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Oz

Bu aragtirmada, egitim kurumlarinda yonetim anlayisinin, biirokratik yapinin ve kiiltiirel degerlerin
yoOnetim siirecleri iizerindeki etkisini ortaya koymak amagclandi. Arastirmada nicel arastirma
yontemlerinden korelasyonel desen kullanildi. Arastirmanin 6rneklemini Denizli ili Pamukkale ve
Merkezefendi ilgelerinde bulunan resmi egitim kurumlarinda gbérev yapan O6gretmenler arasindan
tabakali oOrnekleme yontemiyle secilen 418 Ogretmenden olusturdu. Verilerin toplanmasinda
“Yonetim Siireglerinin Etkililigi”, “Yonetim Anlayislar1”, “Okul Yapisinin Etkililigi” ve “Bireysel
Kiiltirel Degerler” olcekleri kullanildi. Arastirma sonucunda; Pozitivist yonetim anlayist ve
kolaylastiric1 biirokrasi ile yiiksek diizeyde pozitif iliskili; engelleyici biirokrasi ile orta diizeyde
negatif iligkili; kaotik yonetim anlayisi ve belirsizlikten kaginma ile diisiik diizeyde pozitif iligkili
oldugu goriildii. Coklu hiyerarsik regresyon analizi sonucunda, kolaylastirici biirokratik yapinin,
pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin ve uzun verimlilik kiiltiirel degerinin yonetim siiregleri tizerinde
yiiksek diizeyde etkiye sahip oldugu goriildii. Gelecege yonelik uzun vadeli planlama, kolaylastirici
biirokratik yapi, pozitivist ve post modern felsefenin i¢ ige gectigi bir yonetim anlayisiyla yonetim
stireclerinin etkililigi saglanabilecektir. Yonetim siireglerinde etkili olabilecek diger faktorlerin farkli

yontemler kullanilarak incelenmesi gerekmektedir.
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Giris

Glnimiizde teknolojideki, ekonomideki, siyasetteki, iletisimdeki, sosyo-kiiltiirel
degerlerdeki ani ve biiyiik degisimler yonetsel rolleri, is ve siireglerini etkilemektedir (Dess
ve Picken, 2000). Kiiresellesme ile birlikte demografik kaliplarda meydana gelen degisimler,
ulusal ve kiiresel diizeydeki farkli degerlere, inanglara ve beklentilere sahip insanlarin
yonetilmesi ve yonetim is ve siireglerinin dogasina etki eden unsurlar1 anlamanin
gerekliligini daha da artirmaktadir. Liderlik algisinin ve yonetim anlayiginin  da
paradigmalara bagli olarak degistigi Orgiitlerin, geleneksel yapilardan, ¢agin gereklerine
uygun karmasik ve esnek yapilara dogru evrilmesi (Palmberg, 2009), yoneticilerin yonetim
anlayislarinin dayandigi felsefeyi, onlarin yonetsel uygulamalarinin biirokratik yapidaki
yansimalarmi ve yonetim silire¢ ve c¢iktilart lizerindeki etkisini incelemeyi de gerekli
kilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla orgiitlerde, yapi, bireyler, Kiiltiirel degerler, politik uygulamalar ve
yonetim anlayis1 ¢alisanlarin performansini etkilemede kaldira¢ noktalarini temsil ederken
(Hoy ve Miskel, 2010), yonetim siireclerinin isleyisini de etkilemektedir. Bu g¢ergcevede
mevcut arastirmada, genelde orgiitlerde 6zelde okullarda yonetim anlayisinin, biirokratik

yapinin ve kiiltlirel degerlerin yonetim siiregleri tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir.
Yonetim Siireclerinin Etkililigi

Yonetim, insanlar ve kaynaklar araciligiyla etkili ve verimli bir sekilde orgiitsel amaglara
ulagsma siirecidir (Aydin, 2018; Bateman ve Snell, 2013; Bursalioglu, 2015; Robbins,
Decenzo ve Coulter, 2013). Yo6netim siireci de amaglar dogrultusunda bir akisi, degisimi ve
olusu icinde barindiran, Orgiitii doniistiirme, isletme, yasatma ve gelistirme islevlerinin
yerine getirildigi bir siirectir (Basaran, 2008; Bursalioglu, 2015). Kisacasi yonetim siireci,
orgiit amaclariin etkili ve verimli bir sekilde yerine getirilmesinde sistemli, bilingli ve

organize bir bicimde gerceklestirilen kapsamli ve ¢ok yonlii faaliyetler biitliniidiir.

Yonetim stiregleri ilk defa H. Fayol tarafindan bilimsel olarak ele alinmis; planlama,
orgiitleme, emir verme, koordinasyon ve kontrol olarak smiflandirilmigtir (Fayol, 1916).
Gregg (1957) tarafindan karar verme, planlama, oOrgiitleme, iletisim, etki, esgiidim ve
degerlendirme olarak yapilan siniflandirmada, yonetim siiregleri birbirleriyle iliskili olan
yedi 6geden olusan bir eylemler biitiinii olarak nitelendirilmistir. Alanyazin incelendiginde
yonetim siireglerini olusturan O6gelerin birbiriyle iliskili oldugu ve biitiinliik gosterdigi
belirtilmektedir (Akyol, 2013; Aydin, 2018; Erdogan, 2003). Aydin’a (2018) gore yonetim

stireglerini olusturan bilesenlerden higbiri tek basina bir anlam ifade etmez, biitiinliik gosterir
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ve aralarinda organik bir bag vardir. Bu baglamda, egitim alaninda yonetim siireglerini bir

biitiin olarak ele alan c¢alismalarin olduk¢a az oldugu ve belirli konularda ele alindigi
goriilmektedir. Bu ¢alismalarda yonetim siireglerinin, orgilitsel adalet (Akyol, 2013; Agil,
2020); yonetim siireglerinin isleyisi (Aydin, 2019; Aydogan, 1988; Biite ve Balci1, 2010);
Olgek gelistirme (Giil, 2017); duygu yonetimi (Coruk, 2012); yoneticilerin duygusal, sosyal
ve ruhsal vyeterlilikleri (Summak ve Yazgan, 2007) gibi degiskenlerle ele alindigi
goriilmektedir. Yapilan ¢aligmalardan hareketle, egitim alaninda yonetim siireclerine etki
eden degiskenlerin arastirilmasi, yonetsel ve orgiitsel etkililik, liderlik ve orgiitsel davranis

gibi alanlardaki 6nemi bakimindan yadsinamaz bir gercek olarak goriilmektedir.
Biirokratik Yapi ve Yonetim Siirecleri

Orgiit yapisi, orgiitteki is boliimii ve koordinasyon arasindaki yollarin toplami olup
(Mintzberg, 2014), tim faaliyetlerinin bigimini, isleyisini ve uyumunu etkilemektedir
(Griffin ve Moorhead, 2014). Dolayisiyla, yonetim siire¢lerinin isleyisi tizerinde etkili olan
unsurlardan biri de o6rgiitlerin biirokratik yapilaridir. Okullar, biirokratik yap1 6zelliklerinin
birgoguna sahip olan formal orgiitlerdir (Bulug, 2009; Hoy ve Miskel, 2010; Messick, 2012).
Biirokratik yapinin okullardaki orgiitsel ve yonetsel davranisi analiz etmedeki 6nemi bir¢cok
arastirmaci tarafindan arastirilmistir (Abbott, 1965; Abbott ve Caracheo, 1988; Corwin ve
Borman, 1988; Firestone ve Herriot, 1981; Miles, 1965). Abbott (1965) okul o6rgiitiinii,
yiiksek diizeyde gelismis biirokrasi olarak nitelendirmektedir. Hoy ve Sweetland
(2000,2001) egitim  orgiitlerini, merkezilesme (yetkinin  kademelestirilmesi) ve
bi¢imlendirme (kurallar, diizenlemeler, prosediirler vb.) temelinde vyetkilendirici ve
engelleyici 6zellik gostermelerine gore “kolaylastirict (yetkilendirici) biirokratik yap:” ve

“engelleyici biirokratik yapi” olarak ele almistir.

Okullara yonelik yapilan arastirmalar, okullarin yapisal 6zelliklerinin birbirinden
farklilastigin1 gostermekle birlikte (Hoy, 2003; Hoy ve Miskel, 2010; Hoy ve Sweetland,
2000,2001; Sinden vd.,2004), okullarda engelleyici bir yapinin aksine kolaylastiric1 bir okul
yapisinin olusturulmasmi gerekli kilmaktadir (Hoy ve Sweetland, 2001). Ciinkii okullarin
kolaylastirict biirokratik yapisi, 6gretmenler arasi meslektas is birligini olumlu etkilemekte
ve akademik basariya katki saglamaktadir (Weick ve Sutcliffe, 2001). Ayrica kolaylastirict
okul yapisinda yonetici ve oOgretmenler is birligi i¢inde hareket etmekte, sorunlarin
coziimiine yonelik birlikte karar vermekte, yonetim Ogretmenlerin daha etkili gorev
yapabilecekleri yapilart desteklemektedir (Wu, Hoy ve Tarter, 2013). Dolayisiyla

ogretmenler tarafindan algilanan biirokratik yapinin hem onlarin okula yonelik tutum ve
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davraniglarim etkiledigi hem de yonetim siireglerini etkileyen onemli faktorlerden biri

oldugu goriilmektedir.
Yonetim Anlayisi ve Yonetim Siiregleri

Orgiitlerde, yoneticilerin insanin dogasina yoénelik varsayimlari, insana bakis agilar1, onlarm
yonetime dair is ve isleyis siireglerinin bir belirleyicisidir (Aydin, 2018). Yaygin kuramsal
yaklagima dayali olarak bu ¢alismada okul ydneticilerinin yonetim anlayisi pozitivist ve
postmodern ydnetim anlayist agisindan ele alindi. Pozitivist yonetim anlayigsinda calisan
uyum ve itaat gosteren, kurallara gore hareket eden, planli-programli olarak diizenlenmis bir
hiyerarsinin pargasi olan, insiyatif verilmeyen, informal iliski kurmasi1 yasak olan orgiitsel
bir varlik olarak goriilmektedir (Bulag, 1990). Pozitivist yonetim anlayisinda ydnetici ise,
lider degildir, basarisini otoritesine borglu olup, emir vermekte, itaat istemekte, statiikoyu
korumak ic¢in enerjisini siirekli olarak bozulan dengeyi yeniden saglamaya caligsmakla
gecirmektedir (Agikalin, 1995). Pozitivist yonetim anlayisina sahip okullarda yetki ve gii¢
yoneticide toplanmakta; okul yoneticisi kendisine verilen bu giicii, sistemli kurallardan
olusan biirokratik ve merkezi bir baski araci olarak kullanmakta; bireylerin deger, inang,
beklenti ve segimleri géz ardi edilmektedir (Aslanargun, 2007). Biitiin bu 6zellikler dikkate
alindiginda, yapisalci ve biirokratik egilim gosteren pozitivist yonetim anlayisi, amag
merkezli, rasyonel karar alma siireci, yapiyr her seyin iistiinde tutma, hiyerarsinin ist
yonetimde toplanmasi ve grup i¢inde bireyin ithmal edilmesi bakimindan elestirilmektedir
(Bush, 1995). Dolayisiyla pozitivist modern yonetim anlayisinin bireysel degerlerin ihmal
edilmesi yOniiniin sorgulanmasina ve eksikliklerine yonelik yapilan elestiriler postmodern

yOnetim anlayisinin dogmasina zemin hazirlamistir.

Postmodern anlayisin yonetime olan en 6nemli katkilardan birisi “yOnetici, miidiir”
gibi pozitivist anlayisin uzantilari olarak goriilen kavramlarin yerine “liderlik” olgusunu 6n
plana ¢ikarmasidir. Postmodern yonetim anlayiginin hakim oldugu okullarda, lider olan okul
yoneticisi, uzun vadeli disiinmekte, olaylara elestirel ve siipheci bakabilmekte, insani
degerleri 6n planda tutarak motivasyon gibi rasyonel olmayan siire¢lere yonelmektedir
(Aslanargun, 2007). Hem pozitivist (klasik) yonetim anlayisinin hem de postmodern (kaos)
yonetim anlayiginin i¢ ice gectigi gergeginden hareketle, giiniimiizde gelismislik, biiyiikliik
ve karmagiklik 6zelliklerine sahip olan ¢agdas orgiitlerin yoneticilerinin de bu karmasay1 ve
kaosu yonetme becerisine sahip olmalar1 gerektigi kacinilmaz bir gercek olarak karsimiza

cikmaktadir (Demirtas, 2006). Dolayisiyla okullarda yoneticilerin yonetim anlayisinin



76 G. Sertel, S. Karatas ve E. Karadag/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 55 72-99, 2022
incelenmesinin yonetim siireglerinin isleyisinde ve Orgiitiin insana ve topluma bakis agisinin

orgiitsel ¢iktilar tizerinde etkili oldugu distiniilmektedir.
Kiiltiirel Degerler ve Yonetim Siirecleri

En genel anlamiyla kiiltiir, bir grubu digerlerinden ayirt eden ve grup tarafindan paylasilan
anlamlar sistemidir (Aydin, 2018; Robbins, 1998). Hofstede tarafindan kiiltiir, yasam
boyunca kazanilan, bir toplumun iyelerini digerlerinden ayirt eden, toplumun cevresi ile
iligkilerini etkileyen, genel karakteristik Ozelliklerinin etkilesiminden olusan, kolektif bir
zihin programlamasi olarak nitelendirmektedir (Hofsede, 1980a, 1980b, 2001; Hofstede,
Hofstede ve Minkov, 2010). Arastirmaci kiiltiiriin, bireylerin iginde yasadiklari ulusun ortak
kiiltiirel bilesenlerinden olustugunu ve farkli tilkelerdeki insanlarin farkl: kiiltiirel degerlere
sahip oldugunu vurgulamakta, bu farkliliklar1 ulusal kiiltiir olarak kavramsallastirmaktadir
(Hofstede, 2001). Bu arastirmada egitim kurumlarmin kiiltiirel degerleri, Hofstede’nin
kiiltiirel degerler teorisinin gii¢ mesafesi, belirsizlikten kacinma, bireycilik/topluluk¢uluk
(kolektivist), erillik/disillik (Hofstede, 1980a) ve kisa/uzun vadeli erimlilik (Hofstede ve
Bond, 1988; Hofstede, vd.,2010; Hofstede, 2001) boyutlari agisindan incelenmistir.

