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The aim of this study is to reveal the level of secondary school teachers in
participating to the decision making process, organizational cynicism and the
relationships between these two variables. The participants of the research, which
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was conducted in the relational screening model, consisted of 14 secondary schools
selected by the random sampling method in the Erzurum Province Yakutiye District
and 289 teachers working in various branches in these schools. Two types of data
collection tools, named as Decision-making Participation and Organizational
Cynicism Scale, were used in the research. According to the findings gathered in the
research, the level of participation of teachers in the decision making process is high
and the level of organizational cynicism is low. It was found out that the scores of
the teachers' participation in the decision making process and the organizational
cynicism a moderately negative correlation; organizational environment with
dimensions of participation in decision-making process and individual
attitudesexplained about 33% of the variance in organizational cynicism.
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Bu calismanin amaci ortaokul &gretmenlerinin karar verme siirecine katilimu ile
orgiitsel sinizm diizeyleri ve bu iki degisken arasindaki iligkilerin ortaya
cikarilmasidir. fliskisel tarama modelinde gerceklestirilen arastirmanin katilimeilarini
Erzurum {li Yakutiye Ilgesindeki seckisiz kiime drnekleme yontemi ile secilen 14
ortaokul, bu okullarda cesitli branglar da gorev yapmakta olan 289 &gretmen
olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada Karar Vermeye Siirecine Katilim ve Orgiitsel Sinizm
Olgegi olmak iizere iki tiir veri toplama araci kullanilnustir. Arastirmadan elde edilen
bulgulara gére dgretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilim diizeyi yiiksek, orgiitsel
sinizm diizeyi ise diisiiktiir. Ogretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilim &lgegi alt
boyutlarindan orgiitsel ortam boyutu tiim sinizm boyutlari ile negatif orta diizeyde
iligkili bulunurken bireysel tutum boyutu sadece duyussal ve genel sinizm puanlariyla
diisiik diizeyde negatif iliskili bulunmustur. Ogretmenlerin karar verme siirecine
katilim genel puanlar ile orgiitsel sinizm genel puanlar orta diizeyde negatif iliskili
oldugu, karar verme siirecine katilim boyutlari olan 6rgiitsel ortam ve bireysel tutumun
birlikte orgiitsel sinizmdeki varyansin yaklasik olarak % 33’{inii agikladig1 bulgusuna
ulagilmustir.
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Participation in the decision-making process and cynicism

Introduction

In the early 21st century, the inadequacy of governance policies fed by concerns of losing control should be
recognized, and the necessity to develop democratic, participatory, transparent practices and policies should be
acknowledged(Sisman &Turan, 2003, s.314). Modern organizations have begun to realize the necessity that people
at all levels must be empowered and participate in decisions in order to be able to make quality decisions, to be
healthy and effective, (Giiglii, Ozer, Kurt&Kosar, 2015, s.1758). As the management processes are basically
decision-makingprocesses, decision is the axis of managing and other processes. Persistence of the organisation
depends on the accuracy of the decisions taken (Bursalioglu, 2011, s.80). During decision-making process,
although the manager has the authority and responsibility to make decisions, the decision in the organization should
be taken with the participation of individuals who can be affected by the decision (Taymaz, 2003, s. 32). Vroom
(2000) reduced a leader's decision-making process, from autocratic processes to more participatory processes, to
5 style, and named these as decision making, individual counseling, group counseling, facilitation, delegate
assignment. The decision making in this taxonomy, is a style, in which the leader gives his decision alone and
announces it, and his expertise is the one he uses in collecting the information he considers to be related to the
problem from the group. The individual counseling refers to the style the leader opens the problem personally to
the group members, receives the recommendations, and then decides on his own. The group counseling is a style,
in which the leader is the one who presents the problem to the group members at a meeting, takes their ideas and
then he decides on his own. In the facilitation style, the leader presents the problem to the group members. He acts
as a facilitator in defining the boundaries of decisions that must be taken and in identifying the problem to be
solved. The leader allows the group to make decisions within defined boundaries in the delegate appointment style.
The group undertakes to identify and diagnose the solution, develop alternatives for the solution, and decide on
one or more alternative solutions.

According to Wadesango (2012, s. 367), many teachers are not consulted about the critical issues that are taken
in schools. In most cases, school management thinks that only they have the right to make decisions. Teachers
meeting in such schools is only meetings where information exchange and discussions are held, and teachers are
not allowed to make decisions (Gordon, 2007, s. 254).This may affect the morale and job motivation of the growing
teachers in the process of making decisions in the democratizing world.

There is a consensus in the literature that participatory decision-making has long-term benefits (Pashiardis,
1994). Passing high-level participant styles from the autocratic system increases the potential value of the group
or team for the organization in three ways. First, it improves the knowledge and competence of the members by
providing opportunities to work through the problems that occur at organizational levels and the resolutions taken
to solve these problems. Second, it improves teamwork and co-operation by providing opportunities to solve
problems as a part of the team. Third, it increases identification with organizational goals for employees who have
a voice in making important decisions in their organizations (\VVroom, 2000).

