-dimension of the servant leadership
are at the level of I agree very much, in the qualitative findings; the majority of
teachers responded negatively to the codes of taking into consideration the inte-
rests and needs, thinking about the employee before himself and making sacrifice.
However, most of the teachers evaluated school principals positively in the va-
luing code. It is stated in the studies carried out that the principal should value
the employees and make sacrifices. In addition, it is believed that the efforts and
devotion of the principal will be effective in the efforts of the employees (Gir-
biiz, Erdem & Yiudirim, 2013). Altruistic behavior is a phenomenon within the
person who has the understanding of serving. This understanding can be seen in
behaviors and speeches (Yilmaz, 2010). Therefore, it can be said that the essence
of service phrase is a dominant personality trait in the servant leader. Greenleaf
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(1977) states that this spirit of service begins with a natural feeling. The leader
takes action with this feeling and turns towards his employees. The leader, who
shows altruistic behavior, focuses on the interests and needs of his employees. As
this will serve as reciprocity, it can also has effect on socialization, collaboration,
communication, loyalty and citizenship in organizations. The qualitative findings
obtained in the study can be expressed as that school principals have deficienci-
es in terms of considering teachers’ interests and needs while valuing teachers,
thinking about the employee before themselves and making self-sacrifice. In this
context, qualitative findings in the dimension of altruistic behavior do not subs-
tantially support the quantitative finding.

While the views of the teachers regarding the empathy sub-dimension of the
servant leadership in the quantitative findings of the research are at the level of I
agree very much, in qualitative findings, most teachers evaluated the school prin-
cipal negatively in understanding the teacher and empathetic communication codes
and most of the teachers’ views were positive in sharing the problem and sensitivity
codes. Empathy is thought to play a key role in sharing, helping, and altruistic be-
haviors that are important for servant leadership (Ekinci, 2013). Empathy, which
is an important part of leadership, is particularly important due to the increasing
use of teams and the talent retention at the speed of globalization (Goleman,
2016). Spears (2005) states that a leader should act by considering their goodwill
even if he does not like his employees’ behavior and performance. It is also im-
portant for school principals to develop an approach that understands teachers
and takes into account their problems, needs and expectations. In this context,
when the qualitative findings are analyzed, it can be stated that although school
principals neglected their behaviors about establishing empathy with the teacher
and trying to understand the teacher, they could share the problem of the teac-
her and were sensitive towards the teacher. Within this dimension, qualitative
findings partially support the quantitative findings. Qualitative findings partially
support the quantitative findings within the scope of this dimension. Usta and
Unsal (2018) examined the servant leadership behaviors of school principals and
reached the conclusion that they showed a high level of empathy. On the other
hand, Biiyiiksahin Cevik (2017) concluded in his research that school principals
have partial empathy behavior.

When the quantitative findings regarding the justice sub-dimension of scho-
ol principals’ servant leadership behaviors are analyzed, it is understood that
the teachers expressed opinions with this dimension at the level of I agree very
much. In qualitative findings, most of the teachers’ views on school principals
are negative in the fair behavior, privileged groups and consistent reaction codes.
In the fair decision code, most teachers evaluated the principal positively. Fair
attitudes and behaviors represent an important dimension of servant leadership
that makes sense as an internal acceptance (Ekinci, 2013). Employees want to
be treated fairly so that they can exhibit more positive behaviors on behalf of
the organization (Barling & Phillips, 1993). However, based on the qualitative
findings of the study, it can be stated that school principals do not exhibit fair
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behavior towards teachers, that they allow privileged groups and their reactions
towards all staff are not the same. On the other hand, despite these disadvanta-
ges, it can be considered as a remarkable finding that the principals made fair
decisions while distributing duties and responsibilities. In the justice dimension
of the servant leadership behaviors of school principals, qualitative findings do
not support quantitative findings to a large extent.

When the quantitative findings regarding the honesty dimension of the ser-
vant leadership are examined, it is seen that the teachers expressed opinions at
the level of I agree very much. In qualitative findings, teachers has also positively
evaluated school principals for the fransparent attitudes, the importance given to
common values and self-criticism codes. Servant leadership can be effective in
creating a warm educational environment based on mutual respect. Serving ide-
as, beliefs, teachers, students and families are involved in the servant leadership
role of school principals (Is & Balci, 2017). One of the important factors in pro-
viding this service is the honest behavior of the school principal. In this context, it
can be stated that qualitative findings support quantitative findings. It is unders-
tood that school principals often behave honestly towards teachers.

When the quantitative findings in the humility dimension of the servant le-
adership were examined, the teachers stated that school principals often disp-
lay humble behaviors. In qualitative findings, most of the teachers evaluated the
school principals positively in the code of being humble, while most of the te-
achers evaluated the school principals negatively in the code of benefiting from
expertise. The servant leader has a tolerant and at the same time humble charac-
ter. The leader, who behaves naturally, also avoids unnatural behavior. Arrogant
and selfish behaviors are the biggest obstacle for employee commitment. At the
center of the servant leader are other people, not himself (Patterson, 2003). With
this understanding, the leader tries to benefit from the expertise of others, and
there is contribution of the others to the leader’s success (Dierendonck, 2011).
Humble leaders never look down on their employees (Yilmaz, 2010). When this
situation is handled within the framework of servant leadership approach, it can
be stated that it has gained more importance. Based on the qualitative findings
of the research, it can be stated that school principals exhibit modest behaviors
and avoid arrogance and talking about themselves. Despite this, it can be stated
that the school principals ignore the behaviors such as being aware of teachers’
expertise and abilities and benefiting from these expertise and abilities. This may
be due to the fact that school principals think that using the expertise of teachers
more talented than themselves will shake their authority. Within the framework
of these findings, it can be stated that the qualitative findings in the humility di-
mension of servant leadership partially support the quantitative findings.

When the research is evaluated in general, teachers working in secondary
schools have evaluated the servant leadership behaviors of school principals at
high level in quantitative dimension. There are research results supporting the-
se findings in the literature (Cicek, 2015; Is & Balci, 2017; Kahveci & Aypay,
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2013). However, in some studies (Balay, Kaya, Gecdogan-Yilmaz, 2014; Sala-
meh, 2011), it was found that the school principals’ servant leadership behaviors
were at medium level. In the quantitative dimension of the research, although
teachers stated that school principals often exhibit their servant leadership beha-
viors, in qualitative findings, teachers stated that school principals did not ade-
quately exhibit their servant leadership behaviors. Therefore, the quantitative
and qualitative findings of the research did not show parallelism. As qualitative
research allows deep and detailed study, this situation may be due to the fact that
it facilitates an in-depth understanding of the subject studied and presents the
perspectives of the teachers in detail (Cresswell, 2017; Patton, 2014).

Servant leader is the person placing the needs of others before his own ne-
eds, honest, moral, tolerant, sensitive to basic and universal human values, pro-
ducing, reproducing, complementing, avoiding all kinds of extremes, devoted to
local culture and belief values, providing change and transformation, compatible
with the inner and outer world, producing knowledge, concepts and meanings
besides the leadership authority; so it can be argued that servant leadership is
important for educational organizations as a type of leadership that triggers pe-
ople to transform their potentials into performance and that goes beyond in-
dividual selfishness and desires to the development and needs of organization
members (Akyliz & Eren, 2013). Because the behavior of the leader can affect
the behaviors and attitudes of the employees. In this context, although it was re-
vealed in the quantitative findings of the study that school principals performed
their servant leadership behaviors at very high levels, qualitative findings did not
show parallelism with quantitative findings. Based on these findings, it can be
stated that school principals should have a more service-oriented leadership app-
roach towards teachers. In the qualitative findings of the research, considering
that school principals do not display servant leadership behaviors sufficiently,
researches that examine the servant leadership behaviors of school principals in
depth can be conducted.
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Tiirkce Siiriim

Giris
Gecmisten gliniimiize yasamis toplumlarin tiimiinde grubu yonlendiren bi-
rine ihtiya¢ duyulmustur. Bu kisi zamanla lider adin1 almis ve farkl sekillerde
tanimlanmustir. Liderlik kavrami yonetim diisiincesine paralel olarak degismis
cesitli acilardan irdelenmistir. Orgiitlerin amaclarina ulasmasinda cok nemli bir
roli tstlenen liderlik zamanla geleneksel Orgiit yonetiminin Otesine gegmis aras-
tirmalarla farkli liderlik tiirleri ortaya ¢ikmuistir.

Liderlik, bir statii ya da prestij degil (Salameh, 2011) lider olan kisiyi bagarilt
olma giidisityle harekete geciren (Goleman, 2016) ve calisanlarint hayal dahi
edilemeyecek noktalara kadar tasiyabilen bir durumdur. Genel anlamda lider-
lik, bir amaci gerceklestirme yoniinde bireysel motivasyon ve yetenekleri etki-
leyen ve rehberlik eden, giic iligkilerinin yonetimi ve motivasyon kavramlariyla
6zdeslesmis sosyal bir siiregtir (Sagir, 2013:185, Cemaloglu, 2013:133). Liderlik,
caliganlara hizmet etme sanatidir. Bu acidan liderligin tam olarak sanat haline
doniistiigli bunun yani sira liderin iktidarini paylastigl, calisanlarinin kendileri-
ni gerceklestirmesine yOnelik ihtiyaclarini dikkate aldigi ve onlarin gelisimine
odaklandig1 bir anlayis1 vurgulayan hizmetkar liderlik modeli ortaya ¢ikmaktadir
(Findikgi, 2012).