Gii¢ mesafesi, genellikle giiciin toplumdaki dagiliminin uygunluguna yonelik inang
olup (Steers, Sanchez-Runde Nardon, 2010), orgiit ve kurumlarda gii¢ ve statiiniin esit
dagilmadigimin kabul edilme derecesidir (Hofstede, 1980a; Yukl, 2013). Belirsizlikten
kacinma, bireylerin belirsiz veya bilinmeyen durumlar karsisinda hissettigi tehdit ve
endisenin diizeyi ile ilgilidir (Hofstede, 2001). Bireyci kiiltiirlerde, bireyler “ben”
duygusuyla hareket eder, bireysel ihtiyaglar, menfaatler ve 6zerklik on plandadir, kisisel
haklar sosyal sorumluluklardan daha énemlidir (Dickson vd.,2003; Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishi
ve Bechtold, 2004; Hofstede, 1980b; Scarborough, 1998; Steers vd.,2010). Topluluk¢u
(kolektivist) kiiltiirlerde, grubun menfaatleri bireysel menfaatlerden onceliklidir (Kluckhohn
ve Strodtbeck, 1961; Steers vd.,2010; Triandis, 1995), gruba baglilik bireyin 6z kimliginin
onemli bir unsurudur ve gruba sadakat 6nemli bir degerdir (Yukl, 2013) ve bireyler “biz”
duygusuyla hareket eder (Hofstede, 1980b). Eril kiiltiirlerde bireyler iddiali, hirsli, rekabetgi,
mal varli§1 ve paraya onem veren, bireysel ve maddi basar1 odaklidir (Hofstede, 1980a).
Disil kiiltiirlerde ise bireyler daha miitevaz1 ve hassas olup, giiclii sosyal baglar, yasam
kalitesi ve digerlerinin zenginligi degerlidir (Hofstede, 1980a, 2001). Uzun/kisa vadeli
erimlilik, zaman, hedef, planlama, is, yasam ve iliskilere bakis agisiyla ilgili olup; uzun

vadeli erimli kiiltiirlerde, gelecek yonelimi, kendini adama, ¢aliskanlik ve tasarruf deger
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goriirken; kisa vadeli erimli kiiltiirlerde ise ge¢mis ve simdiki zaman yonelimi, gelenekler ve

toplumsal sorumluluklar deger goriir (Hofstede vd.,2010; Steers vd.,2010).

Kiiltiirel degerler toplum iginde yer alan farkli yapilardaki orgiitlerin kiltiiriintin, bu
orgiitler igindeki farkhi kiiltiirel degerlere sahip bireylerin ve olaylarin anlagilmasina
(Hofstede, 1983), orgiitlerde amag¢ ve hedefler, karar verme, yap1 ve etkili motivasyon
araclarmin bi¢imlendirilmesine onemli katkilar saglamaktadir (Hofstede, 1981). Egitim
kurumlarinda yoneticilerin, kiiltiirel degerlerin farkinda olmasi ve bunlar1 6rgiitiin amaglari
dogrultusunda etkili bir motivasyon kaynagina doniistiirmesi hem yoénetim siire¢lerinin

etkililigini hem de orgiitsel etkililigi artiracaktir.
Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu baglamda arastirmanin amaci, Milli Egitim Bakanligi’'na bagli resmi egitim
kurumlarinda gorev yapan Ogretmenlere gore, okul yoneticilerinin yonetim anlayisinin,
okullarin biirokratik yapisinin ve okuldaki kiiltiirel degerlerin yonetim siiregleri ile iliskisini
ortaya koymaktir. Yapilan literatiir taramasi ve arastirmanin amaci kapsaminda asagidaki

hipotezler test edilmistir:

Hi: Kolaylastirict  biirokrasi yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi {izerinde pozitif etkiye,
engelleyici biirokrasi ise yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi tizerinde negatif etkiye sahiptir.
H>: Yonetim anlayisi ile yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi arasinda anlamli bir iliski vardir.

Hs: Kiiltiirel degerler ile yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi arasinda anlamli bir iligki vardir.

Ha: Ogretmenlere ve okullara ait demografik degiskenler kontrol altina alindiginda, yonetim
anlayisi, kiiltlirel degerler ve kolaylastiric1 okul yapisi, yonetim siireglerini yiiksek diizeyde

etkilemektedir.
Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi, yonetim anlayisi, biirokratik yap1 ve kiiltiirel degerler
arasindaki iligskiyi inceleyen bu nicel arastirmada korelasyonel desen kullanildi.
Korelasyonel desen, iki ya da daha fazla sayidaki degisken arasindaki iliski olup olmadigin
velveya iligkinin derecesini belirlemeyi amaglayan aragtirma desenidir (Fraenkel ve Wallen,
2006; Karasar, 2017).
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Evren ve Orneklem

Bu arastirmanin evrenini Denizli 1li Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii Strateji Gelistirme Biriminden
alinan verilere gore 2019-2020 o6gretim yilinda Pamukkale ve Merkezefendi ilgelerinde
bulunan toplam 265 resmi egitim kurumunda gorev yapan 7698 6gretmen olusturmaktadir.
Arastirmada genel kabul goren %95 giiven diizeyi ve %5’lik hata pay1 dikkate alinarak
yeterli minimum oOrneklem biiytikligi 366 olarak hesaplandi (Field, 2009). Ancak 500
ogretmene dagitilan 6lgek formundan geri donen 462 Glgekten hatali ve eksik kodlanan
olgekler cikarildiktan sonra kalan 418 6lcek calismanin drneklemini olusturdu. Orneklem
biiyiikligiiniin hesaplanmasinda olasilikli 6rnekleme tekniklerinden tabakali 6rnekleme
teknigi kullanildi. Tabakalama yapilirken okul tiirleri (ilkokul-ortaokul-lise) dikkate alindi.
Tabakal1 6rnekleme yontemiyle homojen olmayan aragtirma evreninde yer alan alt gruplarin
evren i¢indeki orami bulunarak (Biiyiikoztirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel,

2008) alt gruplarin evreni temsil etme yeteneginin artmasi saglandi (Balci, 2018).

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin %67.7°si kadin, %32.3’1 erkek; %84.2°si lisans
mezunu, %15.8’1 yiiksek lisans mezunudur. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin %8.4°4 5 yil ve alti,
%16.7°si 6-10 yil, %20.6’s1 11-15 yil, %27.8’i 16-20 y1l, %13.4°1 21-25 y1l ve %13.2°si 26
yil ve iizeri kideme sahiptir. Ve ogretmenlerin %24.6’s1 temel egitim, %37.8’i sozel,
%19.6’s1 sayisal, %6.7°si mesleki-teknik ve %11.2’si sanat-spor bransindadir. Arastirmadaki
okullarin %25.8°1 ilkokul, %43.5’i ortaokul ve %30.6’s1 lisedir. Ayrica okullarin %25.6’s1
diisiik, %60.5’i orta ve %13.9’u yiiksek sosyo-ekonomik diizeydedir. Okullarin %28.5’inde
1-20 6gretmen, %19.6°sinda 21-40 6gretmen ve %51.9°unda 41 ve iizerinde dgretmen gorev
yapmaktadir. Ayrica okullarm %7.7’sinde 1 yonetici, %29.4’tinde 2 yonetici, %20.8’inde 3

yonetici ve %42.1’inde 4 ve daha fazla yonetici bulunmaktadir.
Veri Toplama Araclan

Arastirmanin verileri, her biri asagidaki gibi tanitilan c¢esitli Olcekler kullanilarak

toplanmustir:
Yonetim anlayislar: 6lgegi

Yonetim anlayisinin Slgiilmesinde, Usta (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen, 2 boyutlu (kaotik
yonetim anlayisg1 ve pozitivist yonetim anlayist) ve 23 maddeli “Y&netim Anlayislar1 Olgegi”
kullanildi. Usta (2017) tarafindan ol¢egin giivenirlik katsayisi(a).948 (alt boyutlarda
sirastyla.970 ve .888) olarak tespit edilmistir. Olgek 5°li likert tipindedir. Bu calismada
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Olgege ait Barlett Kiiresellik Testi sonucu anlamli, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degeri.960,

giivenirlik katsayis1.984 (alt boyutlarda sirasiyla.982 ve.943) olarak hesaplandi.
Kolaylastirict okul yapisi olcegi

Hoy ve Sweetland (2000) tarafindan gelistirilen, Bulug¢ (2009) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye
uyarlanan, psikometrik dzellikleri Ozer ve Dénmez (2013) tarafindan yeniden incelenen, 2
boyutlu (kolaylastiric1 biirokrasi ve engelleyici biirokrasi) ve 12 maddeli “Kolaylastiric
Okul Yapist Olgegi” kullanildi. Ozer ve Dénmez (2013) Slcegin giivenirlik katsayismi(a)
“Kolaylastirict Biirokrasi” alt boyutu i¢in.774 ve “Engelleyici Biirokrasi” alt boyutu i¢in.806
olarak tespit edilmistir. Olgek 5°1i likert tipindedir. Bu c¢alismada olgege ait Barlett
Kiiresellik Testi sonucu anlamli, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degeri.834; giivenirlik
katsayis1 “Kolaylagtirict Biirokrasi” alt boyutu i¢in.833 ve “Engelleyici Biirokrasi” alt
boyutu i¢in.883 olarak hesaplandi.

Bireysel kiiltiirel degerler ol¢egi

Arastirmada toplumsal diizeydeki kiiltiirel degerleri belirleyebilmek amaciyla Hofstede
tarafindan gelistirilen (Kiiltiirel Degerler Olgegi), Yoo, Donthu ve Lenartowicz (2011)
tarafindan bireysel baglamda yeniden ele alinan; Saylik (2019) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlan
“Bireysel Kiiltiirel Degerler Olgegi” kullanildi. 5 alt boyut (gii¢ mesafesi, belirsizlikten
kaginma, kolektivizm, uzun erimlilik, erillik) ve 26 madde olan &lgek 5°1i likert tipindedir.
Saylik (2019) olgegin giivenirlik katsayisini(a).80 (alt boyutlar sirasiyla.63,.82,.87,.85
ve.82) olarak tespit etmistir. Bu g¢alismada Olgege ait Barlett Kiiresellik Testi sonucu
anlamli, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degeri.833; giivenirlik katsayisi.858 (alt boyutlar
sirastyla .883, .856,.845,.879,.838 ve.881) olarak hesaplandi.

Yonetim siireglerinin etkililigi ol¢cegi

Okul yoneticilerinin yonetim siire¢lerini ne kadar etkili kullandiklarini 6lgmek amaciyla Giil
(2017) tarafindan gelistirilen, tek boyutlu ve 35 maddeli “Yo6netim Siireglerinin Etkililigi
Olgegi” kullanildi. Giil (2017) tarafindan &lgegin giivenirlik katsayisi(c).982 olarak tespit
edilmistir. Olgek 5°1i likert tipindedir. Bu calismada olcege ait Barlett Kiiresellik Testi

sonucu anlamli, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degeri.974, giivenirlik katsay1s1.992 olarak
hesaplandi.
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Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Aragtirmada kullanilan Olgekler ¢ogaltildi, okullara gidilerek yiliz yiize Ogretmenlere
dagitildi. Toplanan veriler SPSS 23.0 paket program: kullanilarak analiz edildi. Oncelikle
verilerin normallik dagilimi igin normallik analizi yapildi. Bu arastirmada, verilerin ¢arpiklik
degerleri “-1.175” ile “0.817” ve basiklik degerleri “-.867” ile “1.408” arasindadir.

Aragtirmadaki verilerin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin £1,5 arasinda kaldig: ve verilerin
normal dagildigr goriildii (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013) ve verilerin analizinde parametrik
testler kullanildi. Toplanan verilerin giivenirligi Cronbach’s Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayisiyla,
demografik degiskenler yiizde ve frekans analiziyle, degiskenlerin aritmetik ortalama ve
standart sapma degeri betimsel istatistiklerle, degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin yoni ve diizeyi
ise pearson korelasyon analizi kullanilarak incelendi. Korelayon katsayisinin mutlak degeri
0.70-1.00 “yiiksek; 0.70-0.30 “orta”; 0.30-0.00 ise “diisiik” diizeyde bir iliski oldugu
seklinde yorumland: (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2016; Roscoe, 1975). Arastirmada ayn1 anda ve sirasiyla
hem kategorik hem de siirekli degiskenlerin etkisini birlikte inceleyebilmek ve olusturulan
son modelde etkisi goriilen nihai degiskenlerin birlikte etkisini gorebilmek i¢in bagimsiz
degiskenlerin (yonetim anlayisi, okul yapisi, kiiltiirel degerler), bagimli degiskene (yonetim

stireglerinin etkililigi) olan etkisi ¢oklu hiyerarsik regresyon analizi ile incelendi.