The school principal must be aware of the importance of participating in the decision-making process and
implement thesedecisions. The school principal should be able to see and accept each of the elements affecting
school management as a decision body in terms of decision process. Individuals and groups affected by decision-
making are motivated and applied to decisions, to the extent that they are involved in taking decisions(\Vroom,
2000; Bursalioglu, 2011, s. 82). Teachers' morale and enthusiasm for teachers to participate in school is an
important factor fortheir satisfaction. Teachers want to work with school principals who include themselves in the
decision making process, and if they do not accept the decision, the decision fails (Hoy and Miskel, 2012, s. 323).
According to Aydin (2005, s. 130), a wide participation in decision making processshould be provided in
educational organizations. Just as the qualifications of employees are appropriate for this, qualifications of teachers
and administrators can be improved when participation is made. Discussingof options and results in groups helps
make more useful decisions. The participation into decision-making processplays an important role in
understanding, adopting and more effectively implementing decisions. As a client, decision-making with accepted
participants encourages more effective implementation, with democratic principles being the most consistent
method, enables effective use of human resources, facilitates employee satisfaction and improves organizational
climate(Taymaz, 2003, s. 32). Teachers unquestionably have professional knowledge and responsibility to provide
developmentally appropriate learning experiences for children. Teachers, who assume the role of curriculum
leaders, must be sure that the decisions taken are based on the needs and interests of children. Most researchers
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suggest that promoting participation in the decision-making process can increase the likelihood of change in
organizations and achieve self-actualization, staff morale and school culture (Ho, 2010).

Teachers' participation in the school decision-making process has been a long-term research field (Ho, 2010).
When some studies examined their participation in the decision making process in Turkey, it is understood that
teachers think that the school principal, legislation and principal assistants are more effective in the decision-
making process (Giiglii et al. , 2015), they are willing to participate in the decision-making process but the level
of involvement in the decision-making process occurs at a low level(Ozdogru & Aydi, 2012); similarly, pre-
school teachers' participation in school management is at low level(Can &Serengelik, 2017). On the other hand,
some studies referring, according to the perceptions of school principals, that teachers are involved in the decision-
making process (Ozdogru & Aydin, 2012; Goksoy, 2014)were also encountered.

The low level of participation of staff in educational organizations may negatively affect some individual and
organizational outcomes. In fact, Demirtas and Alanoglu (2015) found a medium-level relationship between the
job satisfaction of teachers and the participation of both educational and administrative decision; Cihangiroglu,
Uzuntarla, Ozata, (2015) found a weak relationship between participation and affective and normative attachment
in decision-making. According to the study carried by Ozdogru and Aydin (2012), it was found out that there was
a linear and high correlation between the level of involvement of teachers in the decision-making process and their
job motivations in the same direction. According to Inand1 and Gilig (2016), as the participation of teachers in the
decision-making process increases, the situation of being ready for change increases, too. The ignorance of
teachers' thoughts in school management can cause them not to adopt their decisions and spend less effort to
implement those decisions. In addition, the people, who work in organizations, want to take the initiative to have
the right to speak in management in today's democratic environment. This allows them to feel valuable in the
organization. On the other hand, it is thought that if employees do not participate in the decision making process
in organizations, they can get negative thinking, feeling and behaviors directed to the organization and thus lead
to organizational cynicism. There is a relationship between several organizational variables such as: the thought
of the organisation’s being totally devoid of integrity, negative feelings related to the organisation and
organizational cynicism emerged as humiliating and criticizing behaviors related to the organisation (Dean,
Brandes and Dharwadkar; 1998) and the organizational trust (Akin, 2015); ethical leadership (Akan, Bektas,
Yildirim, 2014); power sources used by school principals (Altinkurt, Yilmaz, Erol, Salali, 2014); organizational
citizenship(Yetim and Ceylan, 2011); mobbing and organizational silence (Kalay, Ograk&Nisanci, 2014).

The results of this study and other similar studies suggest that cynicism needs to be carefully examinedand that
there is a need for specific management practices and organizational characteristics (Andersson and Bateman,
1997). Such a study, which can provide new perspectives to researchers and practitioners, by revealing the possible
relationship between participating in decision-making process and organizational cynicism, will contribute to the
literature of the field by giving direction to new research and applications.

In this study,it was aimed to reveal the level of secondary school teachers in participating to the decision
making process, organizational cynicism and the relationships between these two variables. In line with this,
following research questions wereformulated:

a)What are the levels of teachers in participating the decision making process?

b)What are the teachers’ organizational cynicism levels?

c)ls there a meaningful relationship between organizational cynicism and dimensions of participation in
decision-making processes?

d)Is there a meaningful relationship between the sub-dimensions of decision-making participation process and
the sub-dimensions of the organizational cynicism?

e)Are the sub-dimensions of participation in the decision-making process significantly predicting the
organizational cynicism?