Yeni bir anlayis ve paradigma dogrultusunda ortaya ¢ikan hizmetkar liderlik;
iktidar giictintin “piramidin tepesinde” toplandig1 geleneksel liderlik anlayiginin
¢ok Otesinde bir anlayisa sahiptir (Greenleaf, 2007). Hizmetkar lider, ben enge-
liyle basa cikmis, kendisini insana ve insanliga faydaya adayan diiriist, ahlakli, du-
yarli, iireten bir rehber, degisim ve donlisiimii koriikleyen, insanlarin potansiyel-
lerini performansa dontstiirmelerini tetikleyen donanima sahip 6zel bir kisiliktir
(Findikgi, 2012). Bu liderlik tiirtinde bencillige kapilmadan, insanlarin iyiligine
yonelik dnder olabilme anlayigi ve uygulamasi (Ozmutlu, 2011) hakimdir. Lider,
adeta “Siipermen” gibi her soruna ¢oziim getirmek yerine herkesin igindeki en
iyiyi ortaya koyabilmeyi amaglayan ve bunu basarabilen bir hizmetkar ve destek-
leyicidir (Aksoy, 2014). Bu yeni liderlik anlayisi, kendini begenmisligin diginda
digerlerine hizmet etmeyi temel alan farkl bir vizyonu yiiceltmektedir (Akyiiz ve
Eren, 2013). Gelecege yonelik olarak calisanlarla ortak bir sekilde tasarlanan bu
vizyon, kaynaklarin kullanimi ile ¢alisanlara yonelik beceri ve yeteneklerin ortaya
cikartilmasinda adeta bir miknatis gorevi gérmektedir (Salameh, 2011).

Hizmetkar liderligin temelindeki fikirler cok eski olmasina ragmen bunu
giiniimiiz kosullarina uyarlayip bir calisma prensibi olarak ortaya koyan ilk kisi
Robert K. Greenleaf olmustur. O, basarili olan orgiitlerin temelinde ¢aliganla-
rin ve kurumlarin ihtiyaglarina hizmet eden destek verici liderlerin oldugunu,
orgiitlerin de calisanlar icin var olabildigi kadar varligini siirdiirebilecegini ifade
etmektedir (Greenleaf, 1977). Esasinda onu bu diisiincelere sevk eden ana etken
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1960’1 yillarda yayimlanan manevi arayis icerisindeki bir grup insanin efsanevi
yolculugunu anlatan Herman Hesse’nin “Dogu’ya Yolculuk” adindaki kisa roma-
nina dayanmaktadir (Spears, 2005). Romanda; gizli bir cemiyetin se¢kin tiyeleri
tarafindan, cemiyetin gizli amaclar ile iiyelerinin kisisel amaclarini gercekles-
tirmek iizere adeta ortak bir gayeye ulasma dogrultusunda yapilan yolculugun
seriiveni anlatilmaktadir. Bu yolculukta Leo adindaki bir usak, kafileye hizmet
etmekle birlikte ayni zamanda onlarin mutlu olmasi igin de sarkilar sdylemekte-
dir. Bir giin aniden Leo ortadan kaybolur ve biitiin ugraglara ragmen bulunamaz.
Bu durum kafileyi iiziintiiye siirtikler, liyeler arasinda kavgalar baslar ve bir siire
sonra kafile dagilir ve yillar sonra Leo adindaki hizmetcinin kafilenin gergek li-
deri oldugu anlagilir (Hesse, 1997). Greenleaf, bu hikayeyi okuduktan sonra mii-
kemmel bir liderin ilk olarak digerlerine hizmetkar oldugu ve bu basit gercegin
de onun biiytkligiiniin merkezini olusturdugu sonucuna varmigtir (Spears, 2005)
ve liderligi; Dogu'nun “hizmetkarlik” anlayistyla Bat'min “liderlik” anlayigini
sentezleyerek sevgi, maneviyat ve hosgorii (Aksoy, 2014) temelinde hizmetkar/
hizmet¢i anlaminda metaforik bir anlayisla ele almistir.

Hizmetkar liderlik kavraminin gelismesinde biiyiik katkilart olan Greenleaf
hizmetkar liderligin 6zelliklerini ve hangi boyutlarda olacagini net bir sekilde
ortaya koymamistir. Bundan dolayr ondan sonra gelen bilim insanlar1 kavrama
yonelik gelistirdikleri ¢esitli modellerle bu eksikligi tamamlamaya ¢aligmislardir.
Ancak bu modellere yonelik bir standardin olmayisi (Akdol, 2015; Dal, 2014;
Tiirkmen, 2016) yapilan calismalarda da farkli yaklagimlarin olugmasina neden
olmustur. Olusturulan boyut ve modeller ayni zamanda hizmetkar liderin han-
gi Ozellikleri tagimasi gerektigi yoniindeki muhtemel bir sorunun da cevaplari-
n1 icermektedir. Blanchard ve Miller (2011); “The Secret What Great Leaders
Know and Do” (Liderlik Sirlar1) adli yapitinda bu 6zellikleri Ingilizcedeki serve
fiilinden hareketle; Gelecege bakma (See the future), bag kurma ve gelistirme
(Engage and develop others), yeniden kesfetme (Reinvent Continuously), sonug-
lara ve iliskilere deger verme (Value results and relationships), ortak degerleri
somutlagtirma (Embody the values) seklinde aciklamiglardir. Spears (2004, 2005),
hizmetkar liderligi Greenleaf’in yazilarindan yola cikarak; dinleme, empati, iyi-
lestirme, farkindalik, ikna etme, kavramlastirma, ileri goriisliiliik, sorumlu yone-
ticilik, insanlarin gelisimini tstlenme ve ortaklik olusturma seklinde on boyutta
ele alirken, Laub (1999) hizmetkar liderligi, insanlara deger verme, insanlar1
gelistirme, topluluk olusturma, ozgiinliik sergileme, liderligi paylasma ve lider-
ligi olusturma olmak iizere alt1 boyutta, Dierendonck (2011) hizmetkar liderligi
gelistirme ve giiclendirme, tevazu, otantiklik, kisilerarasi kabullenme, sorumlu
yoneticilik ve yon belirleme olmak iizere alt1 boyutta ele almistir. Ekinci (2015)
ise hizmetkar liderligin boyutlarini empati, 6zgecil davranislar, alcakgoniilliliik,
diirtistlik ve adalet seklinde belirlemistir. Bu calismada Ekinci (2015) tarafindan
yapilandirilan boyutlar temel alinmistir.

Hizmetkar liderlikte empati, liderin ¢alisanlar1 anlayabilmesine yonelik ca-
basi (Ozmutlu, 2011) olarak tanimlanmakta iletisim, etkin dinleme ve sosyal et-
kilesim gibi 6nemli unsurlar1 kapsamaktadir (Ekinci, 2015). Ozgecil davranislar,
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liderin kendisinden ziyade ¢aliganlarinin ilgi ve ihtiyaclarina yoneldigi bir yaklasi-
mu ifade etmektedir (Eren, 2015) alcakgoniilliiliik, tevazii sahibi olan liderin ken-
disinden ziyade calisanlarina daha fazla odaklanmasi ve onlara 6nem vermesidir
(Bakan ve Dogan, 2013) diiriistliik, soz, tutum ve davraniglarinda tutarhlik, sosyal
iligki icerisinde bulundugu kisilerin i¢csel olarak emin olmalar1 ve giiven duyma-
larma dayali bir durumu ifade etmektedir. Bu da lidere ve Orgiite giiveni attiric
bir sonug¢ dogurmaktadir (Ekinci, 2013). Adalet, alinan kararlarda ve bu kararla-
ra yonelik uygulamalarda (calisanlarin algilarina gore) hakkaniyetle, diiriist bir
sekilde ayrim yapmadan hareket etme olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Eren, 2015).

Hizmetkar liderlikle ilgili ¢esitli alanlarda bir¢ok caligma yapilmistir. Yapi-
lan arastirmalarda hizmetkar liderligin calisanlarin yasamlarindaki temel amaci-
n1 bulabilme, caligma arkadaslari ile giiclii bir bag gelistirebilme ve kendi inang-
laryla igyerinin degerleri arasinda uyum saglayabilme cabasi olarak (Sadykova ve
Tutar, 2014) is yeri maneviyatini olumlu yonde etkiledigi (Khan, Khan ve Cha-
udhry, 2015), ¢calisanlarin tutum ve davraniglari iizerinde olumlu etkilerinin oldu-
gu (Liu, Hu ve Cheng, 2015), calisanlarin isyerine sadakatini artirirken, igyerine
katilimlarini da destekledigi (Carter ve Barghurst, 2014), calisanlarin yetkilen-
dirilme algilarini arttirdigi (Winkle, Allen, De Vore ve Winston, 2014), orgiitsel
giiveni olumlu yonde etkiledigi (Jones, 2012), algilanan 6rgiitsel destege katkida
bulundugu (Zhou ve Miao, 2014), calisanlarin psikolojik sagliginin 6énemli bir be-
lirleyicisi oldugu (Rivkin, Diestel ve Schmidt, 2014) is tatminini arttirdigi (Eren
ve Yalcintas, 2017) ortaya cikmistir. Hizmetkar liderlige yonelik egitim orgiitleri
tizerine yapilan caligmalarda ise; hizmetkar liderligin okul kiiltiird (Yalgin ve Ka-
radag, 2013) ve okul mudiirlerinin farkliliklar1 ydnetme becerileri (Balay, Kaya
ve Gecdogan-Yilmaz, 2014) ile iligkili oldugu okul kiiltiirii ve 6grenci basarist
iizerinde etkili oldugu (Herndon, 2007), 6gretmenlerin bagliliklarini (Tirkmen,
2016) ve is doyumlarini (Shaw ve Newton, 2014) etkiledigi sonuclarina ulagilmis-
tir.