Analiz kapsaminda olusturulan modellerde ¢oklu dogrusallik varsayiminin saglanip
saglanmadigini tespit etmek amaciyla dogrudaslik/es dogrusallik (collinearity statistics)
degerlerine bakildi. Aragtirmada tolerans degerlerinin “.18”den biiyiik ve VIF degerlerinin
de “5.33”den kiigiik oldugu goriildi. Elde edilen tolerans degerlerinin 0.10’dan biiyiik
oldugu (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztirk, 2018; Field, 2009; Mertler ve Vannatta,
2005) ve VIF (Varyans artis faktorii-Variance Inflation Factor) degerlerinin 10’a esit veya
daha biiyiik olmadig1 (Webster, 1992 akt.Albayrak, 2005) (Tolerans=1/VIF, Tolerans>1-R?);
bagimsiz degiskenler arasinda ¢oklu dogrusal baglanti olmadig1 ve standardize edilmemis
beta(B) katsayilarinin (Unstandardized Coefficients) regresyon modeline ait denklemlerde

kullanilmasinin uygun oldugu tespit edildi.

Coklu hiyerarsik regresyon analizinde, Ogretmenlerin ve okullarin 6zelliklerine
yonelik kategorik degiskenler “dummy (yapay/kukla) degisken” olarak doniistiirtildiikten
sonra analize dahil edildi. Dummy degiskenlerden 6gretmenlere iliskin cinsiyet= erkekl;
egitim durumu=lisansl; brans=temel egitiml”; kidem=1-5y1l ve okula iliskin okul
turti=ilkokull; 6gretmen sayisi=1-200gretmen; yonetici sayisi=yoneticil; sosyo-ekonomik

diizey=diisiiklolarak kodlandi. Oncelikle birinci modele &gretmen &zellikleri ve ikinci
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modele okul Ozellikleri dahil edilerek kategorik (dummy) degiskenler kontrol altina

alindiktan sonra, ti¢lincii modele okul yapisi, dordiinci modele yonetim anlayisi, besinci
modele bireysel kiiltiirel degerler enter yontemi ile analize dahil edildi. Modellerde anlamli
etkisi goriilen degiskenlerin nihai etkisini gérmek amaciyla altinci modelde etkisi bulunan
degiskenler birlikte analize dahil edildi. Analiz sonuglari beta degeri(B) yerine diizeltilmemis

beta(B) degeri lizerinden yorumlandi.

Analizdeki regresyon katsayilari etki biiyiikliigiinii gosteren istatistikler olmakla
birlikte, ¢oklu model analizinde etki biiyiikligiiniin (effect size) hesaplanmasinda Aiken ve
West (1991) tarafindan onerilen Cohen’in f?=(r2?-r1?)/(1-r1?) formiilii kullanildi. Bu
denklemde r12, hiyerarsik regresyon analizinde ikinci adima ait R? (R square); r2? ise iigiincii
adima ait R? (R square) degeridir. Formiile gore, f2=0,02 ise diisiik etki; f2=0,15 ise orta
etki; 2=0,26 ise biiyiik etki oldugunu gostermektedir (Cohen, Cohen, West ve Aiken, 2003).

Bulgular
Betimsel istatistiklere ve korelasyona iliskin bulgular

Arastirmadaki degiskenlere ait betimsel istatistikler ile degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerin

yoniinii ve diizeyini gosteren korelasyon matrisi degerleri Tablo 1°de verildi.

Tablo 1’de yer alan ortalama degerleri incelendiginde, Ogretmenlerin yonetim
anlayislarina gore, pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin yiiksek, kaotik yonetim anlayisinin orta
diizeyde oldugu goriildii. Bireysel kiiltiirel degerlere gore ise, uzun erimliligin ¢ok yiiksek,
belirsizlikten kaginma ve kolektivizmin yiiksek, erilli§in orta ve giic mesafesinin diisiik
diizeyde algilandig1 goriildi. Okul yapisinin  etkililigi  acisindan  incelendiginde
ogretmenlerin yiiksek diizeyde kolaylastirici biirokrasi, diisiik diizeyde engelleyici biirokrasi
algisina sahip olduklar1 goriildii. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin yonetim siireclerini yiiksek diizeyde

etkili olarak algiladiklar1 goriildii.

Korelasyon analizi sonucunda, yonetim siireclerinin etkilili§inin yonetim anlayisinin
pozitivist yonetim boyutuyla pozitif yonlii ve yiiksek diizeyde iliskili oldugu goriildii.
Yonetim siireglerinin etkililiginin bireysel kiiltiirel degerlerin belirsizlikten kacinma,
kolektivizm, giic mesafesi ve uzun erimlilik boyutlariyla pozitif yonlii ve diisiik diizeyde
iliskili oldugu goriildii. Yonetim siireglerinin etkililiginin okul yapisinin kolaylastiric
biirokrasi boyutuyla pozitif yonlii ve yiiksek diizeyde, engelleyici biirokrasi boyutuyla

negatif yonlii ve orta diizeyde iliski oldugu goriildii.
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Tablo 1.Yonetim Anlayisi, Bireysel Kiiltiirel Degerler, Okul Yapisi, Yonetim Siireglerinin
Etkililigi Degiskenlerine Ait Betimsel Istatistikler ve Korelasyon Matrisi(N=418)

KY PY YA GM BK K UE E BKD KB EB YSE

KY -

PY 347 -

YA 917 33" -

GM .64 11" 54" -

BK .66~ .357 .60 .09 -

K 797 287 767 .18 437 -

UE 317 23" 48" -207 477 44" -

E 217 02 50" 327 -06 137 -10 -

BKD .91 .33" 1.00™ .54 60" .76™ .48" 507 -

KB 317 76" 33" 13" 31" 23" 197 12" 33" -

EB  -01 -43" 06 .23 -26" -05 -21" 35" .06 -477 -

YSE .30 .86 .28 .16™ .25 22" .12 .08 .28 797 -43" -
X 325 378 385 219 388 362 432 264 340 374 251 385
Ss 59 92 5 9% .73 83 60 116 .49 .78 96 .96

**p<.01  *p<.05

X:Ortalama, Ss: Standart Sapma, KY-Kaotik Yénetim, PY-Pozitivist Yonetim, YA-Yonetim
Anlayisi, GM-Gii¢ Mesafesi, BK-Belirsizlikten Kaginma, K-Kolektivizm, UE-Uzun Erimlilik,
E-Erillik, BKD-Bireysel Kiiltiirel Degerler, KB-Kolaylastirici Biirokrasi, EB-Engelleyici
Biirokrasi, YSE-Yonetim Siireglerinin Etkililigi

Tablo 1’de yer alan ortalama degerleri incelendiginde, &gretmenlerin yonetim
anlayislarina gore, pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin yiiksek, kaotik yonetim anlayisinin orta
diizeyde oldugu goriildii. Bireysel kiiltiirel degerlere gore ise, uzun erimliligin ¢ok yiiksek,
belirsizlikten kaginma ve kolektivizmin yiiksek, erilligin orta ve gii¢ mesafesinin digiik
diizeyde algilandigr goriildi. Okul yapisinin etkililigi  acisindan  incelendiginde
ogretmenlerin yiiksek diizeyde kolaylastiric1 biirokrasi, diislik diizeyde engelleyici biirokrasi
algisia sahip olduklar1 goriildii. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin yonetim siireclerini yiiksek diizeyde

etkili olarak algiladiklar goriildii.

Korelasyon analizi sonucunda, yonetim siire¢lerinin etkililiginin yonetim anlayisinin

pozitivist yonetim boyutuyla pozitif yonli ve yiiksek diizeyde iliskili oldugu goriildi.
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kolektivizm, gili¢ mesafesi ve uzun erimlilik boyutlariyla pozitif yonli ve diisiik diizeyde
iliskili oldugu goriildii. Yonetim siireclerinin etkililiginin okul yapisinin kolaylastirict

biirokrasi boyutuyla pozitif yonlii ve yiiksek diizeyde, engelleyici biirokrasi boyutuyla

negatif yonlii ve orta diizeyde iliski oldugu goriildii.

Yonetim siireclerinin etkililiginin yordanmasim gosteren hiyerarsik coklu regresyona

iliskin bulgular

Yonetim siireglerinin etkilili§ini yordayan bagimsiz degiskenlerin etkisini belirlemek

amaciyla yapilan ¢oklu hiyerarsik regresyon analizi sonuglar1 Tablo 2°de verildi.

83
Yonetim siireglerinin etkililiginin bireysel kiiltiirel degerlerin belirsizlikten kag¢inma,

Tablo 2.Yonetim Siireclerinin Etkililigi Uzerinde Bagimsiz Degiskenlerin Etkisini Gosteren

Hiyerarsik Coklu Regresyon Analizi Sonuglari (N=418)

Yonetim Siireclerinin Etkililigi

Yordayici Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Degiskenler 5 SH. g B SH. 5 B SH. 5
Sabit 125.718 4.439 125.660 4.619 16.905 7.770

=

i Erkekl -2.754  3.597 -.038 -3.967 3.650 -.055 -1.017 2.285 -.014

3

2 Lisansl 10.136* 4.524 110 10.849* 4598 .117 5390 2.880 .058

=

]

E  Temel 2556 3.869 .033  20.016 11.039 .256 -079  7.067 -.001

= egitiml

QO 1-5yil 7.387 6.058 .061 11.925 6.563 .098 -3.851 4.114 -.032
kidem
[kokul1 -15.402 11.084 -.200 3542 7.044 .046

=

.i: Diisiik 3.161 4.235 .041 2173  2.625 .028

< SED

S 1-20 -5.463 5776 -.073 -6.737  3.588 -.090

E O0gretmen

© 1 yonetici -1.403 6534 -.011 2900 4.072 .023
KB 5.402*** 253 .748

>_

o EB -.485* 211 -.083
KY

<

> PY
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GM
Q BK
m UE
E
R 138 A77 794
R? .019 .031 .630
Diiz.R? .010 012 621
AR? 019 012 598
Yonetim Siireclerinin Etkililigi
Yordayici Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Degiskenler -5 SH. g B SH. 5 B SH. 5
Sabit 576 6.293 25.387 8.010 22372 7.823
=
_i: Erkekl — -1.424 1.699  -.020 -3.114 1.759 -.043 - - -
3
5 Lisansl  3.271 2138 .035 2515 2.096 .027  2.948 2.081 .032
=
[P)
£ Temel -14.656** 5318  -.187 -12.586* 5.227 -161 -14.909** 4.689 -.190
= egitiml
Q  1-5y1l 1.733 3.064 .014  .969 3.020 .008 - - -
kidem
llkokull — 16.457** 5.302 214 12207 5295 .158  15.10** 4.873 .196
=
_ﬁ: Diisiik 4.584* 1.950 .059  4.763* 1.926 .062  4.777*  1.869 .062
< SED
§ 1-20 -7.696** 2.663  -.103 -6.930** 2611 -.093 -6.684** 2510 -.089
2 Ogretmen
© 1yoénetici .301 3.038 .002 .014 2978 .000 - - -
KB 2.006*** 266 278  1875*** 268 .260  2.036*** .255 .282
>.
© EB -175 161 -.030 -.453* 174 -077  -.267 152 -.045
KY -.014 .088 -004 .186 184 052 - - -
<
> PY 3.413*** 189 .654 3.481*** 185 .667 3.474*** 182 .665
GM .096 280 .014 - - -
Q BK -.640 343 -.069 - - -
o)
UE -760** 262 -.081 -904*** 216 -.096
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E .258 198 .035 - -
R .893 .900 .897
R? 798 .810 .805
Diiz.R? 792 .803 .801
AR? .168 .013 .805

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

SED-Sosyoekonomik diizey, KY-Kaotik Yonetim, PY-Pozitivist Yonetim, YA-Yonetim
Anlayisi, GM-Gii¢ Mesafesi, BK-Belirsizlikten Kaginma, K-Kolektivizm, UE-Uzun Erimlilik,
E-Erillik, BKD-Bireysel Kiiltiirel Degerler, BY-Biirokratik Yapi, KB-Kolaylastirici
Biirokrasi, EB-Engelleyici Biirokrasi, YSE-Ydnetim Siire¢lerinin Etkililigi

Birinci model incelendiginde, 6gretmen o6zelliklerinin (cinsiyet=erkekl, egitim
durumu=lisans1, brans=temel egitiml, kidem=1-5y1l) yoénetim siireglerinin etkililigine
anlamh bir katkisinin olmadigi goriildii [R?=.019; p=.093>.05]. Ancak modelde egitim
durumunun [egitim durumu=lisansl; B=10.136; p<0.05] yonetim siireglerinin etkililigine
anlamli1 katkisinin bulundugu goriildii. Birinci modele gore, 6gretmen 6zelliklerinin yonetim

stireglerinin etkililigi izerinde anlamli bir etkisinin olmadigi sdylenebilir.

Ikinci modelde analize dahil edilen okul &zelliklerinin (okul tiirii=ilkokull,
sosyoekonomik diizey=diisiik, 6gretmen sayisi=1-20 6gretmen, yonetici sayisi=1 yoOnetici)
yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi {izerinde anlamli katkisin olmadigi gériildii [R?=.031;
AR?=.012; p=.273>.05]. Ancak modelde egitim durumunun [egitim durumu=lisansl;
B=10.849; p=.019<0.05] yonetim siirelerinin etkililigine anlamli Katkisinin bulundugu
goriildii. Ikinci modelin etki biiyiikliigii f2=(r2>-r1%)/(1-r1%)=[(0.031-0.019)/(1-0.019)]=0.01
olarak hesapland: ve etki biiyiikliigiiniin diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriildii. ikinci modele gore,
okul o6zelliklerinin yonetim siireglerinin etkililigi tizerinde anlamli bir etkisinin olmadigi

sOylenebilir.

Ugiincii  modelde analize dahil edilen okul yapisina Yydnelik bilesenlerin
(kolaylastiric1 biirokrasi, engelleyici biirokrasi) yonetim siireglerinin etkililigi {izerinde
anlamli katkisinin bulundugu gériildii [R?=.630; AR?=.598; p=.000<0.001] ve agiklanan
varyansit %63’e c¢ikardigi goriildii. Ayrica bu modelde sadece kolaylastirici biirokrasinin
[B=5.402; p=.000<0.001] ve engelleyici biirokrasinin [B=-.485; p=.022<0.05] yOnetim
stireglerinin etkililigine anlamli katkisinin bulundugu goriildii. Buna gore, kolaylastirict
biirokratik yapidaki 1 birimlik artig yonetim siireclerinin etkililiginde 5,402 birimlik artiga,
engelleyici biirokratik yapidaki 1 birimlik artis yonetim siireglerinin etkililiginde 0,485

azalisa neden oldugu goriildi. Bu modelde agiklanan varyansin %60’nin okul yapisi
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tarafindan aciklandig1 goriildii [AR?=0.598; p=.000<0.001]. Ugiincii modelin etki biiyiikligii

F2=(r2%-r1?)/(1-r1%)=[(0.630-0.031)/(1-0.031)]=0.62 olarak hesapland1 ve etki biiyiikliigiiniin
yiiksek diizeyde oldugu goriildii. Uciincii modele gore, okullarda kolaylastirict biirokratik

yap1 arttik¢a yonetim siireclerinin etkililiginin artacagi s0ylenebilir.

Dordiincii modelde analize dahil edilen yonetim anlayisina yonelik bilesenlerin
(kaotik yoOnetim ve pozitivist yonetim) yoOnetim siireclerinin etkililigi iizerinde anlamli
katkisinin bulundugu [R?=.798; AR?=.168; p=.000<0.0001] ve aciklanan varyans1 %79.8’e
cikardigr goriildi. Ayrica bu modelde bransin [brans=Temel egitim; B=-14.656;
p=.006<0.01], okul tiiriiniin [okul tiirii=Ilkokull; B=16.457; p=.002<0.01], sosyoekonomik
diizeyin [sed=diisiik; B=4.584; p=.019<0.05], 6gretmen sayisinin [0gretmen sayisil=1-20
ogretmen; B=-7.696; p=.004<0.01], kolaylastiric1 biirokrasinin [B=2.006; p=.000<0.001] ve
pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin [B=3.413; p=.000<0.001] ydnetim siire¢lerinin etkililigine
anlamli katkisinin bulundugu goriildi. Bu modelin varyansin %16,8‘ini agikladig1 goriildii
[AR?=0.168; p=.000<0.001]. Dérdiincii modelin etki biyiikliigii £2=(r2?-r12)/(1-r1?)=[(0.798-
0.630)/(1-0.630)]=0.45 olarak hesaplandi ve etki biiyiikliigiiniin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu
goriildii. Dordiincli modele gore, okullarda kolaylastirict biirokratik yapinin ve pozitivist

yonetim anlayisinin yonetim siiregleri lizerinde etkili oldugu sdylenebilir.

Besinci modelde analize dahil edilen bireysel kiiltiirel degerlere yonelik bilesenlerin
(glic mesafesi, belirsizlikten kaginma, uzun erimlilik, erillik) yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi
iizerinde anlamli katkisnin bulundugu [R?=.810; AR?=.013; p=.000<0.001] ve toplam
aciklanan varyanst %81’e ¢ikardigr goriildii. Ayrica bu modelde bransin [brans=Temel
egitiml; B=-12.586; p=.016<0.05], okul tiiriiniin [okul tiirii=llkokul; B=12.207;
p=.022<0.05], sosyoekonomik diizeyin [sed=diisiik; B=4.763; p=.014<0.05], 6gretmen
sayisinin  [O8retmen sayisi=1-20 Ogretmen; B=-6.930; p=.008<0.01], kolaylastirici
biirokrasinin [B=1.875; p=.000<0.001], engelleyici biirokrasinin [B=-.453; p=.010<0.05],
pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin [B=3.481; p=.000<0.001], ve uzun erimliligin [B=-.760;
p=-004<0.01] yOnetim siireclerinin etkililigine anlamli katkisinin bulundugu goériildii. Bu
modelin varyansm %]1,3’{inii agikladig1 goriildii [AR?=0.013; p=.000<0.001]. Besinci
modelin  etki  buyikligi  f2=(r2?-r1?)/(1-r1?)=[(0.810-0.798)/(1-0.798)]=0.06  olarak
hesapland1 ve etki bliyiikliigiiniin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu goriildii. Besinci modele gore,
okullarda kolaylastiric1 biirokratik yapinin, pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin ve uzun erimlilik

kiiltiirel degerinin yonetim siirecleri iizerinde etkili oldugu sdylenebilir.
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Altinc1 modelde de tiim modellerde yonetim siirecinin etkililigi {izerinde anlaml

etkisi tespit edilen degiskenler (egitim durumu=lisans, brang=temel egitim, okul
tiurti=ilkokul, sed=diisiik, Ogretmen sayisi=1-206gretmen, kolaylastirici  biirokrasi,
engelleyici biirokrasi, pozitivist yonetim, uzun erimlilik) tekrar regresyon analizine dahil
edildi. Bu modeldeki bagimsiz degiskenlerin yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi tizerinde anlaml
katkisinin bulundugu ve toplam agciklanan varyansin %80.5 oldugu goriildii [R?=.805;
p=.000<0.001]. Ayrica bu modelde bransin [brang=Temel egitim; B=-14.909;
p=.002<0.001], okul tiiriiniin (okul tiiriil=ilkokull; B=15.100; p=.002<0.01), 6gretmen
sayisinin  [ogretmen sayisil=1-20 oOgretmen; B=-6.684; p=.008<0.01], sosyoekonomik
diizeyin [sed1=diisik; B=4.777; p=.011<0.05], pozitivist yonetim anlayiginin [B=3.474;
p=.000<0.001], kolaylastirict biirokrasinin [B=2.036; p=.000<0.001] ve uzun erimliligin
[B=-.904; p=.000<0.001] yonetim siireglerinin etkililigine anlamli katkisinin bulundugu
goriildii. Altinc1 modelin etki biiyiikliigii f2=(r22-r1%)/(1-r1?)=[(0.808-0.814)/(1-0.814)]=0.03
olarak hesaplandi ve etki biiyiikliigliniin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu goriildii. Altinct modele
gore, okullarda kolaylastirici biirokratik yapinin, pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin ve uzun

erimlilik kiiltiirel degerinin yonetim siirecleri lizerinde etkili oldugu sdylenebilir.
Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu aragtirmada, egitim kurumlarinda yonetim anlayisinin, biirokratik yapmin ve kiiltiirel

degerlerin, yonetim siiregleri tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir.

Arastirma sonucunda katilimci dgretmenlerin gorev yaptiklari egitim kurumlarinda
cogunlukla yiiksek diizeyde kolaylastiric1 biirokratik yapi algisina, nadiren de engelleyici
biirokratik yap1 algisina sahip olduklari tespit edildi. Arastirma bulgularina benzer sekilde
Ozer (2010) okullarda kolaylastirici biirokratik yapmin hakim oldugunu, bazen de
engelleyici biirokratik yapinin algilandigini belirtmektedir. Alanda kolaylastirict biirokratik
yapmin yiiksek diizeyde algilandigi bazi c¢aligmalar da bu arastirmanmn bulgulariyla
paralellik gostermektedir (Alev, 2019; Bulug, 2009; Kotnis, 2004; Messick, 2012; Yilmaz ve
Beycioglu, 2017). Yapilan galismalarda kolaylastirici biirokratik yapiya sahip okullarda,
ogretmenleri destekleyen, demokratik ve adil ortamlarin oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Messick,
2012; Yilmaz ve Beycioglu, 2017). Ayn1 zamanda alanda engelleyici biirokratik yapinin
daha etkin olarak algilandig1 calismalara da rastlanmaktadir (Cerit, 2012; Karaman ve Akil,
2004). Bazi calismalarda ilkdgretim okullarinin daha fazla engelleyici biirokratik yapiya
sahip olduklar1 belirtilmektedir (Cerit, 2012). Engelleyici biirokratik yapiya sahip okullarda,

ogretmenleri zorlayici kati kural ve diizenlemelerin oldugu, yakindan denetleme ve
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cezalandirma mekanizmalarinin daha fazla etkin kullanildigi vurgulanmaktadir (Hoy ve

Sweetland, 2001). Arastirmada beklendigi gibi, okullarda kolaylastirici biirokrasinin
yonetim siire¢lerinin etkililiginin arttig1; engelleyici biirokrasinin ise, yonetim siireclerinin
etkililigini azalttig1 tespit edildi. Okullara yonelik yapilan aragtirmalar, okullarin yapisal
Ozelliklerinin birbirinden farklilastigin1 géstermekle birlikte (Hoy, 2003; Hoy ve Miskel,
2010; Hoy ve Sweetland, 2000,2001; Sinden vd.,2004), okullarda engelleyici bir yapinin
aksine kolaylastiric1 bir okul yapisinin olusturulmasini gerektirmektedir (Hoy ve Sweetland,
2001). Weick ve Sutcliffe (2001), okullarin kolaylastiric1 biirokratik yapisinin, meslektas is
birligini olumlu etkiledigini ve akademik basariya olumlu katki sagladigini belirtmektedir.
Wu vd.(2013) da benzer sekilde kolaylastirict okul yapisinda yonetici ve dgretmenlerin is
birligi icinde hareket ettiklerine, sorunlarin ¢dziimiine yonelik birlikte karar aldiklarina ve
yoneticilerin, 6gretmenlerin daha etkili gorev yapabilecekleri yapilari desteklediklerine
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Watts (2009) kolaylastirict okul yapisi arttik¢a, ¢alisanlarin orgiitsel
duyarliliginin arttigin belirtmektedir. Ozer (2010) de kolaylastirict biirokratik yapinin, rgiit
normlart ve Orgiitsel diriklik iizerinde olumlu etkisinin oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.
McGuigan ve Hoy (2006) ise, okullarda kolaylastirict biirokratik yapi algisinin artmasinin
calisanlarin akademik iyimserlik diizeylerini dogrudan etkiledigini, ¢alisanlarin akademik
iyimserlik diizeylerinin artmasinin da Ogrencilerin akademik basarisini olumlu yoénde
arttiracagini belirtmektedir. Antonelli (2005) de okullarin kolaylastirict biirokratik yapisinin,
olumlu okul iklimi, kolektif oz-yeterlik ve okul etkililigi tizerindeki etkisine dikkat
cekmektedir. Diger taraftan Dzubay (2001) okullarda calisanlar belirli kurallara uymaya
zorlandiginda, engelleyici biirokrasinin, onlarin motivasyonunu azalttig1 ve olumsuz tepkiler
gosterdiklerini belirtmektedir. Alandaki g¢aligmalardan ve bu calismanin bulgularindan
hareketle, engelleyici biirokratik yapinin aksine kolaylagtiric1 biirokratik yapi, ¢alisanlarin
hem oOrgiite hem islerine karsi duyarlilik ve bagliliklarini artirmakta, is birligini, orgit
iklimini ve oOrgiitsel etkililigi olumlu olarak etkilemekte, dolayisiyla oOrgiitteki yoOnetsel
streclerin etkililigine olumlu katki sagladigi goriilmektedir. Bu agiklamalar 1s18inda ve

bulgular kapsaminda arastirmada Hi hipotezi kabul edildi.