Okullar birbirine bagl bilesenlerden olusan iyi tanimlanmig kurallar1 ve
normlart bulunan istikrar icin uyum saglamig karmagik orgiitlerdir (Luneng-
burg ve Ornstein, 2012). Egitimin niteliginin belirlenmesinde okul miidiirlerinin
onemli bir roli bulunmaktadir. Ciinkii okul mudiriiniin sergiledigi liderlik dav-
raniglar1 6gretmenlerin bir¢ok davramigini etkilemekte bu durum dogrudan egi-
timin ¢iktilar1 tizerinde etkili olabilmektedir (Fridell, Belcher ve Messner, 2009).
Hizmetkar bir lider olarak okul midiirii; kendinden 6nce sen ya da biz diyebilen
oncelikle 6gretmenlerini distinen, kendisini 6gretmenlerine adayan, kendisini
tamamlayici olarak goren ve 6gretmenlerinin eksikliklerini tamamlayarak onla-
rin gelisimlerini giiclendiren, 6gretmenlerinin istek ve taleplerini merkeze alan
onlara giivenen ve deger veren, okulda kendisine hizmet edilmekten ¢ok ken-
disinin 6gretmenlerine hizmet ettigi hizmet odakli bir okul kiltiiriiniin ingasi-
n1 olusturan, iletisim yetenegi kuvvetli, etkin dinleme becerisine sahip, empati
yetenegi gelismis, alcakgonilld, giivenilir, diirtst, adil (Ekinci, 2015; Findiket,
2012) bir kisi olarak diisiinilebilir. Okul miidiirlerinin, okullar1 yonetirken ter-
cih etmeleri gereken bir liderlik yaklagimi olarak ifade edilen (Akyiiz ve Eren,
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2013) hizmetkar liderligin okullardaki egitim 6gretim siireci icin 6nem tagidigt
diistiniilmektedir. Okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarinin detaylh
bir sekilde incelenmesinin alan yazina katki saglayacag: diistincesinden hareketle
¢aligma, okul midiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarinin 6gretmen goriisle-
ri dogrultusunda analiz edilmesine yonelik olarak tasarlanmigstir. Bu baglamda
arastirmada ¢gretmenlerin okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarina
iligkin goriislerini saptamak amaclanmustir.

Yontem

Arastirmada nitel ve nicel boyutlarin birlikte yer aldigi karma yontem kul-
lanilmistir. Karma yontem, arastirmacinin aragtirma problemlerini anlamak i¢in
hem nicel veriler hem de nitel verileri topladig: iki veri setini birbiriyle biitiin-
lestirdigi ve daha sonra bu iki veri setini biitiinlestirmenin avantajlarini kulla-
narak sonuclar c¢ikardigi bir arastirma yaklasimidir (Creswell, 2017; Creswell ve
Plano-Clark, 2018). Karma yontem; hem nitel hem nicel yaklagimlar ile bir dizi
dogrulayict ve kesfedici soruyu ayni anda ele alabilmesi, daha giiclii ¢ikarimlar
saglamasi, daha biyiik bir farkli goriis cesitliligi sagladig: diistincesi ile tek bir
desenin kullanildig1 yaklagimlara astiinliik saglamaktadir (Teddlie ve Tashakkori,
2015). Bu aragtirmada karma yontem arastirmalarindan “birlestirme (¢esitleme)
deseni” kullanilmistir. Birlestirme (cesitleme) deseninde aragtirmanin nitel ve
nicel verileri es zamanli olarak ayr1 ayr1 toplanmakta, analiz asamasinda veriler
birbirinden ayr1 olarak analiz edilmekte ve sonuclar yorumlama yaparken bir-
lestirilmektedir. Bu desende nicel sonuglar gerekli olan genel egilim ve iligkileri
aciklarken nitel sonuglar katilimcilarin derin kisisel goriislerini ortaya koymak-
tadir (Creswell, 2017). Bu kapsamda calisma grubuna nicel veriler elde etmek
amaciyla hazirlanan veri toplama araci uygulanmig ve bir yandan da konuyu de-
rinlemesine inceleyebilmek amaciyla bir grup katilimceiyla goriismeler yapilarak
nitel veriler toplanmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin cahisma grubunu 2016-2017 egitim &gretim yihinda Van Ili
merkez Tusba, Ipekyolu ve Edremit ilcelerindeki ortaokullarda gorev yapan 392
ogretmen olusturmustur. Calisma grubunun belirlenmesinde basit tesadiifi or-
nekleme yontemi ile belirlenen okullarda uygulamaya goniillii olarak katilmak
isteyen 0gretmenler secilmistir. Arastirmanin nicel boyutuna katilan 6gretmen-
lerin 209 (%53,3)’u kadin, 183 (%46,7)’1 erkek; 208 (%53,1)’i evli, 184 (%46,9)t
bekardir; 177 (%45,2)’si 3 ve daha az, 106 (%27)’s14-6 y1l, 55 (%14)’1 7-10 y1l, 54
(%13,8)’ti 11 yil ve tizeri mesleki kideme sahiptir. Katilimeilarin 114 (%29,1)’i
bir yil, 81 (%20,7)’1 iki y1l, 102 (%26)’si ¢ yil, 95 (%24,2)’i de dort yil ve tizeri
bulunduklari okulda gorev yapmaktadirlar.

Arastirmanin nitel verilerinin ¢alisma grubunu ortaokullarda gorev yapan
nicel boyuta katilan goniillii on ti¢ 6gretmen olusturmustur. Caligma grubunun
belirlenmesinde amacl 6rneklem yontemlerinden Olgiit 6rneklem kullanilmistir.
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Bu baglamda 6lgiit olarak aragtirmanin nicel boyutuna katilmig olmak ve okul
miudiirilyle en az bir yildir ¢alistyor olmak Olciitleri belirlenmistir. Belirlenen 6l-
clitler ¢ercevesinde on li¢c 6gretmen ile goriismeler gergeklestirilmistir. Arastir-
manin nitel verilerini olusturan 13 katihmcidan 9u kadin 4’ti erkektir. Katilim-
cilarmn 7’si bekar 6’s1 evli; 6’s1 3 yildir; 2’si 2 yildir; 1’1 1 buguk yil; 4’1 ise 1 yildir
ayn1 okulda gorev yapmaktadir. Katilimcilardan 1’i 1 yil, 1'i 2 y1l, 8’1 3 y1l, 1’1 4 y1l,
1’i 5 yil ve 1'i de 12 y1l mesleki kideme sahiptir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Nicel Boyut. Verilerin toplanmasinda Ekinci (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen
Okul Miidiirlerinin Hizmetkar Liderlik Davranislar1 Olcegi (OMHLDO) kulla-
nilmustir. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin kisisel 6zelliklerine iligkin bilgi edinebilmek ama-
cyla “Kisisel Bilgi Formu” hazirlanmustir. Hizmetkar Liderlik Olcegi, 5 alt boyut
(6zgecil davraniglar, empati, adalet, diriistliik, alcakgoniilliilik) ve 36 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Buna gore dokuz madde 0zgecil davraniglar boyutuna yoneliktir ve
“kendisinden Once, calisanlarini diisiiniir” ve benzeri ifadeler icermektedir, do-
kuz madde empati boyutuna yoneliktir ve “duygu ve diisiincelerimi dogru olarak
anladigini bana hissettirir” ve benzeri ifadeler icermektedir, sekiz madde adalet
boyutuna yoneliktir ve “gorev ve sorumluluklarin esit dagitilmasina 6zen goste-
rir” ve benzeri ifadeler icermektedir, yedi madde diristlik boyutuna yoneliktir
ve “okulda giivenilir biri olarak kabul goriir” ve benzeri ifadeler icermektedir, ti¢
madde algakgoniilliillik boyutuna yoneliktir ve “kendisine yonelik dvgii sozlerin-
den hoslanmaz” ve benzeri ifadeleri icermektedir. Olcegin gecerlik ve giivenirlik
calismalar1 Ekinci (2015) taratindan yapilmistir. Ekinci (2015) Cronbach Alfa
giivenirlik katsayilarini; 6zgecil davraniglar boyutunda .94, empati .94, adalet bo-
yutunda .90; diiriistlitk boyutunda .91, algakgonilliilik boyutunda .75 olarak he-
saplamistir. Bu ¢aligmada ise Olcegin tamamina iliskin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik
katsayisi .98 olarak hesaplanmistir. Alt dlcek Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayilar
ise 0zgecil davraniglar .95, empati .94, adalet .94, diiristliik .94, ve algakgoniillii-
liikk boyutu ise .82 olarak hesaplanmustir. 5°li Likert tipinde hazirlanan 6lgek; “hig
katilmiyorum”, “az katiltyorum”, “orta diizeyde katiliyorum”, “cok katiliyorum”
ve “tamamen katiliyorum” se¢eneklerinden olugsmaktadir. 36 maddelik dl¢ekten
aliabilecek en fazla hizmetkar liderlik puani 180, en az 36’dur.

Nitel Boyut. Arastirmanin nitel kismi icin veriler aragtirmacilar tarafindan
hazirlanan yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme formu ile elde edilmistir. Karma yontem
arastirmalarindan birlestirme (gesitleme) deseninde arastirmacilarin aragtirma-
nin hem nicel hem nitel kisimlarinda ayni Olceklerle veya degerlendirmelerle
paralel bir yap1 olusturmasi gerekmektedir (Creswell, 2017). Bu baglamda ortao-
kullarda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davra-
niglarini belirlemede kullanilan goriisme formunun olusturulmasinda arastirma-
da kullanilan nicel 6lgme aracindaki sorulardan yararlanilarak 5 soru ve sonda
sorular gelistirilmistir. Hazirlanan goriisme formunun amaca uygunlugunu, an-
lagilirligint ve uygulanabilirligini kontrol etmek amaciyla arastirma yontemleri
ve istatistik alanlarinda uzman 2 ¢gretim iiyesinin gortslerine bagvurulmustur.
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Doniitler dogrultusunda gerekli diizeltmeler yapilarak iki 6gretmenle 6n goriis-
me yapilmis ve forma son sekli verilmistir. Goriisme formunda 6gretmenlerden
okul miidiirlerinin empati kurma, 6gretmenlerin ilgi ve ihtiyaglarina odakl tu-
tum ve davraniglar sergileme, alcakgoniillii, diiriist, ve adil davraniglarina iligkin
goriiglerini belirlemeye yonelik sorulara yer verilmistir. Gortigme formunda yer
alan sorulardan bir tanesi “Okul miidiiriintizi 6gretmenlerin ilgi ve ihtiyaclari-
na odakli tutum ve davraniglar sergilemesi bakimindan nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
Aciklaymiz.” seklindendir. GOrlisme yapilmadan Once katilimcilara arastirmanin
amaci agiklanmug, arastirmaya katilmin goniilliillik esasina dayandig: belirtil-
migtir. Katilimceilara tek tek ulasilarak randevu alinmis ve veriler katilimeilarin
randevu verdikleri zamanlarda toplanmistir. Goriisme verileri elde edilirken ka-
tilimcilarin izinleri dogrultusunda ses kaydr yapilmistir. Her bir goriisme yaklagik
25-30 dakika stirmiistiir. Yapilan gortigmelerin yaziya dokiilmesi ile yaklagik 39
sayfa veri elde edilmistir. Daha sonra yazili veri ile kayitlar tekrar karsilagtirilmig
ve eksiklikler giderilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmanin nicel verileri istatistik paket programina aktarilmig ve tanim-
layict istatistiklerle (ylizde, frekans) betimlenerek yorumlanmistir. Verilerin
¢oziimlenmesinde Ogretmenlerin verdikleri yanitlarin puanlarimi hesaplamak
amaciyla Ol¢ekte yer alan maddelere “tamamen katiliyorum” igin 5, “cok katili-
yorum” i¢in 4, “orta diizeyde katiliyorum” i¢in 3, “az katiltyorum” igin 2 ve “hic
katilmiyorum” igin 1 puan verilmistir. Olgekteki her bir maddeye verilen yamt
kodlar1 bu derecelere uygun olarak olumsuzdan olumluya dogru 1.00 ile 5.00
arasinda degismektedir. Olcme aracinda yer alan araliklarin esit oldugu (4/5)
varsayimindan hareket edilerek oncelikle seceneklere iligkin alt ve st sinirlar
belirlenmistir. Buna gore Hizmetkar Liderlik Olcegi'nde yer alan ifadelerin pu-
anlamalary; 1.00-1.79 aras1 “hi¢ katilmiyorum”, 1.80-2.59 aras1 “az katiliyorum”,
2.60-3.39 aras1 “orta diizeyde katiliyorum”, 3.40-4.19 aras1 “cok katiliyorum” ve
4.20-5.00 aras1 ise “tamamen katiliyorum” seklinde belirlenmistir.