Arastirma sonuglarina gore, 0gretmenlerin, okullarda ¢ogunlukla yiiksek diizeyde
pozitivist yonetim anlayist ve nadiren de kaotik yOonetim anlayisi algisina sahip oldugu
gorildii. Ayn1 zamanda, arastirmada hem pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin hem de kaotik
yonetim anlayiginin yonetim siiregleriyle pozitif iligkiye sahip oldugu; ancak pozitivist

yonetim anlayisinin, kaotik yonetim anlayisina gére yonetim siireglerinin etkililigine daha
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yuksek katki sagladigi tespit edildi. Benzer sekilde yonetim anlayisinin Orgiitsel ve

davranigsal ciktilar {izerinde etkili oldugunu gosteren c¢aligmalar, yonetim anlayisinin
yonetim siireclerine olan etkisini destekler niteliktedir (Ayral ve Tanridgen, 2020; Usta,
2013). Ayral ve Tanriogen (2020) ¢alisanlara yonelik iyimser bakis agisinin hakim oldugu
egitim Orgiitlerinde, yOnetsel faaliyetlerin daha seffaf bir sekilde yiritildiigini
vurgulamaktadir. Usta (2013) ise oOrgiitlerde hem pozitivist hem de kaotik yonetim
anlayiginin, ¢alisanlarin orgiitsel bagliliginin artirdigini belirtmektedir (Usta, 2013). Styhre
(2001) de kaotik yonetim anlayisinin oldugu orgiitlerde siirekli degisimin, gelisimin ve
dontistime agik olan kendi kendini orgiitleyen orgiit modellerin varligina dikkat ¢ekmektedir.
Tetenbaum(1998) ise bilgi ve iletisimin hizla yaygimlastigi giinimiizde, yenilik, yaraticilik,
takim c¢alismasi, proje yonetimi, farkliliklara saygi ve korunmasi gereken degerler
kavramlariin 6ne ¢iktigini belirtirken, ani gelisim ve degisimlere adaptasyon saglayan,
kaotik yapiya sahip 6rgiit kurmanin ve kaos kiiltiiriinii insa etmenin bir zorunluluk oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Diger taraftan Tiiz (2004) ise pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin hakim oldugu
orgiitlerde hiyerarsi ve kontroliin oOrgiitsel faaliyetlerin gerceklestirilmesindeki Onemini
vurgularken; Agikalin (1995) da pozitivist yonetim anlayisina sahip orgiitlerde yoneticinin
basarisini otoritesine bor¢lu oldugunu ve mevcut statiikkoyu koruma amacina hizmet ettigini
belirtmektedir. Demirtas (2006) da her iki yonetim anlayisinin da belirli dlgiilerde birbirini
icinde barmndirdigin1  belirtirken, glinlimiizde gelismislik, biiylikliik ve karmasiklik
ozelliklerine sahip olan ¢agdas orgiitlerin yoneticilerinin de bu karmasay1 ve kaosu yonetme
becerisine sahip olmalar1 gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Calismalardan hareketle ve arastirma
sonuglar1 da dikkate alindiginda oOrgiitlerin yapisi ve tiirtine gére hem kaotik hem de
pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin her ikisinin de drgiitlerde mevcudiyetinden s6z etmek yanlis
olmayacaktir. Arastirma sonucunda pozitivist yOnetim anlayisinin yonetim siirecleri
tizerinde daha etkili olmasi, egitim orgiitlerinin Abbott’un (1965) da belirttigi gibi yiiksek
diizeyde gelismis biirokrasiye sahip olmalarindan kaynaklandigi sdylenebilir. Bununla
birlikte, okullarda diizenli ve tutarh kurallar, nceden belirlenmis plan ve program, istikrarli
bir hiyerarsik yapinin yaninda; gelisim ve doniisime acik, vizyon sahibi, kendi kendini
orgiitleyen, esnek, isbirlik¢i, yeniligi ve yaraticiligr destekleyen bir anlayisin da oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu agiklamalar 1s18inda ve bulgular kapsaminda arasgtirmada Hz hipotezi
kabul edildi.

Arastirmanin bir diger sonucu olarak, katilimci 6gretmenlerin okullarda kiiltiirel

degerlerden ¢ok yiiksek diizeyde uzun erimlilik, yiiksek diizeyde belirsizlikten kaginma ve
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kolektivizm, orta diizeyde erillik, diisiik diizeyde giic mesafesi algisina sahip olduklari tespit

edildi. Hofstede, Hofstede ve Minkov (2010) uzun erimli orgiitlerin gelecek yonelimli
olduklarini, planlamaya oOnem verdiklerini, pragmatik davrandiklarini, adanmislik,
caligkanlik ve tasarruf gibi kiiltiirel degerleri onemsediklerini belirtmektedir. Javidan ve
House (2001) belirsizlikten kaginmanin yiiksek oldugu orgiitlerin, resmi kurallara dayali
diizenli ve tutarli bir yapiyr benimsediklerini belirtirken; Yukl (2013) da bu orgiitlerde
belirsizlige kars1 korku, kaygi ve stresin yiiksek oldugunu, calisanlarin esnek, yenilikgi ve
risk alan yoneticiler yerine; daha giivenli, tutarli ve diizenli bir ortam arzuladiklarini
belirtmektedir. Offerman ve Hellmann (1997) belirsizlikten kaginmanin yiiksek oldugu
orgiitlerde, yetki devrinin daha az olduguna, asir1 planlamanin, resmi kurallarin ve
prosediirlerin uygulanmasina ve degerlendirilmesine daha fazla basvurulduguna vurgu
yapmaktadir. Benzer sekilde mevcut arastirmada hem pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin hem de
belirsizlikten kaginmanin daha yiiksek algilanmasi birbirini desteklemektedir. Beklenilen bir
sonug olarak bireyselligin, kisisel hak ve sorumluluklarin 6n planda tutuldugu giiniimiiziin
aksine, Tirk toplumunun genel karakteristik Ozelliklerinin bir gostergesi olarak mevcut
calismada kolektivist degerlerin daha yiiksek oldugu goriildii. Jackson vd.(2006) toplulukg¢u
kiiltiirel degerlerin baskin oldugu orgiitlerde ¢alisanlarin ise ve gruba baglilik diizeylerinin
yliksek oldugunu, daha fazla oOrgiitsel vatandaslik davranisi sergilediklerini ve
performanslarini artirmaya yonelik ¢aba gosterdiklerini vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica toplulukg¢u
kiiltiirlerde orgiitsel amaglara bagliligin yoneticilerin igini kolaylastirdigi (Jung ve Avolio,
1999; Triandis vd.,1994), grup ya da Orgiit basarisina yonelik motivasyon kaynaklarinin
daha etkin kullanildig1 (Kirkman ve Shapiro, 2001) bu durumun ortak degerlere dayali (is
birligi, etik, sosyal sorumluluk vb.) giiclii bir Orgiit kiiltiiriiniin olusturulmasimni ve
stirdiiriilmesini de kolaylastirdigi belirtilmektedir (Yukl, 2013). Bu arastirmada, okullarda
orta diizeyde eril degerlere yonelik bir alginin oldugu tespit edilmesi, bu durumun hala
cinsiyet ayrimina dayali bir anlayisin varligimi da gostermektedir. Hofstede (1980a) eril
kiiltiirlerin iddiali, hirsli, rekabet¢i, mal varlig1 ve paraya énem veren, bireysel ve maddi
basar1 odakli 6zellikler gosterdigini belirtirken; Sargut (2001) da saldirganlik, yiikselme
arzusu, yarigmaci, hakim ve baskici Ozelliklerine vurgu yapmaktadir. Diger taraftan
Hofstede (1980a, 2001) disil kiiltiirlerin ise daha miitevaz1 ve hassas olup, giiglii sosyal
baglar, yasam kalitesi ve digerlerinin zenginligine deger verdiklerini; Sargut (2001) da daha
sefkatli, merhametli, nazik ve sadik olduklarim1 belirtmektedir. Yeloglu (2011) da Tiirk
kiiltiiriiniin toplumsal anlamda degil de bireysel veya cografi anlamda eril ozellikler

gosterdigini; ancak geleneklerine baglilik, saygi ve merhamet konularinda toplum olarak en
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azindan Bati iilkelere gore daha disil 6zellikler gosterdigini belirtmektedir. Bu arastirmada,

ogretmenlerin diisiik diizeyde giic mesafesi algisina sahip oldugu goriildii. Hofstede (1980a)
giic mesafesi diisiik olan kiiltiirlerde, bireylerin bagimsizlik, esitlik ve dayanigma gibi
kavramlara deger verdiklerini belirtmektedir. Diger taraftan Dickson vd.(2003) gii¢ mesafesi
yiiksek olan kiiltiirlerde, liderlerin daha ¢ok yetkiye sahip oldugu ve bireylerin kurallar
sorgulamadan itaat etme egilimi gosterdigini; Adsit vd.(1997) ise bireylerin, fikirlerini
acikca sdylemekten ¢ekindiklerini; Smith vd.(2002) de resmi prosediirlerin yogun bir sekilde
isledigini, c¢alisanlarin karar alma siireglerine daha az dahil edildigini vurgulamaktadir.
Ayrica bu arastirma, yonetim siireclerinin etkililigi ile kiiltiirel degerlerin belirsizlikten
kac¢inma, kolektivizm, giic mesafesi ve uzun erimlilik boyutlar1 arasinda olumlu ve diisiik
diizeyde anlamli korelasyon oldugu gosterdi. Bu arastirmada 6gretmenlerin bireysel kiiltiirel
degerlere yonelik algis1 ile yonetim siireglerinin etkililigi arasinda diisiik diizeyde iliskinin
olmasi, aileden ve toplumdan gelen kiiltiirel degerlerin yonetim siireclerine yonelik algilarini
cok az etkiledigini gostermektedir. Bu aciklamalar 1s1ginda ve bulgular kapsaminda

arastirmada Hs hipotezi kabul edildi.

Arastirma sonucunda, katilimci Ogretmenlerin okullardaki ydnetim siireglerini
yiksek diizeyde etkili olarak algiladigi tespit edildi. Yonetim siireclerine etki eden
degiskenlerin belirlenmesine yonelik yapilan ¢oklu hiyerarsik regresyon analizi sonucunda,
okullarda kolaylastiric1 biirokratik yapinin, pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin ve uzun erimlilik
kiiltiirel degerinin yonetim siiregleri lizerinde yliksek diizeyde etkiye sahip oldugu; bu
degiskenlerin toplam varyansin %81’ini agikladigi goriildii. Ayrica 6gretmenlere yonelik
degiskenlerden bransin, okula yonelik degiskenlerden okul tiirii, 6gretmen sayisi ve
sosyoekonomik diizeyin yonetim siiregleri tizerinde anlamli etkisinin oldugu tespit edildi.
Yildirim ve Agil (2020) okul yoneticilerinin yonetim siireglerinin etkililiginin artirmak igin
karar verme, iletisim ve degerlendirme siireglerine 6gretmenlerin dahil edilmesinin okullarda
orgiitsel adalet algisin1 artiracagini  vurgulamaktadir. Kim ve Kim (2005) ise okul
yoneticilerinin kendi kurumsal yapisindaki isleyisi kolaylastirma, sorun ¢6zme ve bir sosyal
degisim ajani olma bakimindan okulda tiim temel karar verme mekanizmalarinin merkezi
oldugunu belirtmektedir.  Dolayisiyla egitim kurumlarinda 6gretmenlerin okullardaki
yonetim siireclerine iliskin yiiksek algiya sahip olmalari, okul yoneticilerinin etkili ve
basarili bir yonetim sergilemelerinden kaynaklandigi sdylenebilir. Bu bulgular ve

aciklamalar 151¢1nda bu arastirma kapsaminda Ha4 hipotezi kabul edildi.
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Bu arastirma, okullarda pozitivist yonetim anlayisinin, biirokratik isleyisin

kolaylastirict 6zellige sahip olmasinin ve gelecege yonelik uzun vadeli giivenilir planlama
yapabilmenin yonetim siireclerinin iizerinde etkili oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu
arastirmadaki bulgulardan hareketle, egitim orgiitlerinde hem yoneticilerin hem de okullarin
etkili ve basarili olmasinin yonetim stireglerinin etkililigine bagl oldugunu gostermektedir.
Bu noktada okullarda, demokratik bir ortamin tesis edilmesi, branslar arasindaki ayrima
yonelik alginin iyi yonetilmesi, okul tiirleri ve okullarin sosyoekonomik diizeyleri arasindaki
farkliliklarin asgari diizeye indirebilecek politika ve uygulamalarin gelistirilmesi, 6gretmen
ve Ogrenci sayistyla orantili olarak yonetici sayisinin dengeli dagitilmasi yonetsel siireglerin
daha etkili yiiriitiilmesini olumlu katki saglayacaktir. Ayrica ani ve siirekli degisimlerin
gerekceleri agiklanmasinin, kaos ve kriz ortaminin ¢aligsanlarda yaratacagi kaygi ve stresin
engellenmesinin, degisimlerin sonuglarinin takibinin yapilmasinin, bireysel ve orgiitsel
biirokratik islerin kolaylastirici olmasinin, okullarda istikrar ve giliven ortaminin tesis
edilmesinin adanmislik ve baglilik gibi davramigsal c¢iktilarin yaninda hem ydnetim
streclerin etkililigi hem de OoOrgiitsel ve sistemsel etkililik iizerinde onemli katkilar
saglayacagi diistinlilmektedir. Ayrica bu aragtirmada, yonetim anlayisinin, okulun biirokratik
yapisinin ve kiiltiirel degerlerin yonetim siireclerinin etkililiginin biiyiikk bir ¢cogunlugunu
yordamasindan hareketle, aciklanamayan varyansin farkli orgiitsel davranis ve ¢iktilarla
(orgiit iklimi ve kiltiird, liderlik, orgiitsel etkililik, motivasyon, is performansi, is tatmini
vb.) arastirilmasi ve farkli arastirma yaklasimlariyla (nitel, karma vb.) incelenmesi alana

katk1 saglayabilir.

Etik Kurul Izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Akdeniz Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulunun 17/09/2021 tavihli 307 sayili karart ile alinan

izinle yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Yazar Cikar Catismasi Bilgisi: Yazarlar ¢ikar catismast olmadigint beyan etmektedir.

Yazar Katkisi: Yazarlar calismaya esit oranda katki saglamistir.
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Introduction

Today, sudden and great changes in different areas such as technology, economy, politics,
communication, and socio-cultural values affect managerial roles, jobs, and job processes
(Dess & Picken, 2000). The changes in demographic patterns due to globalization have
expanded the necessity of understanding the factors that affect the nature of administration
and the related processes and managing people with different values, beliefs, and
expectations at the national and global levels. Given that the leadership perception and
administrative approaches have changed as a result of the paradigms and that organizations
have evolved from traditional groups to complex and flexible patterns as a result of the
current needs (Palmberg, 2009), the philosophy on which administrators’ understanding
about management is based, and the reflections of their administrative practices on the
bureaucratic structure and their effects on administrative processes and outputs should be
examined. Therefore, within the organizations, the structure, individuals, cultural values,
political practices, and administrative approach affect the performance of employees (Hoy &
Miskel, 2010), and these also have effects on the administrative processes. Based on this
framework, this study aims to reveal the effects of the administrative approach of the
educational institutions, bureaucratic structure, and cultural values on the administrative

processes.
Effectiveness of administrative processes

Management is the process of achieving organizational goals through people and resources
effectively and efficiently (Aydin, 2018; Bateman & Snell, 2013; Bursalioglu, 2015;
Robbins et al., 2013). The administrative process is a process in which the functions of
transforming, operating, sustaining, and improving the organization are carried out, and it
includes a flow, change, and formation in line with the organizational objectives (Basaran,
2008; Bursalioglu, 2015). In short, the administrative process is a whole that covers the
comprehensive and multifaceted activities carried out in a systematic, conscious, and

organized manner to fulfill the organization's objectives effectively and efficiently.

The administrative processes were first scientifically discussed by H. Fayol and
categorized into five dimensions: planning, organizing, ordering, coordination, and control
(Fayol, 1916). Gregg (1957) argues that the administrative processes are unity actions that
are consisted of seven interrelated elements, namely making decisions, planning, organizing,
communication, effects, coordination, and evaluation. Research suggests that the elements of

the administrative processes are interrelated and compose a whole (Akyol, 2013; Aydin,
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2018; Erdogan, 2003). Aydm (2018) argues that none of these elements have to mean

themselves, but each has an organic relationship composing a whole. On the other hand, it is
seen that there are very few studies that deal with the administrative processes in the field of
education, and instead, these studies deal with specific issues. More specifically, such
studies analyze the administrative processes of organizational fairness (Akyol, 2013; Agil,
2020); their mechanisms (Aydin, 2019; Aydogan, 1988; Biite & Balci, 2010); the
development of scales (Giil, 2017); emotion management (Coruk, 2012) and the emotional,
social and mental capacities of the administrators (Summak & Yazgan, 2007). The related
studies emphasize the significance of analyzing the factors affecting the administrative
processes in education in terms of administrative and organizational efficiency, leadership,

and organizational behavior.
Bureaucratic Structure and Administrative Processes

Organizational structure refers to the relationships between the division of labor and
coordination in the organization (Mintzberg, 2014) and affects the forms, mechanisms, and
coherence of all organizational activities (Griffin & Moorhead, 2014). One of the factors
that affect the functioning of the administrative processes is the bureaucratic structures of
organizations. Schools are formal organizations with many bureaucratic structure features
(Bulug, 2009; Hoy & Miskel, 2010; Messick, 2012). The importance of bureaucratic
structure in analyzing the organizational and administrative behavior at schools has been
investigated by many scholars (Abbott, 1965; Abbott & Caracheo, 1988; Corwin & Borman,
1988; Firestone & Herriot, 1981; Miles, 1965). For instance, Abbott (1965) described the
school organization as a highly developed bureaucracy. Hoy and Sweetland (2000, 2001)
examined the educational organizations as a facilitating (authorizing) bureaucratic structure
and a hindering bureaucratic structure depending on their empowering and obstructive
features in terms of centralization (leveling of authority) and shaping (rules, regulations,

procedures, etc.).

Studies concerned with the schools have concluded that the structural characteristics
of schools differ from each other (Hoy, 2003; Hoy & Miskel, 2010; Hoy & Sweetland,
2000,2001; Sinden et al., 2004). However, it is necessary to create a facilitating school
structure instead of an obstructive one (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). Because the facilitating
bureaucratic structure at schools affects the collaboration between teachers positively and
significantly contributes to academic success (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). In addition, in a

facilitating school structure, the school administrators and teachers cooperate, decide
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together to solve the problems, and the school administration supports the structures in

which the teachers can work more effectively (Wu et al., 2013). Therefore, the bureaucratic
structure perceived by the teachers affects their attitudes and behaviors towards the school. It

is also one of the important factors affecting management processes.
Administrative Approach and Administrative Processes

In organizations, the administrators' assumptions about the nature of human beings, and their
perspectives on humans are determinants of their administrative and functioning processes
(Aydm, 2018). In this study, the administrative approach of the school administrators is
discussed in terms of both positivist and postmodern administrative approaches. In the
positivist management approach, the employee is seen as an organizational entity that shows
harmony and obedience, acts based on the pre-established rules, is part of a planned-
programmed hierarchy, does not take any initiative, and is forbidden to establish informal
relations (Bulag, 1990). On the other hand, the administrator is not a leader and owes his
success to his authority, giving orders, asking for obedience, and trying to restore the
balance that is constantly disturbed to maintain the status quo (Agikalin, 1995). At schools
with a positivist management approach, the administrator owns authority and power and
uses this power as a bureaucratic and central pressure tool consisting of systematic rules.
The values, beliefs, expectations, and choices of individuals are ignored (Aslanargun, 2007).
Therefore, the positivist administration approach, which has a structuralist and bureaucratic
tendency, is criticized for being goal-oriented, having a rational decision-making process,
keeping the structure above everything, gathering the hierarchy in the top management, and
neglecting the individual in the group (Bush, 1995). Therefore, the postmodern management
approach has emerged due to the criticisms against the positivist modern management

approach due to its neglect of individual values.

One of the most important contributions of the postmodern understanding towards
management is that it brings the leadership phenomenon to the forefront instead of the
concepts such as the manager and the school administrator, which are seen as extensions of
the positivist understanding. The school administrator, a leader at schools where the
postmodern management approach is dominant, thinks about long-term actions, can look at
events critically and skeptically, and employs non-rational processes such as motivation by
emphasizing human values (Aslanargun, 2007). Given that these two administration
approaches are interwoven, it is an inevitable fact that the managers and administrators of

huge modern organizations, which have the characteristics of development and complexity,
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should have the ability to manage this complexity and chaos (Demirtas, 2006). Therefore, it

is thought that examining the management understanding of administrators at schools is an
effective way to be informed about the functioning of management processes, and the
perspectives of the organizations concerning people and society are influential on the

organizational outputs.
Cultural Values and Administrative Processes

Culture can be defined broadly as system meanings that differentiate one group from the
others (Aydin, 2018; Robbins, 1998). Hofstede defines culture as collective mental
programming acquired during the lifetime and distinguishes a group of people from the
others, affecting social life (Hofsede, 1980a, 1980b, 2001; Hofstede et al.,2010). The author
emphasizes that culture consists of the common cultural components of the nation in which
individuals live and that people in different countries have different cultural values and
conceptualizes these differences as national culture (Hofstede, 2001). In the present study,
the cultural values of the educational organizations are analyzed using the following
dimensions of Hofstede’s theory on cultural values: power distance, avoidance from
uncertainty, individualism/collectivism, masculinity/femininity (Hofstede, 1980a), and
short/long term efficacy (Hofstede & Bond, 1988; Hofstede et al.,2010; Hofstede, 2001).

Power distance refers to the belief about the appropriateness of power distribution in
a society (Steers et al.,2010) and to the level of agreement about the unfair distribution of
power in organizations and institutions (Hofstede, 1980a; Yukl, 2013). Avoidance from
uncertainty is about the level of perceived threat and anxiety among individuals in the face
of uncertainty or strange events (Hofstede, 2001). In individualistic cultures, individuals act
with a sense of “I”, their needs and interests, and autonomy is at the forefront; individual
rights are more important than social responsibilities (Dickson et al.,2003; Gelfand et al.,
2004; Hofstede, 1980b; Scarborough, 1998; Steers et al.,2010). In collectivist cultures,
group interests are much more significant than individuals (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961,
Steers et al.,2010; Triandis, 1995). In such cultures, group loyalty is an important element of
an individuals® self-identity, and group loyalty is an important value (Yukl, 2013) and
individuals act with a sense of “we” (Hofstede, 1980b). In masculine cultures, individuals
are assertive, ambitious, competitive, give importance to wealth and money, and are focused
on individual and financial success (Hofstede, 1980a). In feminine cultures, individuals are
more modest and sensitive, and strong social ties, quality of life, and wealth of others are

valued (Hofstede, 1980a,2001). Long/short-term efficacy is about the perspective on time,
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goals, planning, job, life, and relationships. In long-term efficacy cultures, future orientation,

dedication, hard work, and savings are valued, while in short-term efficacy cultures, past and
present orientation, traditions, and social responsibilities are valued (Hofstede et al.,2010;
Steers et al.,2010).

Cultural values make significant contributions to the understanding of the culture of
organizations with different structures in the society, the individuals with different cultural
values and events in these organizations (Hofstede, 1983), and the shaping of goals and
objectives, decision-making, structure, and effective motivation tools in organizations
(Hofstede, 1981). In educational institutions, the administrators’ awareness about cultural
values and the transformation of cultural values into an effective source of motivation in line
with the goals of the organization will increase both the impact of administrative processes

and organizational effectiveness.

Aim

This study aims to reveal the effects of the administrative approach of the educational
institutions, bureaucratic structure, and cultural values on the administrative processes based

on the views of teachers working at public schools. The hypotheses developed in the study

are as follows:

Hi: Facilitating bureaucracy has a positive effect on the effectiveness of administrative
processes, while obstructive bureaucracy harms the effectiveness of administrative

processes.

H>: There is a significant correlation between the administrative approach and administrative

processes.
Has: There is a significant correlation between cultural values and administrative processes.

Hs: When the administrative approach's demographical characteristics of teachers and
schools are controlled, cultural values and schools’ facilitating bureaucratic structure

affect the administrative processes at a high level.
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Method

Design of the study

The correlational design was used in this quantitative study that examines the relationship
between the effectiveness of the administrative processes, administrative understanding,
bureaucratic structure, and cultural values. This design aims at uncovering whether there is a
relationship between two or more variables and/or the degree of the relationship (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2006; Karasar, 2017).

Samples

Seven thousand five hundred ninety-eight teachers were working at 265 public educational
institutions in the Pamukkale ve Merkezefendi distractions of Denizli province in 2019-2020
based on the data of the strategical development unit of the provincial national education
directorate. Considering the generally accepted 95% confidence level and 5% margin of
error, the minimum number of participants was found to be 366 (Field, 2009). The data
collection tools were administered to 500 teachers, and 462 scales were returned. However,
only 418 correctly filled the scales. The stratified sampling technique, which is one of the
probability sampling techniques, was used to determine the number of participants. The
types of the schools (primary school-middle school-high school) were taken into account
while stratifying the participants. Through the stratified sampling method, the ratio of the
subgroups in the non-homogeneous study universe was found (Biiyiikoztiirk et al.,2008),

which increased the ability of the subgroups to represent the participant group (Balci, 2018).

The teachers participating in the research; 67.7% female, 32.3% male; 84.2% are
undergraduate graduates, and 15.8% are graduates. In addition, 8.4% of teachers are less
than 5 years, 16.7% 6-10 years, 20.6% 11-15 years, 27.8% 16-20 years, 13.4% 21-25 years
and 13.2%. si is more than 26 years senior. And 24.6% of the teachers are in basic
education, 37.8% verbal, 19.6% numerical, 6.7% vocational-technical and 11.2% art-sports.
Of the schools in the study, 25.8% are primary schools, 43.5% secondary school, and 30.6%
high school. In addition, 25.6% of the schools have low socio-economic status, 60.5%
medium, and 13.9% high socio-economic level. And 28.5% of the schools have 1-20
teachers, 19.6% have 21-40 teachers and 51.9% have 41 or more teachers. In addition, 7.7%
of the schools have one administrator, 29.4% have two administrators, 20.8% have three

administrators, and 42.1% have four or more administrators.
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Data collection tools
The data of the study were collected using several scales, each of which is introduced as

follows:
The administrative approach scale

This scale was developed by Usta (2017), and it has two dimensions (chaotic administrative
approach and positivist administrative approach) and twenty-three items. Usta (2017)
reported the reliability coefficient of the scale as (o) .948 (for dimensions one and two, it is
.970 and .888, respectively). It is a 5-point Likert-type scale. In the present study, the Barlett
test results of the scale were found to be significant. Its Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value
was.960, and the reliability coefficient was found to be .984 (it is .982 and .943 for the
dimensions, respectively).

The facilitating school structure Scale

The scale was developed by Hoy and Sweetland (2000) and was adapted by Bulug¢ (2009)
into Turkish. The psychometric characteristics of the scale were reanalyzed by Ozer and
Donmez (2013). It is a two-dimension (facilitating bureaucracy and obstructive bureaucracy)
scale with twelve items. Ozer and Dénmez (2013) found the reliability coefficient (o) of the
dimension “facilitating bureaucracy” to be .774 and of the dimension ‘“obstructive
bureaucracy” to be .806. It is a 5-point Likert scale. In the present study, the result of the
Barlett Test is found to be significant. Its Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was found to be
.834, and the reliability coefficient for the dimension “facilitating bureaucracy” was .833,

and that for the dimension “obstructive bureaucracy” was .883.
The individual cultural values scale

In order to reveal the cultural values, the scale of the individual cultural values developed
Hofstede was employed in the study. The scale was redesigned by Yoo, Donthu, and
Lenartowicz (2011) to include the individual dimension of the cultural values and was
adapted into Turkish by Saylik (2019). It is a 5-point Likert type scale, with five dimensions
(power distance, avoidance from uncertainty, collectivism, long-term efficacy, masculinity)
and twenty-six items. Saylik (2019) found the reliability coefficient (o) of the scale as .80
(for the dimensions, it was found to be .63, .82, .87, .85, and .82, respectively). In the
present study, the result of the Barlett Test was found to be significant. Its Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) value was found to be .833, and its reliability coefficient was found to be .858
(for the dimensions, it was found to be .883, .856, .845, .879, .838 ve .881, respectively).
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The efficacy of the administrative processes scale

In order to evaluate the use of the administrative processes by the school administrators, the
scale of the efficacy of the administrative processes developed by Giil (2017) was employed.
The scale has only one dimension and thirty-five items and is a 5-point Likert-type scale.
Giil (2017) reported the reliability coefficient of the scale (a) as .982. In the present study,
the results of the Barlett Testi were found to be significant. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)

value was .974, and its reliability coefficient was found to be .992.
Data collection procedure and data analysis

The data collection tools introduced above were administrated to the participants at the
schools where they were working. The data collected were examined using the SPSS 23.0.
The data were first analyzed in terms of the normality distribution. In the study, the
skewness values of the data are “-1.175” and “0.817”’; The kurtosis values are between “-

.867” and “1.408”. The skewness and kurtosis values of the data were found to range

between £1.5. It was also found that the data had a normal distribution (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013), which requires the parametric tests in the data analysis. The reliability of the
collected data was analyzed using the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficient, the
demographic variables were analyzed by percentage and frequency analysis, the arithmetic
mean and standard deviation values of the variables were analyzed using the descriptive
statistics. The Pearson correlation analysis analyzed the direction and level of the
correlations between the variables. The correlation coefficient values are assumed to be high
for the range of 0.70-1.00, medium for the range of 0.70-0.30, and low for the range of 0.30-
0.00 (Buyiikoztiirk, 2016; Roscoe, 1975). In the study, the multiple hierarchical regression
analysis was used to examine the effects of both categorical and continuous variables
simultaneously and to see the final variables' combined effect in the final model. In this way,
the effects of independent variables (administrative understanding, school structure, cultural
values) on the dependent variable (effectiveness of the administrative processes) were

examined.