Arastirmanin nitel verilerinin ¢éziimlenmesinde ise betimsel analiz yontemi
kullanilmistir. Betimsel analiz, ¢esitli veri toplama teknikleri ile elde edilmis veri-
lerin daha 6nceden belirlenmis temalara gore 6zetlenmesi ve yorumlanmasini ige-
ren bir nitel veri analiz tiiriidiir (Ekiz, 2009; Yildirim ve Simsek, 2008). Bu analiz
tiriinde arastirmaci goriistiigli ya da gozlemis oldugu bireylerin gortislerini ¢arpict
bir bigimde yansitabilmek amaciyla dogrudan alintilara sik sik yer verebilmektedir.
Betimsel analizde temel amag elde edilmis olan bulgularin okuyucuya 6zetlenmis ve
yorumlanmis bir bigimde sunulmasidir. (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2008). Bu cercevede
aragtirmanin kavramsal ¢ercevesi ve kullanilan dlgek boyutlar1 dikkate alinarak ha-
zirlanmis olan sorulara verilen yanitlar ayri ayri ele alinmis ¢arpict goriisler dogrudan
yansitilarak degerlendirilmistir. Arastirmada veri toplama aracinin gelistirilmesinden
verilerin ¢oziimlenmesine kadar biitlin siiregte uzman tarafindan inceleme yapilmis
ve katilimer teyitleri aliarak sonuglarin gercegi dogru temsil etmesine dikkat edil-
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mis, arastirmanin bulgular kisminda ayrintili betimlemeler yani dogrudan alintilara
yer verilmistir. Bu baglamda arastirmanin aktarilabilirlik ve inandiricilik 6lgiitlerinin
karsilandig1 ifade edilebilir. Ote yandan arastirmada kodlarin belirlenmesi asamasinda
bireysel etkiyi azaltmak ve igsel tutarliligi saglamak amaciyla Miles ve Huberman’in
(2016) giivenirlik formiili (Gilivenirlik Formiilii: Gortis Birligi/Goriis Birligi+Goriis
Ayrihigr) kullanilmagtir. Igsel tutarlilig1 veren bu kodlama denetimine gére kodlayici-
lar arasi1 goris birliginin en az %80 olmasi beklenmektedir. Toplanan verilerin kod
ve temalarmin olusturulmas: siirecinde benzerlik oraninin hesaplanmasi amaciyla bir
uzman gorlisii alinmis ve 6gretmenlerden elde edilen verilere gore olusturulan kodlara
iliskin uyusum yiizdeleri hesaplanmistir. Bu kapsamda 17 kod olusturulmustur. Kod-
larin belirlenmesinde uyusum yiizdesi 0.88 (15/15+2) olarak bulunmustur. Kodlarin
belirlenmesindeki uyusumun %88 olarak bulunmasi i¢ tutarligin saglanmis oldugu
seklinde ifade edilebilir.

Nitel verilerin ¢coziimlenmesinde katilimcilar kodlar kullanilarak numara-
landiriimigtir. “O” dgretmeni, harften sonra kullanilan rakam ise goriisme yapi-
lan 6gretmenlerin sirasin1 sembolize etmektedir. Ornegin O4: goriigme yapilan
dordiincii 6gretmen biciminde degerlendirilmistir. Goriismeler 6gretmenlerin
uygun gordiigii yer ve zamanda birebir gerceklesmistir. Gorlismeler 6gretmen-
lerden izin almarak ses kayit cihazina kaydedilmis sonra arastirmacilar tarafin-
dan yazili hale getirilmistir.

Bulgular

Asagida hem nicel hem de nitel verilerden elde edilen bulgular dogrultu-
sunda 0gretmenlerin okul midiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarina iliskin
goriisleri sunulmustur.

Okul Midiirlerinin Hizmetkar Liderlik Davramslarina Iliskin
Nicel Bulgular

Okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davranislari 6lgegi (OMHLDO) ve alt
boyutlarindan almis olduklari puanlar [aritmetik ortalama (X ) ve standart sap-
ma (ss)] hesaplanarak Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. .
OMHLDO ve Boyutlara lliskin Bulgular.

Olcek / Boyut N X ss

Ozgecil Davranislar 392 4,05 ,89
Empati 392 3,99 ,88
Adalet 392 4,10 ,85
Diiristlik 392 4,11 ,88
Alcakgoniilliilitk 392 3,80 98
Hizmetkar Liderlik (Toplam) 392 4,04 ,82
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Tablo 1’e gore d6gretmenlerin okul miidirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davranig-
larina iligkin goriisleri 6zgecil davramglar alt boyutu (X=4,05; ss=,89), empati
alt boyutu (X=3,99; ss=,88), adalet alt boyutu (X=4,10; ss=,85), diiriistliik alt
boyutu (X=4,11; ss=,88), alcakgoniilliiliik alt boyutu (X=3,80; ss=,98) ve Olce-
gin tamamina iliskin (X=4,04; ss=,82) olarak “cok katiltyorum” diizeyindedir.
Ortalamaya gore en yiiksek puana diiriistliik boyutu, en diisiik puana ise algak-
goniilliiliik boyutu sahiptir.

Okul miidiirlerinin Hizmetkar Liderlik Davramslarina iliskin Nitel
Bulgular
Okul miidirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarina iligkin 6gretmen go-

riisleri dogrultusunda olusturulan tema ve kodlara iliskin bilgiler Tablo 2’de yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 2.
Belirlenen Temalar ve Veri Analizi Sonucu Olusturulan Kodlar

1. Ozgecil Davranislar

1.1. Ilgi ve ihtiyaclar1 dikkate alma.
1.2. Deger verme.

1.3. Kendinden 6nce calisan1 diigtinme

1.4. Ozveride bulunma

2. Empati

2.1. Empatik iletisim
2.2. Problem paylagsma
2.3. Ogretmeni anlama
2.4. Duyarlilik

3. Adalet

3.1. Gorev ve sorumlulugu esit dagitma

3.2. Imtiyaz tanima

3.3. Tutarlt tepki

3.4. Hakkaniyetli kararlar

4. Diiriistlik

4.1. Seffaf bir tutum

4.2. Ortak ilkelere verilen 6nem
4.3. Ozelestiri

5. Algakgoniilliilik

5.1. Miitevazi olma

5.2 Uzmanliklardan yararlanma
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Tablo 2’de gorildiigii gibi arastirmanin nicel boyutunda uygulanan dlcek
boyutlar1 dogrultusunda temalar olusturulmus her boyutu detayli incelemek tize-
re yapilan goriismeler neticesinde de kodlara yer verilmistir. Birinci tema olan
“Ozgecil davraniglar” baghg altinda ilgi ve ihtiyaclar dikkate alma, deger verme,
kendinden Once ¢alisani diisiinme, 6zveride bulunma seklinde kodlar olusturul-
mustur. “Empati” baghg altinda empatik iletisim, problem paylasma, 6gretme-
ni anlama, duyarhlik kodlari, “adalet” baghg: altinda gérev ve sorumlulugu esit
dagitma, imtiyaz tanima, tutarh tepki, hakkaniyetli kararlar kodlari, “diirtistlik”
basligi altinda seffaf bir tutum, ortak ilkelere verilen 6nem, 6zelestiri kodlar1 ve
“alcakgoniilliiliik” baghg: altinda miitevazi olma, uzmanlklardan yararlanma
kodlar1 yer almaktadir.

1. Okul Miidiirlerinin Ozgecil Davramslarina iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmenlere “Okul miidiiriiniizii 6zgecil davramglar (ilgi ve ihtiyaclara odak-
It tutum ve davranslar) sergilemesi bakinundan nasi degerlendirirsiniz? Aciklayt-
niz” sorusu yoneltilmistir. Okul midiirlerinin 6zgecil davraniglar sergilemesine
yonelik 6gretmenlerden alinan yanitlar dogrultusunda; ilgi ve ihtiyaclar1 dikkate
alma, deger verme, kendinden Once calisani diisiinme, 6zveride bulunma sek-
linde dort kod belirlenmistir. Bu kodlara iliskin 6gretmenlerin yanitlar: ayrintili
olarak degerlendirilmistir.

1.1. Ilgi ve ihtiyaclar dikkate alma

Ogretmenlerden 9’u okul miidiirlerinin kendi ilgi ve ihtiyaclarim dikkate al-
madiklarini, 2’si dikkate aldigini, 2’si ise kismen dikkate aldigini belirtmislerdir.
Bu koda gore 6gretmenler tarafindan vurgulanan bazi goriisler su sekildedir;

“Ben okulumda ihtiyaglarin ¢ok fazla on planda oldugunu diistinmii-
yorum sadece geleneksel bir yonetici olugu icin glinii kurtarma peginde
oldugunu diigtiniiyorum, varsayryorum. Belki yaniliyorum ama ben
béyle diisiiniiyorum” (O1).