To determine whether the multicollinearity assumption is provided in the models
created within the scope of the analysis, the values from the collinearity statistics are taken
into consideration. The study observed that the tolerance values were greater than “.18” and
the VIF values were less than “5.33”. The results of this analysis show that tolerance values
are higher than 0.10 (Cokluk et al.,2018; Field, 2009; Mertler and Vannatta, 2005) and that
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the VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) values are equal to 10, but not higher than 10 (Webster,

1992 act. Albayrak, 2005) (Tolerance=1/VIF, Tolerance>1-R?). It is also found that there is
no multi-linear correlations among the independent variables and that the use of the

unstandardized beta (B) coefficients is appropriate for the formulas in the regression models.

In the multiple hierarchical regression analysis, the first step was to transform the
categorical variables about the characteristics of the participants and schools into dummy
variables that were employed in the analysis. The dummy variables about the teacher
characteristics are coded as follows: gender=malel; educational
background=undergraduatel; teaching field=basic educationl and teaching experience=1-5
years. The codes of the variables about the schools are as follows: school type=primary
schooll; the number of teachers=1-20 teachers; the number of school administrators=school
administratorl and socio-economic status of the students=low 1. The characteristics of the
participants were included in the first model and those of the schools in the second model.
Then, the dummy variables were controlled. The third model contained the structure of the
schools, the fourth model the administrative approach of the school administrators, and the
fifth model the individual cultural values, to see the ultimate effects of the variables that had
a significant effect. These variables were included in the sixth model of the analysis. The

analysis results did not consider the beta value (B) but the unstandardized beta (B) value.

The size of the regression coefficients was analyzed. However, in the
multicollinearity analyses, the effect size was analyzed using Cohen’s formula, f2=(r2%-
r12)/(1-r1?), suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Here ri? is R? (R square) belonging to the
second step of the hierarchical regression analysis, and r2? s R? (R square) belonging to the
third step of the hierarchical regression analysis. The formula suggests that 2=0,02 indicates
small effect, f2=0,15 indicates medium effect, and #2=0,26 indicates high effect (Cohen et
al.,2003).

Findings
Findings on descriptive statistics and correlational analysis

The descriptive statistics of the variables in the study and the correlation matrix values

showing the direction and level of the relations between the variables are given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix of the Variables of the Administrative

Approach, Individual Cultural Values, School Structure, Effectiveness of the Administrative
Processes (N=418)

CA PA AA PD AFU C LTE M ICV FB OB EAP

CA -

PA 347 -

AA 917 33" -

PD .64™ 11" 547 -
AFU 66~ .35° 607 .09 -

cC 797 28" 767 18" 43" -

LTE .31 23" .48™ -207 477 447 -

M 217 02 507" 32" -06 13" -10 -

ICV 91" .33 1.00™ 54™ 60" .76™ .48 507 -

FB .31 .76™ 33" 13" 31" 23" 197 12" 33" -

OB -01 -43" 06 .23 -26" -05 -21" 35" 06 -477 -

EAP .30™ .86™ .28 16" .25 22 12" .08 .28 797 -43" -
¥ 325 378 385 219 388 362 432 264 340 374 251 385
Sd 59 92 5 9% .73 83 60 116 49 .78 96 .96

*% *% *%k **k *

**p<.01l  *p<.05

X-Mean, Sd-Standard Deviation, CA-Chaotic Administrative, PA- Positivist Administrative,
AA-Administrative Approach, PD-Power Distance, AFU-Avoidance From Uncertainty, C-
Collectivism, LTE-Long-Term Efficacy, M-Masculinity, ICV-Individual Cultural Values,
FB-Facilitating Bureaucracy, OB-Obstructive Bureaucracy, EAP-Effectiveness of The

Administrative Processes

As shown in Table 1, the participants have a higher level of the positivist
administrative approach and a medium level of the chaotic administrative approach. They
perceived long-term efficacy at the higher level and the avoidance from certainty and
collectivism at a high level. The levels of the participants' perception of masculine value are
found to be at a medium level. Their perceptions about power distance are at the lower level.
At their schools, the participants perceived the facilitating bureaucratic structure at higher
levels and the obstructive bureaucratic structure at lower levels. They also reported that the

effects of the administrative processes are at higher levels.
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The results of the correlational analysis indicate that the efficiency of the

administrative processes has a positive and high correlation with the positivist administrative
approach. The efficiency of the administrative processes has a positive and low correlation
with the avoidance from uncertainty, power distance, and long-term efficacy of the
individual cultural values. The effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools is
found to have a positive and high correlation with the facilitating bureaucratic structure and

a negative and medium correlation with the obstructive bureaucratic structure.

Findings on hierarchical multiple regression showing the prediction of the effectiveness

of management processes

The results of the multiple hierarchical regression analysis performed to determine the
effects of the independent variables that predict the effectiveness of the administrative

processes are given in Table 2.
Table 2. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Results Showing the Effect of

Independent Variables on the Efficiency of the Administrative Processes (N=418)

Efficiency of the Administrative Processes

Predictive Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables B SH. B8 B SH. B B SH. B
Constant 125.718 4.439 125.660 4.619 16.905 7.770

8

2 Male 2,754 3597 -038 -3.967 3.650 -055 -1.017  2.285 -014

3

§ Under 10.136* 4.524 .110 10.849* 4598 .117 5.390 2.880 .058

(‘sj graduatel

= Basic 2.556 3.869 .033 20.016 11.039 .256 -.079 7.067 -.001

§ Educationl

L 1-5 Years 7.387 6.058 .061 11.925 6.563 .098 -3.851 4114 -.032
seniority

a Primary -15.402 11.084 -.200 3.542 7.044 .046

3 Schooll

E Low 1 3.161 4235 .041 2.173 2.625 .028

@ SES

g 1-20 -5.463 5776 -073 -6.737  3.588 -.090

= Teachers

% 1 -1.403 6.534 -011 2.900 4,072 .023

»  Administrator
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BS FB 5.402*** 253 .748
OB -.485* 211 -.083
AA CA
PA
ICV PD
AFU
LTE
M
R 138 A77 794
R? 019 .031 .630
Adjusted R? .010 .012 .621
AR? 019 .012 .598
Efficiency of the Administrative Processes
o Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Predictive
Variables B SH. 8 B SH. 8 B SH. &
Constant 576 6.293 25.387 8.010 22.372 7.823
wn
% Male -1.424 1.699 -.020 -3.114 1.759 -.043 - - -
2
< Under
= 3.271 2.138 .035 2.515 2.096 .027 2.948 2.081 .032
5 graduatel
5 OBC 4656 5318 -187 -12586% 5227 -161 -14.909%* 4.689 -.190
S Educationl
L 1-5Years - - -
o 1.733 3.064 .014 .969 3.020 .008
seniority
g CMMAY e 57+ 5302 214 12207% 5295 158  1510%* 4873 196
= Schooll
= Lowl
s 4.584* 1.950 .059 4.763* 1.926 .062 4.777* 1.869 .062
S SES
(1]
< 1-20
O -7.696** 2.663 -.103 -6.930** 2.611 -.093 -6.684** 2510 -.089
o  Teachers
o
s 1 i .
N . 301 3.038 .002 .014 2.978 .000
Administrator
BS FB 2.006*** 266 .278 1.875*** 268 .260 2.036*** 255 282
OB -.175 161  -.030 -.453* A74  -077  -.267 152 -.045
AA CA -.014 .088 -.004 .186 184 .052 - - -
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PA 3.413*** 189 .654  3.481*** .185 .667 3.474*** 182 .665
ICV PD .096 280 .014 - - -
AFU -.640 343 -.069 - - -
LTE -760** 262 -.081 -.904*** 216 -.096
M .258 198 .035 - - -
R .893 .900 897
R? .798 .810 .805
Adjusted R? 192 .803 801
AR? .168 013 .805

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

SES-Socio-Economic Status, FB-Facilitating Bureaucracy, OB-Obstructive Bureaucracy,
CA-Chaotic Administrative, PA-Positivist Administrative, PD-Power Distance, AFU-
Avoidance From Uncertainty, LTE-Long-Term Efficacy, M-Masculinity, BS-Bureaucratic
Structure, AA-Administrative Approach, ICV-Individual Cultural Values

In the first model, it is found that the teacher characteristics (gender=malel,
educational background=undergraduatel, teaching field=basic educationl, teaching
experience=1-5 years) do not have any significant effect on the effectiveness of the
administrative processes at the schools [R?=.019; p=.093>.05]. However, of these
characteristics, the educational background [educational background=undergraduatel,;
B=10.136; p<0.05] is found to have a significant effect on the effectiveness of the
administrative processes at the schools. In short, the teacher characteristics generally do not

significantly affect the effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools.

In the second model, it is found that the school characteristics (school type=primary
schooll, socio-economic status=low, the number of teachers=1-20 teachers, the number of
school administrators=1 school administrator) do not have any significant effect on the
effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools [R?=.031; AR?=.012;
p=.273>.05]. However, in the second model, the educational background [educational
background=undergraduatel; B=10.849; p=.019<0.05] is found to have a significant effect
on the effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools. The effect size of the
second model is found to be f2=(r,?-r1?)/(1-r1?)=[(0.031-0.019)/(1-0.019)]=0.01 which is at a
low level. In short, the school characteristics generally do not significantly affect the

effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools.
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In the third model, the variables about the school structures (facilitating bureaucracy

and obstructive bureaucracy) are found to significantly affect the effectiveness of the
administrative processes at the schools [R?=.630; AR?=.598; p=.000<0.001]. It accounts for
63% of the total variance. In short, both facilitating bureaucracy [B=5.402; p=.000<0.001]
and obstructive bureaucracy [B=-.485; p=.022<0.05] have significant contributions to the
effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools. The former has positive
contributions, but the latter’s contributions are negative. Therefore, a one-point increase in
the facilitating bureaucracy at the schools leads to a 5,402 increase in their administrative
processes. In addition, a one-point increase in the obstructive bureaucracy at the schools
leads to 0,485 decreases in their administrative processes. The school structure accounts for
60% of the total variance [AR?=0.598; p=.000<0.001]. The effect size of the third model is
high and found to be f2=(r2?-r1?)/(1-r1?)=[(0.630-0.031)/(1-0.031)]=0.62. The analysis of the
third model indicates that an increase in the facilitating bureaucracy at the schools improves

the effectiveness of the administrative processes.

In the fourth model, the variables about the administrative approach of the school
administrators (chaotic administrative approach and positivist administrative approach ) are
found to have a significant effect on the effectiveness of the administrative processes at the
schools [R?=.798; AR?=.168; p=.000<0.0001]. These variables produced the level of the
accounted total variance to 79.8%. In addition, the following have a significant effect on the
effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools: teaching field [teaching
field=basic education; B=-14.656; p=.006<0.01], school type [school type=primary schooll;
B=16.457; p=.002<0.01], socioeconomic status [socioeconomic status=low; B=4.584;
p=.019<0.05], the number of teachers [number of teachers 1=1-20 teachers; B=-7.696;
p=.004<0.01], facilitating bureaucracy [B=2.006; p=.000<0.001] and positivist
administrative approach [B=3.413; p=.000<0.001]. This model accounts for 16,8% of the
total variance [AR?=0.168; p=.000<0.001]. the effect size of the model is found to be high
F2=(r2?-r1?)/(1-r12)=[(0.798-0.630)/(1-0.630)]=0.45. The results of the analysis about this
model suggest that both facilitating bureaucracy and positivist administrative approaches are

influential on the administrative processes of schools.

In the fifth model, the variables about the individual cultural values (power distance,
avoidance from uncertainty, long-term efficacy, and masculinity) are found to have a
significant effect on the effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools
[R?=.810; AR?=.013; p=.000<0.001] and these variables produced the level of the accounted
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total variance to 81%. In addition, the following have a significant effect on the

effectiveness of the administrative processes at the schools: teaching field [teaching field
=basic education 1; B=-12.586; p=.016<0.05], school type [school type=primary school,
B=12.207; p=.022<0.05], socioeconomic status [socioeconomic status=low; B=4.763;
p=.014<0.05], the number of teachers [the number of teachers=1-20 teachers; B=-6.930;
p=.008<0.01], facilitating bureaucracy [B=1.875; p=.000<0.001], obstructive bureaucracy
[B=-.453; p=.010<0.05], positivist administrative approach [B=3.481; p=.000<0.001] and
long-term efficacy [B=-.760; p=.004<0.01]. This model accounts for 1,3 of the total
variance [AR?=0.013; p=.000<0.001]. The effect size of the fifth model is found to be high,
F2=(r2%-r1?)/(1-r12)=[(0.810-0.798)/(1-0.798)]=0.06. The results of the analysis about this
model indicate that facilitating bureaucracy, a positivist administration approach, and long-

term efficacy as a cultural value have significant effects on the administrative processes.