“Okul miidiiriimiiz ilgi ve ihtiyactan ziyade basarinin oldugu yerde il-
giyi artiryor; basarimin olmadig yerde ilgisizlikle karsilasiyoruz. Bizim
kistasiniz genelde basan iizerine oluyor. Sistemden dolayt bu boyle
TEOG baskist var sonucta baski gordiigiinden biz de oyle bu bir silsile
halinde gidiyor” (02).

“Genel olarak baktuginizda ben bir problem yagamadim ama. Okul
yonetimine baktiginizda égretmenlerle ilgili problem ve iletisim kopuk-
lugu var. Bu da saninim geleneksel yonetim anlayisindan kaynaklanan
bir tutumdan kaynaklaniyor. Olumsuz, ilgi ihtiyaglara yonelmedigini
diisiiniiyorum” (O3).
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1.2. Deger verme

Ogretmenlerden 5’i okul miidiirlerinin kendilerine deger vermedigini dii-
stindiiklerini 6’s1 okul miidiirleri tarafindan deger gordiiklerini 1’i kismen deger
verildigini dile getirmistir. Ogretmenlerin okul miidiirlerinin kendilerine deger
verme ile ilgili gortslerinden bazilari sunlardir;

“Sanmuyorum, deger verdigini diisiinmiiyorum. Empati yapmayan bir
insanla calistyorsaniz sizi 6nemsemeyen bir insanla calisyyorsaniz tabii
ki deger vermiyordur. Daha once derslerle, smiflarla ilgili belli basl
bazi konusmalarimiz gecti. Sadece benimle degil en az burada ¢alisan
bir kirk égretmen var otuzu ile problem yasamistir. Ben sadece ¢uval-
dizi kendime batiracak olursam sadece benle bitmiyor. Sadece benim-
le ilgili bir problem olmus olsaydi oturur sapkami éniime koyardim
ve bunu degerlendirirdim. Boyle bir seyin oldugunu diigtinmiiyorum.
Beni buna iten seyler nelerdir, dedigim gibi tamamen kendi rahatlhigin
diigtinen yoneticilerin yetismesi, ogrenci odakll degil de sadece kendi
geleceklerini daha parlak bir hale getirmek icin ¢alistiklarmn diisiinii-
yorum. Liderlik anlayisinin gelenekgi oldugunu diistiniiyorum”(O1).

“Kesinlikle hayw; elinden gelse stirgiin edecegini diigiiniiyorum yani.
Yasadigim problemler etkili bu kararimda tabii ki” (06).

“Evet diigtiniiyorum. Bu zamana kadar yasadigum biitiin problemleri
onunla paylastim her konuda arkamda durdu” (010).

“Deger verdigini diisiintiyorum evet. Mesela benim bir iki 6zel duru-

munda beni desteklemesi, zor duruma diisiirmemesini soyleyebilirim”
(013).

1.3. Kendinden énce ¢calisan diigiinme

Kendinden 6nce caligani diistinme ile ilgili soruya 6gretmenlerden 9’u olum-
suz yanit verirken 3’ii olumlu yonde goris bildirmistir. 1 6gretmen bu soruyu
yanitsiz birakmistir. Ogretmen goriislerinden bazilari agsagidaki gibidir;

“Okul miidiiriimiiz kendisini diisiinen biri. Bunu davraniglanindan
sezebiliyoruz. Mesela okuma kosesi muhabbeti olmustu fotograf ceki-
lecekti. Ogretmenler odasindaki kanepeler alinarak kége olusturuldu
fotograf cekildi ve kanepeler yerine geldi. Tamamen miidiir bey kendi
kariyer ve prestijini diistinerek boyle bir sey yapti” (OS).

“Bir kere kendi otoritesini sarsacak davraniglarda bulunmaz. Bir kere
kural odakl. Yonetimle ilgili gelecek kaygilarindan belki de” (06).

“Genelde is odaklidu: Ogretmenin duygusal, psikolojik boyutuyla ¢ok
fazla ilgilendigini diistinmiiyorum” (O3).
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1.4. Ozveride bulunma

Ogretmenlerden 7’si okul miidiirlerinin ¢alisanlarin yararina olan konular-
da ozverili davramsta bulunmadigini, 6’s1 ise okul midirlerinin 6zverili davranig
gosterdigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden bazilar su sekildedir;

“Kesinlikle karsiliksiz bir beklenti icerisinde degil. Simdi beklentiler
var; size bir kolaylik sagladiginda tamamen karsiigini bekliyor. Siz o
karsihigr vermediginizde (ona gore tabii) o size yaptigi diisiindiigii
iyilikleri hemen yiiziiniize vurabiliyor. Boyle bir seyle de artik diyelim
ki Allah gostermesin yakuunizdan biri vefat etti iste idari izin kullan-
maniz gerekiyor bu durumda bile siz rapor alyyorsunuz, idari izin al-
muyorsunuz, bu durumlara diismemek icin, bizim Tiirkcede kullanilan
cok giizel bir deyim vardw; gebe kalmamak igin kalkip ondan izin bile
isteyemiyorsunuz. Boyle bir durumla karst karsiyayiz”(O1).

“Hayur: Isi diisiiniir ancak. Kendisi de ifade ediyor zaten ben isimi ya-
parnim sen de igini yap. Gelenek¢i yani” (O3).

“Benim gordiigiim okul miidiirtiniin herhangi bir karsiltk beklemeden
bir ige giristigini goriiyorum zaten. Ama iste bu her zaman birlikte ¢a-
lisanlarla ayni boyutta nmu bu tartisilir ama okulun sorunlarina yonelik
lizerine diigenin fazlasin yaptigim diisiiniiyorum zaten” (06).

“Bir iyilik yaptiklarinda basiniza kaktklarmu goriiyorum. Biz size
bunu yaptik siz de sunu iyi yapin gibi ciimleler duyuyorum. Mesela
istersem bos giin yapmam size diye tehdit etmigti” (OS8).

2. Okul Miidiirlerinin Empati Kurma Davramisina Iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmenlere “Okul miidiiriiniizii empatik davramslar agisindan nasil deger-
lendirirsiniz? Liitfen orneklerle aciklayimiz.” sorusu yoneltilmistir. Ogretmenlerin
okul midirlerinin empati kurma davranislarina yonelik alinan yanitlar1 dogrul-
tusunda dort kod olusturulmustur; empatik iletigsim, problemi paylagsma, 6gret-
meni anlama ve duyarlilik. Bu kodlar ayrintili olarak ele alinmustir.

2.1. Empatik iletigim

Ogretmenlerden 9’u okul miidiirlerinin iletisimde empati kurmadigini, 3u
kurdugunu 1’i ise okul midiiriiniin kismen empati kurdugunu belirtmistir. Og-
retmen gorislerinden bazilari sunlardir;

“Kendi dersim adina empati olarak eksik oldugunu diigtiniiyorum
clinkii beden egitimi 6gretmeniyim ben. Beden egitimi dersinde bir¢ok
stkintiyla, malzeme stkintisiyla falan ugrastyoruz. Bu konulart gérmez-
den gelip daha iyi bagarlar beklenmesi bence empatiden yoksun bir
davrams oldugunu diistiniiyorum” (02).

“Yani simdi benim calisma anlayisim biraz alisimisin disinda. Ben
ogretmenim okul miidiirii de bu okulun idarecisi, birbirimize karst so-
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rumluluklarinuz var. Ben hicbir zaman okul miidiirtinii kendi amirim
olarak gormedim sadece is arkadasim olarak gordiim ve bana oOyle
davranmasuu istedim. Ciinkii herkes sorumlulugunu yerine getirirse
hi¢cbir problem c¢ikmaz diye diigiindiim. Mutlaka miidiir kendisini
ogretmenlerin yerine koymall, empati duygusu gelismig olmal.. Unut-
mamal: bizim onlarca égrenciyle ugragtigimzi. Ogretmenligin disinda
baska yasanumuzin ve kigiligimizin oldugunu unutmamal. Goriiyo-
rum ki son zamanlarda boyle degil. Ben yaptum uygulayacaksiniz, si-
zin fikirlerinize ihtiyacinmiz yok. Bu i boyle, sistem boyle yiiriiyor bu
gibi sistemlerle idareci ve ogretmenler arasinda gerginlikler yasaniyor:
Okulda alinan kararlara (her anlamda) mutlaka o6gretmen de katil-
mali. Kararlanin alimmasinda, uygulama boyutunda miidiirle birlik-
te mutlaka sorumluluklar paylasiimal. Okul miidiiriiniin gelenekgi
davrandiguu diisiiniiyorum. 4-5 okulda ¢alistim ben, hepsinde durum
aymydi” (05).

“Empati kurdugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Kendini dgretmen olarak degil
de bu okulun sahibi, dolayisiyla kendini bizden farkl bir yerde gordii-
giinti diisiiniiyorum” (06).

“Yani ¢ogu zaman empati oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Bazen canimiz
stkkin oldugunda miidiir beyden bir sey istedigimizde oncelikle isimize
odaklanmamuz gerektigini ogrencilerin basinda durmamiz gerektigini
ifade ediyor. Iskolik kendisi” (O8).

“Olabildigince iyi, iki cocugum var benim, problemi anlatmasam bile
cocugum oldugunu bildigi icin bana oldukca esnek davrandigi oldu.
Bazi problemler var ama bunlart goz ardi edip annelik durumuna
odaklandr. Uymast gereken bazi durumlarda sitkilmis olmasina rag-
men” (O12).

2. Problemi paylasma

Ogretmenlerin 5’i okul miidiirlerinin problem, ihtiyag ve beklentilerini dik-
kate almadigini, 8’i ise okul mudiirlerinin problem, ihtiyac ve beklentilerini dik-
kate aldigini belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden bazilar1 asagida veril-

mistir;

“Genelde problemlerimi paylasyyorum miidiir beyle, ulasabiliyorum”

(03).

“Kigisel problemlerimle ilgili anlayish oldugunu diisiiniiyorum ama
okul ve dersimle ilgili konularda ¢ok destekleyici olmadigindan dolay
diisiinmiiyorum. Ilk senenin sonunda kendimce proje gelistirmigtim.
Yetim ¢ocuklara yonelik piyano egitimi idi. Bunu herhangi bir kurs an-
lamunda yapmayr istemedim. Onlar kurs acacaklarint sdylediler ama
daha sonra buna yonelik ne bir gelisme ne de kurs agildigin gordiim.
Ki is yapmadigima yonelik soylemlerde bulundular (O7).
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2.3. Ogretmeni Anlama

Ogretmenlerin 6’s1 okul miidiirlerinin olaylara kendi acilarindan bakmadi-
gin1, kendilerini anlamadigini ifade ederken, 5’i okul midiirlerinin kendilerini

anladigini 2’si ise bu konuya iliskin kismen duruma gore degistigi yanitini vermis-
lerdir. Ogretmenlerin bu alt temaya iliskin yanitlarindan bazilar1 soyledir;

“Yani okul miidiirtiniin beni belirli konularda anladigint belirli ko-
nularda anlamadigint soyleyebiliriz ama bu konular duruma gore de-
gisiyor. Soyle soyleyebilirim izinle ilgili mesela acil bir durum oldugu
zaman ona problemimi anlattigim halde tavrinin ¢ok iliml olmadigi
bazen goriiyoruz bazen ise timl davraniyor, duruma gore bir degisken-
lik var iste” (02).

“Herhangi bir konuda kendisiyle bir stkintt yasamadik, beni anladigini
diigtiniiyorum” (O3).

“Diinya goriigtimiiziin okul miidiiriiyle ayni olmasindan dolayt beni
anladigini soyleyebilirim fakat yani bu anlamda her goriisten ogretmen
var okulumuzda, diinya goriisiiniin ayni olmadigi bir 6gretmen olsay-
dim buna nasil cevap verirdim bilemiyorum” (O4).

2.4. Duyarhilik

Ogretmenlerden 5’ okul miidiirlerinin kendilerine yonelik duyarli davran-
madigini, 7’si okul midirlerinin duyarli oldugunu, 1’i ise kismen duyarli oldugu-
nu belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden bazilar1 su sekildedir;

“Duyarly degil, ¢iinkii hicbir zaman bir araya gelemedik. Digsanda da
birbirimizi gordiigtimiizde ¢cok fazla samimi iliskiler olmadigi icin se-
lam bile vermekten birbirimizden kaciniyoruz. Bunun igin duygusal
olarak okula bir baglayicilik yok acik¢ast. Sadece bende degil arkadasg-
larmuzin genelinde bu duygulann oldugunu goriiyorum” (O1).

“Duyarl, o konuda soyle bir durum ortaya ¢ikiyor. Biz ona derdimizi
problemlerimizi actiginiz zaman okul ici olsun okul disi olsun bize
yardim etmeye calistigini ben diistiniiyorum acik¢ast. Bu durum ozel-
likle problemlerimizi actiginuz zaman iyi olarak doniit geldigi zaman
bizim motivasyonumuz artiyor, okula gitme istegimiz daha da fazlala-
siyor” (02).

“Tabi destekler, biz bir projeyle gittigimiz zaman bize tegekkiir eder, bizi
destekler elinden geldigince yardimci olur. Bu durum motive ediyor
ben sunu biliyorum ki bir problemim oldugu zaman beni anlayacak
bir idarem var bundan dolay ekstra kendimden veriyorum ornegin
ben hasta oldugum halde bana izin verilmesine ragmen biraz daha
dayanabilirim hocam dayanamadigim zaman ben gelir sizden izin
alinm dedigimi hatirliyorum. Tabii bu tamamen liderlikle alakali bir
durum.”(O4).
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3. Okul Miidiirlerinin Adaletli Davramslar Sergilemesine iliskin
Bulgular

Ogretmenlere “Okulda adaletin saglanmasinda okul miidiiriiniiziin nasu bir
rolii vardir? Liitfen agiklayimiz.” sorusu yoneltilmistir. Ogretmenlerin okul mii-
diirlerinin adaletli davraniglarina iliskin yanitlar1 dogrultusunda dort kod belir-
lenmistir; adil davranma, imtiyazli gruplar, tutarli tepki, hakkaniyetli kararlar.
Olusturulan kodlar agagida agiklanmistir.

3.1. Adil davranma

Ogretmenlerin 10’u okul miidiirlerinin kendilerine adil davranmadigini, 2’si
adil davrandigini, 11 ise kismen adil davrandigini ifade etmistir. Ogretmenlerin
goriiglerinden bazilar su sekildedir;

“Yani burada kimsenin hakkuun yenmedigini, kimseye karst bir say-
gisizlik yapumasima miisaade edilmedigini ben gozlemliyorum” (O4).

“Kendi fikirleri ortiisen kisilere gereken yardinu sagladigini diisii-
niiyorum. Ancak kendisi ile ters diisen kisilere karst ayrum yaptigini
diistiniiyorum”(06).

“Adil davrandigim diisiinmiiyorum. Ogretmen performans notunda
bu durumu yasadik. Adil davranmadi yani. O maddeleri yeterince in-
celemeden verdi. Herkese farkll davrandi yani”(09).

3.2. Imtiyazh gruplar

Ogretmenlerden 7’si okul miidiirlerinin imtiyazli gruplara izin verdigini, 6’s1
bdyle bir durumun séz konusu olmadigini belirtmiglerdir. Ogretmenlerin goriis-
lerinden bazilar soyledir;

“Soyle miidiir genel olarak is odakli oldugu i¢in o onlara yonelme-
yecektir. Yani imtiyazli gruplar yok onu ben gozlemleyemedim” (O3).

“Ben ii¢ senedir bu okuldayim, okulda ogretmenler arasinda da bun-
dan dolayr gruplasmalar oldugunun farkina vardim” (06).

“Yani. Biraz daha erkek egemenligi var, bayan hocalar daha geri
planda”(0O11).
3.3. Tutarl tepki

Ogretmenlerin 12’si okul miidiirlerinin cahisanlarm tiimiine yaptiklari yan-
liglara yonelik ayn1 tepkiyi gostermedigini 2’si ise okul miidiirlerinin okulda cali-
san Ogretmenlerin tiimiine ayn1 tepkiyi gosterdigini ifade etmistir. Ogretmenle-
rin goriislerinden bazilari su sekildedir;

“Genel olarak aynidir ama yine de kisinin ruh halinden tutun da bas-
ka nedenlerden dolay: degisebilir bu cevap”(O4).
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“Zannetmiyorum. Bana daha c¢ok tepki gosterir, ornek veriyorum,
daha iyi anlagnigi insana daha yumugak bir tepki gosterir. Kisiye gore
yani” (06).

“Tabii ki de samimi oldugu gruplara daha farkhduw. Yapimast gereken-
lerde bir eksiklik oldugu zaman bizi daha biirokratik yollarla uyariyor.
Ama digerleriyle arkadaslar soyle-boyle yapalim diye soylemlerini duy-
dum” (08).

“Biraz bayanlara kargt daha sert oldugunu diistiniiyorum. Ciinkii kar-
stlasttk bu durumla”(O11).

3.4. Hakkaniyetli kararlar

Ogretmenlerden 4’ii okul miidiirlerinin gorev ve sorumluluk dagitirken hak-
kaniyetli davranmadiklarini ileri siirerken 9’u gorev ve sorumluluklarin hakkani-
yetli bir sekilde dagitildigini belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden bazi-
lar1 su sekildedir;

“Evet o konuda bir gey séyleyemem kesinlikle esit davraniyor” (O1).

“Bu zamana kadar aldiginuz gorevler olsun, giin ve haftalar olsun esit
bir sekilde daginliyor ve bu gorevlerin sorgulamasiu da egit bir gekilde
yapiyor”(02).

“Biitiin yiik bende. Okulda iki rehber ogretmen var. Okulun geneli bu
sekilde” (O10).

4. Okul Miidiirlerinin Diiriistliik Davramislarina Iliskin Goriisleri

Ogretmenlere “Okul miidiiriniiziin davramslarm diiriistliik cercevesinde de-
Gerlendirir misiniz?” sorusu yoneltilmistir. Ogretmenlerin okul miidiirlerinin dii-
rist davranislar sergilemesine yonelik verdikleri yanitlar dogrultusunda ti¢ kod
belirlenmistir: seffaf tutum, ortak degerlere verilen 6nem, 6zelestiri yapma.

4.1. Seffaf tutum

Ogretmenlerden 5i okul miidiirlerinin acik ve seffaf bir tutum sergilemedi-
gini, 81 ise okul mudurlerinin iligkilerinde agik ve seffaf oldugunu disiindikleri-
ni belirtmislerdir. KOgretmenlerin goriislerinden bazilari su sekildedir;

“Bununla ilgili problemimiz olmustu zaten daha once kendisiyle. SOy-
le diyeyim daha oncesinde soz aldigim bir konu hakkinda daha son-
radan bu konunun ilerlemedigini gordiim onda. Soyle diyeyim bir izin
aldim ve bu izin 56z fiile geldigi zaman yani uygulamaya geldigi zaman
tutulmanugstt mesela” (02).

“Biz kendisini dyle goriiyoruz fakat dedigim gibi bazen diistindrigtimiiz
zaman biz oyle oldugunu zannediyoruz. Insanlar birbirini tanirken

belki buzdaginin goriinen kismuni goriiyorlardir. Bazi durumlarda dyle
oldugunu diisiinityorum ben onu bilemeyebilirim”(04).
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“Okul miidiirlerinin ¢ok seffaf oldugunu diistinmiiyorum kesinlikle.
Yasantilardan dolayr boyle diigtintiyorum. Yani bir seyin sebebini sor-
dugunuzda mesela neden béyle dediginizde, boyle olmast gerekiyor,
prosediir boyle diye aciklyorlar, bunu yaparken sebebini de agiklama-
lilar ben éyle diigiiniiyorum” (OS5).