In the sixth model, those variables which have a significant effect on the efficiency
of the administrative processes (educational background=undergraduate, teaching
field=basic education, school type=primary school, socio-economic status=low, the number
of teachers=1-20 teachers, facilitating bureaucracy, obstructive bureaucracy, positivist
administration approach, and long term efficacy) are reexamined in the regression analysis.
The variables indicated their significant effects on the administrative efficacy in this model,
too, and the rate of the total variance accounted for is found to be %80.5 [R?=.805;
p=.000<0.001]. In addition, the following have a significant effect on the effectiveness of
the administrative processes at the schools: teaching field [teaching field=basic education;
B=-14.909; p=.002<0.001], school type (school typel=primary schooll; B=15.100;
p=.002<0.01), the number of teachers [the number of teachers1=1-20 teachers; B=-6.684;
p=.008<0.01], socioeconomic status [socioeconomic statusl=low; B=4.777; p=.011<0.05],
positivist administration approach [B=3.474; p=.000<0.001], facilitating bureaucracy
[B=2.036; p=.000<0.001] and long term efficacy [B=-.904; p=.000<0.001]. The effect size
of the sixth model is found to be high, f2=(r-?-r1?)/(1-r1?)=[(0.808-0.814)/(1-0.814)]=0.03.
The results of the analysis of this model indicate that facilitating bureaucracy, a positivist
administration approach, and long-term efficacy as a cultural value have significant effects

on the administrative processes.
Discussion, conclusion, and suggestions

In this study, the effects of the administrative approach, bureaucratic structure, and cultural

values on the administrative processes of educational institutions were examined.
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The study's findings show that the teachers mostly have a high level of perception

about the facilitating bureaucratic structure at the schools where they were working. Their
perceptions about the obstructive bureaucratic structure, on the other hand, are found to be at
lower levels. Similar to these findings, Ozer (2010) stated that the facilitating bureaucratic
structure is dominant at the schools and that the teachers sometimes perceive an obstructive
bureaucratic structure. Other findings also report a higher level of perceptions about the
facilitating bureaucratic structure (Alev, 2019; Bulug, 2009; Kotnis, 2004; Messick, 2012;
Yilmaz & Beycioglu, 2017). It is reported that there is a supportive, democratic, and fair
environment for teachers (Messick, 2012; Yilmaz & Beycioglu, 2017). However, some
studies report higher levels of perception about the obstructive bureaucratic structure at the
schools (Cerit, 2012; Karaman & Akil, 2004). It is reported that primary schools have a

more obstructive bureaucratic structure (Cerit, 2012).

In schools with an obstructive bureaucratic structure, strict rules and regulations
compel teachers, and close supervision and punishment mechanisms are used more
effectively (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). The present study found that facilitating bureaucracy
improves the efficiency of the administrative processes at schools and obstructive
bureaucracy decreases the effectiveness of these processes. Although structural
characteristics of the schools are shown to differ (Hoy, 2003; Hoy & Miskel, 2010; Hoy &
Sweetland, 2000,2001; Sinden et al.,2004), the schools should adopt a facilitating
bureaucratic structure rather than an obstructive structure (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). Weick
and Sutcliffe (2001) argue that the facilitating bureaucratic structure of schools positively
affects colleague cooperation among teachers and contributes positively to academic
success. Wu et al. (2013) also state that under the facilitating school structure, the school
administrators and teachers act in cooperation, take decisions together to solve problems and
that the school administrators support structures in which teachers can work more
effectively. Watts (2009) remarks that an increase in the facilitating school structure
improves the organizational sensitivity of employees. Ozer (2010) emphasizes that the
facilitating bureaucratic structure positively affects organizational norms and vitality.
McGuigan and Hoy (2006) state that the increase in the perception of the facilitating
bureaucratic structure at schools directly affects the employees' academic optimism levels,
improving students' academic achievement. Antonelli (2005) draws attention to the positive
effects of the facilitating bureaucratic structure of schools on positive school climate,

collective self-efficacy, and school effectiveness. On the other hand, Dzubay (2001) states
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that when school employees are forced to obey certain rules, the obstructive bureaucracy

reduces their motivation and causes negative reactions. Based on the previous findings and
the findings of this study, it is safe to argue that, unlike the obstructive bureaucratic
structure, the facilitating bureaucratic structure increases the sensitivity and commitment of
the employees to both the organization and their work. In addition, the facilitating
bureaucratic structure positively affects the cooperation, organizational climate, and
organizational effectiveness and thus, contributes positively to the effectiveness of the

administrative processes in the organization. These findings support the Hj of the study.

The study's findings suggest that the teachers mostly think that there is a high level of
positivist administration approach at the schools where they worked. The participants rarely
perceive a chaotic administrative approach at the schools. At the same time, it is found in the
study that both the positivist administrative approach and the chaotic administrative
approach have a positive relationship with the administrative processes. However, it is also
found that the positivist administrative approach contributes to the effectiveness of the
administrative processes at a higher level than the chaotic administrative approach.
Similarly, the findings obtained in studies showing that the administrative approach affects
organizational and behavioral outputs support the idea that the administrative approach
affects the administrative processes at the schools (Ayral & Tanriogen, 2020; Usta, 2013).
Ayral and Tanridgen (2020) emphasize that administrative activities are carried out more
transparently in educational organizations where an optimistic perspective towards to
employees is dominant. Usta (2013) states that both positivist and chaotic administrative
approaches in organizations increase employees' organizational commitment (Usta, 2013).
Styhre (2001) draws attention to self-organizing models open to continuous change,
development, and transformation in organizations with a chaotic management approach.
Tetenbaum (1998) states that the concepts of innovation, creativity, teamwork, project
management, respect for differences, and values that need to be protected come to the fore in
today’s rapidly spreading information and communication context, and it is a necessity to
establish an organization with a chaotic structure that can adapt to the sudden developments
and changes and build a culture of chaos. On the other hand, Tuz (2004) states that hierarchy
and control are important in realizing organizational activities in organizations where the
positivist administrative approach is dominant. Agikalin (1995) states that in organizations
with a positivist administrative approach, the administrator owes his success to his authority

and serves the purpose of preserving the current status quo. Demirtas (2006) also stated that
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both administrative approaches contain each other to a certain extent. The managers of

contemporary organizations, which have the characteristics of development, size, and
complexity, should also have the ability to manage this complexity and chaos. Based on the
findings of the previous studies and the present study, it can be stated that both chaotic and
positivist administrative approaches may exist in organizations based on the structure and
type of organizations. The present study's findings also indicate that the positivist
administrative approach is more effective in the administrative processes. It seems to be
because educational organizations have a highly developed bureaucracy, as Abbott (1965)
stated. In addition, there are regular and consistent rules, predetermined plans and programs,
and a stable hierarchical structure at the schools. In addition, it is seen that schools also have
a structure that is open to development and transformation, has a vision, is self-organizing,
flexible, collaborative, and supports innovation and creativity. In the light of these

explanations and the findings, the H> of the study’s confirmed.

Another finding of the study is that the participants have a very high level of
perception about the long-term efficacy, avoidance from uncertainty, and collectivism. They
also perceive moderate masculinity and low power distance perception at the schools they
were working at. Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov (2010) state that long-term efficacy
organizations are future-oriented, prioritize planning, act pragmatically, and care about
cultural values such as dedication, hard work, and savings. Javidan and House (2001) stated
that organizations with high uncertainty avoidance adopt a stable and consistent structure
based on the formal rules. Yukl (2013) reported that there is a fear of uncertainty and high
levels of anxiety and stress in such organizations. He also stated that employees desire a
safer, more consistent, and orderly environment instead of flexible, innovative, and risk-
taking managers. Offerman and Hellmann (1997) argue that in organizations with high
uncertainty avoidance, there is less delegation of authority and more use of excessive
planning, the implementation, and evaluation of formal rules and procedures. Similarly, in
the present study, a higher perception of both the positivist administrative approach and
uncertainty avoidance was found, which support each other. As expected in the present
study, it is found that, unlike today’s environments where individuality, personal rights, and
responsibilities are prioritized, the collectivist values appear to be higher as an indicator of
the general characteristics of Turkish society. Jackson et al. (2006) emphasize that the
employees in organizations where collectivist cultural values are dominant have high work

and group commitment levels, exhibit more organizational citizenship behavior, and strive
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to increase their performance. In addition, it is reported that commitment to organizational

goals in collectivist cultures facilitates the work of the administrators (Jung & Avolio, 1999;
Triandis et al.,1994). In addition, it is stated that motivation resources for the group or
organizational success are used more effectively in these cultures (Kirkman and Shapiro,
2001), which facilitates the creation and maintenance of a strong organizational culture
based on common values (collaboration, ethics, social responsibility, etc.) (Yukl, 2013).
This study found that the perception about the existence of masculine values at schools is at
a moderate level. This indicates that there is still an understanding based on gender
discrimination in schools. Hofstede (1980a) stated that masculine cultures have certain
characteristics such as assertiveness, ambition, competitiveness, importance to wealth and
money, and focus on individual and material success. Sargut (2001) stated that such cultures
have aggression, desire to rise, competitive, dominant and oppressive Sargut (2001) stated
that such cultures have aggression, desire to rise competitive, dominant and oppressive
features. On the other hand, Hofstede (1980a, 2001) noted that feminine cultures are more
modest and sensitive and value strong social ties, the quality of life, and the wealth of others.
Sargut (2001) states that such cultures are more compassionate, merciful, gentle, and loyal.
Yeloglu (2011) argued that Turkish culture shows masculine characteristics in an individual
or geographical sense, not social. He also states that Turkish society shows more feminine
characteristics than Western cultures in terms of loyalty to its traditions, respect, and
compassion. In the study, the participants have a lower level of perception about the power
distance. Hofstede (1980a) argues that in cultures with lower power distance, individuals
have a higher opinion of the concepts of independence, equality, and solidarity. On the other
hand, Dickson et al. (2003) state that leaders have more authority in cultures with higher
power distance, and individuals tend to obey the rules without questioning them. Adsit et al.
(1997) reported that individuals hesitate to express their opinions openly in such cultures.
Smith et al. (2002) highlight the heavy use of formal procedures and less involvement of
employees in decision-making processes in such cultural contexts. The study concluded that
there is a positive and significant low-level correlation between the effectiveness of the
administrative processes and the following dimensions of cultural values: avoidance from
uncertainty, collectivism, power distance, and long-term efficacy. In this study, a low-level
correlation was found between the teachers’ perceptions of individual cultural values and the
effectiveness of the schools’ administrative processes. Therefore, it turns out that those

cultural values originated from family context and society do not significantly affect the
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participants' perceptions about the administrative processes at the schools. These findings

support the Hs of the study.

It is found in the study that the teachers perceived the administrative processes at the
schools as highly effective. As a result of the multiple hierarchical regression analysis which
was employed to identify the variables affecting the administrative processes, it appears that
the facilitating bureaucratic structure, positivist administrative approach, and long-term
efficacy as a cultural value at the schools all have a high level of influence on the schools’
administrative processes. These variables account for 81% of the total variance. In addition,
it is found that the teaching field of the teachers, the type of school, the number of teachers
at the schools, and the student's socio-economic status at the school have a significant effect
on the school's administrative processes. Yildirnm and Agil (2020) emphasize that the
inclusion of teachers in the decision-making process, communication, and evaluation
processes to increase the effectiveness of school administrators’ administrative processes
will improve their perception of the organizational justice at the schools. On the other hand,
Kim and Kim (2005) state that the school administrators are central to all basic decision-
making mechanisms at the schools to facilitate the functioning of their institutional structure,
solve problems and be social change agents. Therefore, it can be said that teachers’ high
perception of the administrative processes at schools is due to school administrators’
effective and successful management. These findings confirm the Hs of the study.

The findings indicate that the positivist management approach at schools, the
facilitating bureaucratic functioning, and the ability to do reliable long-term planning for the
future are effective in the schools’ administrative processes. The study's findings also
suggest that the effectiveness and success of both school administrators and schools depend
on the effectiveness of the administrative processes. In order to implement the
administrative processes effectively, the following are needed: Establishing a democratic
environment at schools, managing the perception about the differences between teaching
fields well, developing policies and practices that can minimize the differences between
school types and socio-economic levels of schools, balancing the number of the school
administrators in proportion to the number of teachers and students. In order to achieve
positive behavioral outcomes such as commitment and improve management processes and
organizational and systemic impacts, the following issues need to be considered: Explaining
the reasons for sudden and continuous changes, preventing the anxiety and stress in the

employees that the chaos and crisis environment will create, monitoring the results of the
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change, facilitating the individual and bureaucratic organizational works, and establishing an

environment of stability and trust at schools. In addition, it was concluded in the study that
the administrative approach, the bureaucratic structure of the school, and the cultural values
reveal the majority of the effectiveness of the administrative processes. Therefore,
examining the unexplained variance using different organizational behavior and outputs
(i.e., organizational climate and culture, leadership, organizational effectiveness, motivation,
job performance, job satisfaction, etc.) employing different research approaches (qualitative,

mixed, etc.) may contribute to the field.
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