4.2. Ortak degerlere verilen 6nem

Ogretmenlerin 3’ii okul miidiirlerinin daha cok kisisel kazanimlarina énem
verdigini, 10’u okul miidirlerinin ortak degerleri kisisel kazanimlarindan daha
iistiin gordiiklerini diisiindiiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden
bazilari su sekildedir;

“Tamamen kendisini garantiye almast diistincesiyle hareket ettigini
diigiindiigiim icin kendi sahsi geleceginin daha dnemli oldugunu dii-
stintiyorum” (O1).

“Deger ve ilkelerin daha onemli oldugunu diisiintiyorum. Yani oyle di-
yeyim belirli tavru ilke ve tutumu lizerinden bizleri yonetmeye ¢alistyor
ve bu tutumlardan hicbir sekilde ¢ctkmamaya ¢alistyor”(02).

“Okul miidiiriimiiz prensipleri olan bir kisi 6grencilerdeki yansimasi
da bunun olumlu oluyor. Bize yeri geldiginde ders islemeyin bize once-
likle ahlakly dgrenciler lazim. Bundan dolayr degerleri olan onceligini
degerlerine baglayan bir kisi oldugunu goriiyorum”(O4).

“Gordiiklerimden hareketle kisisel daha agw bastyor. Kendimi geg-
tim  Ogrenciler igin bakagumiz zaman Ogrencileri  dnemsedigini
diisiinmiiyorum”(06).

4.3. Ozelegtiri yapma

Ogretmenlerin 5’i okul miidiirlerinin 6zelestiri yapmadiklarmi ve hatalarin
kabul etmediklerini, 7’si 6zelestiri yaptiklarini ve hatalarini kabul ettiklerini 1’i
ise kismen okul mudiiriiniin 6zelestiri yaptigini ve hatalarini kabul ettiklerini ifa-
de etmistir. Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden bazilari soyledir;

“Ben hata yaptigimda gidip oziir dilemeyi bilen bir insanim. Ben bura-
da okul miidiiriime ilk énce bir agabey olarak bakarum sonra bir bii-
yiigiim olarak bakarim sonra bir devletin gorevlendirildigi kisi olarak
bakarim sonra miidiir olarak bakarim. Bu asama asamaduwr. Bir hata
yapnugsam gider ona bunu izah ederim ve oziir dilerim yani yapmam
gereken neyse yaparim. Fakat onun kisilere yonelik yaptigi hatalardan
dolayt oziir diledigiyle hi¢ karsilagmadim, hi¢c gormedim. Calisma ar-
kadaslarimla yasadigi problemlerden yola ¢ikarak. Gelenekgi yoneti-
cilerin bir gostergesidir bu eger hizmetkar bir lider olmus olsaydi kesin-
likle béyle bir davranisa girme zorunlulugu hissetmezdi” (O1).
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“Birebir sahit oldugum bir durum oldu. Tartismuistik sene baginda bii-
tiin ogretmenler arasinda, ciddi bir sekilde. Hakkimda tutanak tutu-
yordu. Bir mola verdik, olayin gercek yiiziinii anlayinca biitiin ogret-
menler arasinda benden oziir diledi”(O7).

“Toplantida istedigini sdyleyebilirsiniz, beni elestirin dogrularimi
yanlislaninu soyleyin diyor ama bunu samimi bulmuyorum. Za-
ten ogretmenlerde performans puanlamasindan dolayt bu duruma
girismiyor”(O8).

5. Okul Miidiirlerinin Al¢cakgoniillillik Davramsina Iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmenlere “Okul miidiiriniizii alcakgoniillii davramslar sergileme baki-
mindan nasil degerlendirirsiniz? Neden? Aciklaymiz.” sorusu yoneltilmistir. Og-
retmenlerin okul midiirlerinin al¢cakgoniilli davranig sergileyip sergilemedigine
iliskin yanitlar1 dogrultusunda iki kod olusturulmustur; miitevazi olma, calisanla-
rin uzmanliklarindan yararlanma.

5.1. Miitevazi olma

Ogretmenlerin 5’i okul miidiirlerinin miitevaz1 davranislar gostermedigini,
8’1 ise okul miidiirlerinin mitevazi davranislar sergiledigini ifade etmistir. Ogret-
men goruslerinden bazilari su sekildedir;

“Bir insamin algakgoniilliiltigiinii dlcmek icin o insanla oturup kalk-
maniz lazim. Bir yoneticiyseniz okulda eger oOgretmenler odasina
girmiyorsaniz ogretmen olarak, yoneticiyseniz, giindiiz geldiginizde
ogretmenlerinize giinaydin bile demiyorsaniz, 6gretmenlerinizle kar-
silastigimizda selamlagmiyorsaniz bunun aslhinda cevabi aciktir; otu-
rup kendi calisanmizla bir arada bulunamiyorsaniz bunun cevabi
actktir’(O1).

Alcakgoniillii bir kigidir bizim miidiiriimiiz. Gegenlerde baska bir
okuldan birkag ziyaret gerceklestirildi baska bir lise tarafindan. Okul
miidiirtimiiz onlan kapida karsiladi, onlara ismiyle hitap etti ve sohbet
etti. Ve misafirler kendi miidiirlerinden bahsettiler, -biz miidiir oda-
sindan gecerken soyle bir yay ¢iziyoruz- dediler boyle yapamazdik ¢cok
olumlu oldugunu soylediler”(O4).

“Keske dyle bir insan olsaydt, bir kere sabah karsiastigimizda giinay-
din, merhaba diyebilirdik, hep karsidan bekleniyor. O tepeden bakist
anlayabiliyoruz tabii”(06).

“Ben alcakgoniillii buluyorum gercekten. Ciinkil heniiz bir yillik
miidiir bazi konularda fikrimi ifade ettigimde “hocam seneye daha
iyi olacak benim tecriibesizligimden kaynaklaniyor” seklinde ifade
etmisti”(012).

604



Miidiirlerin Hizmetkar Liderlik Davraniglart

5.2. Uzmanliklardan yararlanma

Ogretmenlerin 7’si okul miidiirlerinin kendi uzmanliklarindan yararlanma-
digini, 6’s1 okul miidiirlerinin yetenekli olduklar1 konularda uzmanliklarindan
yararlanmak icin gerekli calismalar1 yaptigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu konuda 6g-
retmen goriislerinden bazilari su sekildedir;

“Dedigim gibi okul miidiiriimiiz ¢ok fazla iletisime giren biri degil
kendi calisanwyla. Her insanin yetenekli oldugu alanlar vardir. Ciinkii
biz brang égretmenleri oldugumuz icin kalkip bir Ingilizcecinin daha
iyi Tiirkge anlattigi iddia edilemez. Ya da benim beden egitimi hoca-
sindan daha iyi cocuklan egitebilecegimi iddia edemem. Herkesin ba-
santl oldugu alanlar vardw:. Fakat bu farkliiklara cok fazla da 6zen
gosterildigi soéylenemez bizim okulumuzda”(O1).

“Branslarumuiz ¢ok farkl, bir konuda daha yetenekli oldugumu ifade
etseydim olumlu karsilayabilecegini diistiniiyorum”(02).

“Yani insan iligkilerinde bir tistiiniize gidip de ben bu alanda daha
uzmamm demenin biraz iislupsuzluk oldugunu diigiiniiyorum fakat
tislubuna uygun bir sekilde bunu miidiiriime ilettigim zaman man-
tkly gerekcelerle bunu sundugum zaman miidiiriimiin kabul ettigini
biliyorum”(04).

“Branslaninuz farkl, herkes kendi bransinda uzmandi, ben onun
uzman oldugu alana saygr duydum, dolayisiyla onun da bana sayg
duymasi gerekir. Ama mesela okulla alakali ders yontinden bir ¢alis-
ma yapudiginda benim bransim matematik, bununla ilgili konularda
kendi basina karar verdigini gordiim bize damisimadan. Buna sayg
duydugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Yani uzmanhgima”(06).

Sonuc, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu boliimde arastirma bulgular: kendi icinde ve 6nceden yapilan arastirma-
larin bulgulariyla iligkilendirilerek karsilagtirilmigtir.

Arastirmanin nicel bulgularinda hizmetkar liderligin 6zgecil davranislar alt
boyutuna iligkin 6gretmen goriisleri ¢ok katiliyorum diizeyinde iken nitel bulgu-
larda; ilgi ve ihtiyaglan dikkate alma, kendinden énce ¢calisan diisiinme ve ézveride
bulunma kodlarma 6gretmenlerin cogunlugu olumsuz yanit vermistir. Yalniz de-
ger verme kodunda 6gretmenlerin ¢ogu okul miidiirlerini olumlu yonde degerlen-
dirmiglerdir. Yapilan ¢aligmalarda okul miidiiriintin ¢alisanlara deger vermesi,
Ozveride bulunmasi gerektigi belirtilmektedir. Ayrica okul miidiiriiniin gayreti
ve Ozverisinin calisanlarin gosterecegi cabada etkili olacagina inanilmaktadir
(Giirbiiz, Erdem ve Yildirim, 2013). Ozgecil davranislar hizmet etme anlayisina
sahip olan kisinin icinde olan bir olgudur. Bu anlayis davranis ve konugmalar-
da goriilebilir (Yilmaz, 2010). Dolayisiyla 6ziinde yer alan hizmet ifadesinin de
hizmetkar liderde basat bir kisilik 6zelligi oldugu sdylenebilir. Greenleaf (1977)

605



Rezzan Ugar & Sarp Ugur

bu hizmet ruhunun dogal bir hisle bagladigini ifade eder. Lider, bu hisle eyleme
gecer ve galiganlarina yonelir. Ozgecil davranig sergileyen lider, calisanlarmin ilgi
ve ihtiyaclarina odaklanir. Bu durum karsiliklilik islevi goreceginden Orgiitlerde
sosyallesme, is birligi, iletisim, baglilik ve vatandaglik tizerinde de etkili olabilir.
Aragtirmada elde edilen nitel bulgular, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenlere deger
verirken ilgi ve ihtiyaglarini dikkate alma, kendinden 6nce ¢alisan: diigiinme ve
Ozveride bulunma yoniinden eksiklikleri oldugu seklinde ifade edilebilir. Bu bag-
lamda 6zgecil davraniglar boyutunda nitel bulgular nicel bulguyu biiyiik oranda
desteklememektedir.

Arastirmanin nicel bulgularinda hizmetkar liderligin empati alt boyutuna
iligkin 6gretmen gorisleri ¢ok katiliyorum diizeyinde iken nitel bulgularda empa-
tik iletisim, ogretmeni anlama kodlarinda cogu 6gretmen okul midiiriini olum-
suz degerlendirmis, problemi paylasma ve duyarlilik kodlarinda ise 6gretmen
goriislerinin ¢ogu olumlu yondedir. Hizmetkar liderlik acisindan 6nem tasiyan
paylagsma, yardim etme ve Ozgecil davraniglarin saglam temellere oturmasinda
empatinin kilit bir rol oynayacagi diisiiniilmektedir (Ekinci, 2013). Liderligin
onemli bir parcasi olan empati kiiresellesmenin hizinda ekiplerin giderek daha
fazla kullanilmasi ve yeteneklerin elde tutulmasi nedenleriyle 6zellikle 6nem ta-
simaktadir (Goleman, 2016). Spears (2005) bir liderin, calisanlarinin davranig ve
performanslarini begenmese bile onlarin iyi niyetini diisiinerek hareket etmesi
gerektigini ifade etmektedir. Okul mudiirlerinin 6gretmenleri anladigl, prob-
lem-ihtiyac ve beklentilerini dikkate aldig1 bir yaklagim gelistirmesi de bu acidan
Onem arz etmektedir. Bu baglamda nitel bulgular incelendiginde okul miidiirle-
rinin okula yonelik i§ ve islemlerde 6gretmenle empati kurma ve 6gretmeni anla-
maya ¢alisma davraniglarini ihmal ettikleri buna ragmen 6gretmenin problemini
paylasabildikleri ve 6gretmene karst duyarli davrandiklar ifade edilebilir. Bu
boyut kapsaminda nitel bulgular nicel bulgular1 kismen desteklemektedir. Usta
ve Unsal (2018) yaptiklari calismada okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davra-
niglarini incelemigler ve empati boyutunu yiiksek diizeyde gosterdikleri sonucuna
ulagmuslardir. Ote yandan Biiyiiksahin Cevik (2017) yaptig1 arastirmada okul mii-
diirlerinin empati davranigina kismen sahip oldugu sonucuna ulagmistir.

Okul miidirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davranislarinin adalet alt boyutuna
yonelik nicel bulgular incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin bu boyuta ¢ok katiliyorum
diizeyinde goriis belirttikleri anlagilmaktadir. Nitel bulgularda ise adil davranma,
imtiyazl gruplar ve tutarl tepki kodlarinda 6gretmenlerin okul miidiirlerine iligkin
gorislerinin ¢ogu olumsuz yondedir. Hakkaniyetli karar kodunda ise ¢ogu Ogret-
men okul midiirini olumlu yonde degerlendirmistir. Adil tutum ve davranislar,
icsel bir kabul olarak anlam bulan hizmetkar liderligin 6nemli bir boyutunu ifade
etmektedir (Ekinci, 2013). Calisanlar kendilerine adil davranilmasini isterler boy-
lelikle orgiit adina daha olumlu davranislar sergileyebilirler (Barling ve Phillips,
1993). Ancak arastirmanin nitel bulgularindan hareketle okul miidiirlerinin 6gret-
menlere yonelik adil davranislar sergilemedigi, imtiyazli gruplara izin verdikleri
ve tiim personele yonelik tepkilerinin ayni olmadigi ifade edilebilir. Ote yandan
bu olumsuzluklara ragmen okul miidiirlerinin gorev ve sorumluluklar1 dagitirken
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hakkaniyetli kararlar verdiginin ifade edilmesi dikkat ¢ekici bir bulgu olarak de-
gerlendirilebilir. Okul midiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarinin adalet bo-
yutunda nitel bulgular nicel bulgular bilyiik oranda desteklememektedir.

Hizmetkar liderligin diiriistliikk boyutuna yonelik nicel bulgular incelendigin-
de ogretmenlerin cok katiliyorum diizeyinde goriig belirttikleri goriilmektedir.
Nitel bulgularda seffaf tutum, ortak degerlere verilen énem ve ozelegtiri kodlarin-
da da 6gretmenlerin cogu okul miidiirlerini olumlu yonde degerlendirmislerdir.
Hizmetkar liderlik karsilikli saygiya dayanan sicak bir egitim ortaminin yaratil-
masinda etkili olabilmektedir. Okul midiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik roliinde fi-
kirlere, inanclara, 6gretmenlere, 6grenci ve ailelere hizmet etme yer almaktadir
(Is ve Balci, 2017). Bu hizmeti saglamada 6nemli unsurlardan biri okul miidiirii-
niin diiriist davraniglar sergilemesidir. Bu baglamda nitel bulgularin nicel bulgu-
lar1 destekledigi ifade edilebilir. Okul miidiirlerinin ¢cogu zaman O6gretmenlere
karsi diiriist davranislar sergiledigi anlasiimaktadir.

Hizmetkar liderligin alcakgonilliiliik boyutunda nicel bulgular incelendi-
ginde 6gretmenler okul miidiirlerinin cogu zaman algakgoniillii davranislar ser-
gilediklerini belirtmislerdir. Nitel bulgularda ise miitevazi olma kodunda 6gret-
menlerin ¢cogu okul miidiirlerini olumlu yonde degerlendirirken uzmanliklardan
yararlanma kodunda 6gretmenlerin ¢cogu okul midiirlerini olumsuz yonde de-
gerlendirmislerdir. Hizmetkar lider, hosgoriilii ve ayn1 zamanda algakgoniillii bir
karaktere sahiptir. Icinden geldigi gibi davranan lider, dogal olmayan davranis-
lardan da uzak durur. Kibirli ve bencil davranislar, calisan bagliligi 6niindeki en
biiyiik engeldir. Hizmetkar liderin merkezinde kendisi degil, diger insanlar vardir
(Patterson, 2003). Bu anlayisla digerlerinin uzmanliklarindan yararlanmaya ca-
ligir, basarilarinda digerlerinin katkis1 vardir (Dierendonck, 2011). Al¢akgdniil-
li liderler calisanlarini higbir zaman kendilerinden asagida gérmezler (Yilmaz,
2010). Bu durum hizmetkar liderlik anlayisi cergevesinde ele alindiginda daha
fazla 6nem kazandigi ifade edilebilir. Arastirmanin nitel bulgularindan hareketle
okul miuidiirlerinin miitevazi davranislar sergiledigi, kibirli davranislardan ve ken-
dinden sz etmekten uzak durdugu ifade edilebilir. Buna ragmen 6gretmenlerin
uzmanlik ve yeteneklerinin farkinda olma bu uzmanlik ve yeteneklerden fayda-
lanma gibi davranislari goz ardr ettikleri belirtilebilir. Bu durum okul miidurleri-
nin kendilerinden daha yetenekli kisilerin uzmanliklarindan yararlanmay1 kendi
otoritelerini sarsacagini dusiinmelerinden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Bu bulgular
cercevesinde hizmetkar liderligin alcakgontlliilitk boyutunda nitel bulgularin ni-
cel bulgular1 kismen destekledigi ifade edilebilir.

Arastirma genel olarak degerlendirildiginde nicel boyutta ortaokullarda go-
rev yapan ogretmenler okul midiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarini ¢ok
diizeyinde degerlendirmislerdir. Alan yazinda bu bulgulari destekleyen arastirma
sonuglarina rastlamilmaktadir (Cigek, 2015; Is ve Balci, 2017; Kahveci ve Aypay,
2013). Buna karsin bazi arastirmalarda ise (Balay, Kaya, Gecdogan-Yilmaz, 2014;
Salameh, 2011) okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davranislarinin orta diizey-
de oldugu saptanmustir. Arastirmanin nicel boyutunda 6gretmenler her ne kadar
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okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarini cogu zaman sergilediklerini
belirtseler de nitel bulgularda okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglari-
n1 yeterli diizeyde sergilemediklerini ifade etmiglerdir. Dolayisiyla aragtirmanin
nicel ve nitel bulgular1 paralellik gdstermemistir. Bu durum nitel arastirmalarin
derin ve ayrintili caligmaya imkéan vermesinden dolayi ¢alisilan konunun derinle-
mesine anlagilmasini kolaylagtirmasindan ve 6gretmenlerin bakis acilarini detayl
olarak sunmasindan (Cresswell, 2017; Patton, 2014) kaynaklaniyor olabilir.

Hizmetkar liderligin, bagkalarinin ihtiyaglarina kendi ihtiyaglarindan once
yer verebilen, kendisini insana ve insanliga fayda iiremeye adayan diriist, ah-
lakli, hosgoriili, temel ve evrensel insani degerlere duyarl, tireten, cogaltan, ta-
mamlayan, her tiirli agiriliktan sakinan, yerel kiiltiir ve inang degerlerine bagli,
degisim ve doniisiimii saglayan, ic ve dig diinyasiyla uyumlu, liderlik otoritesi ya-
ninda bilgi, kavram ve anlam iireten ve bdylece insanlarin potansiyellerini per-
formansa doniistiirmelerini tetikleyen, bireysel bencillik ve isteklerin 6tesinde
oOrgiit iiyelerinin gelisimi ve ihtiyaclarina yonelen (Akyiiz ve Eren, 2013) bir lider-
lik tiiri olarak egitim orgiitleri acisindan 6nemli oldugu ileri siiriilebilir. Ciinkii
liderin davraniglar1 calisanlarin davraniglarini, tutumlarini etkileyebilmektedir.
Bu baglamda ¢alismanin nicel bulgularinda okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik
davraniglarini ¢ok diizeyinde gerceklestirdikleri ortaya ¢ikmasina ragmen nitel
bulgular nicel bulgularla paralellik gostermemistir. Bu bulgulardan hareketle
okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenlere yonelik daha hizmet odakl bir liderlik yaklagi-
mu1 iginde olmalari gerektigi ifade edilebilir. Arastirmanin nitel bulgularinda okul
miudiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davraniglarini yeterince sergilemedikleri dikkate
alindiginda okul miidiirlerinin hizmetkar liderlik davranislarini derinlemesine ir-
deleyen arastirmalar yapilabilir.
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