Method

Research Pattern and Sampling
The participants of the research, which was conducted in the relational screening model, consisted of 14 secondary
schools selected by the random sampling method in the Erzurum Province Yakutiye District and 289 teachers
working in various branches at these schools. it is observed that 134 (46.4%) of the participants, who took place
in the sample group were secondary school teachers, were female; 155 (53.6%)of them were male; 67 (23.2%) of
them have professionalexperience between 1 and 5 years; 50 (17.3%) of them have 6-10 years; 78 (27%) of them
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have 11-15 years; 36 (12.5%) of them have 16-20 years; 58 (20.1 %) of them have 20 and over in profession. 7
(2.4%) haveassociate degree; 258 (89.3%) undergraduate; 20 (6.9%) graduate; 4 (1.4%) doctorate degree.

Data collection tools

Research data were collected with two different scales named as the decision-making participation scale and
organizational cynicism scale.

Decision-making Participation Scale

Decision-making Participation Scale was developed by the researchers. First, the literature was reviewedand a
substance pool was created. The generated substance pool was presented to view of three field experts; a trial
application was carried on 45 teachers after which necessary remedies were applied in line with the suggestions.
The original form of the draft scale, in which positive psychometric results were obtained in micro practice, was
used. As a result of the data obtained from 154 teachers, the KMO value of the scale was found as0.912; the chi-
square value was foundas at the significance level of 0,01 as a result of the Barlett analysis.

As a result of continuing analyses on the comparing the factor analysis of the data used in the development of
the scale, a two-factor structure, consisting of 14 items andincluding organizational environment and individual
attitude, was obtained. The co-disclosure rates of variance of the scale items in a common factor are listed between
0.524 and 0.831. The organizational environment dimension (2., 3.,4.,5.,7.,8.,9., 11, 12., 14. items) of the scale
describes 54.02% (eigenvalue 7.56) and 14% of the individual attitude dimension (1., 6., 10., 13. items)
(eigenvalue 2.02) of the variance. The total variance described is 68.52%. The factor loadings of the organizational
environment dimension ranged from 0.747 to 0.910 and the factor loadings of the individual attitude dimension
ranged from 0.619 to 0.730. Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient of organizational environment,
individual attitude dimensions and scale total score were found as 0.95, 0.76, 0.93 respectively. After the
application of DFA, the measurement model demonstrated acceptable compliance indexes generating the values
of AGFI 0.86, GF1 0.91, NFI 0.97, NNFI 0.97, CFI 0.98, RMR 0.033, SRMR 0.040, RMSEA 0.086, x2/sd 3.07.

Organizational Cynicism Scale

The scale adopted into Turkish by Kalagan (2009), consisted of three dimensions as cognitive, affective and
behavioural. These dimensions explained 29%, 27% and 22% of the variance respectively. The total variance,
which isexplained by the scale, was 78%; the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was 0.931 for the
sum of the items. Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient for the Organizational Cynicism Scale was
found as 0,913; for affective dimension as 0,948; and for behavioural dimension as 0,866. The validity and
reliability measures of thescale were updated for the data set of this study. Confirmatory Factor Analysis was
performed to find out whether the current structure of the scale has been verified. As a result of the analysis, the
measurement model produced AGFI 0.88, GFI 0.92, NFI 0.97, NNFI 0.98, CFI 0.98, RMR 0.038, SRMR 0.035,
RMSEA 0.077, y?/sd 2.86. The cognitive, affective and behavioural dimensions of the scale and the total scores
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients were found as 0.89, 0.95, 0.82, 0.93respectively.

Findings

In order to find the answer to the first sub-problem of the research, descriptive analyses were used to reveal the
levels of participation and organizational cynicism of teachers in the decision-making process and were presented
in Tablo 1and Table 2.

Table 1.Levels of involvement of teachers in the decision making process

N X Ss
1 Teachers should participate in school decisions. 289 4.20 .80
5 School management allows teachers to participate in decisions about education 289 3.74 .94
and teaching.
3 Works to be done in our school are decided together with teachers. 289 351 .95
4 Attention is also given to teachers' thoughts in solving problems that arise in 289 3.62 .94
school.
5 Cooperation is done wih teachers in planning things to be carried at school. 289 3.62 .92
6 | want to have the right to speak in our school decisions. 289 410 .79
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7 The management of our school prepares environments for teachers to share their 289 3.62 .93
views and suggestions.
8 School management takes teachers' concerns and suggestions about procedures 289 3.64 .97
related to the school into account.
9 I can say that | have the right to speak in school decisions. 289 351 1.02
10 Our decision to participate in the decision process of our school makes me feel 289 4.15 .86
more valuable.
11 The school principal regularly holds meetings with us to improve our school. 289 355 1.02
12 The school principal allows the decisions taken by the school management to be 289 3.55 .99
discussed by the teachers when necessary.
13 Teachers' participation in the decision will increase the quality of the decision. 289 425 .76
14 The school principal consults the teacher who is an expert in the field before 289 3.47 1.07
making a decision.
Individual Attitude Dimension 4.18
Organizational Environment Dimension 3.59
Participation in decision making 3.76

As Table lis analysed, it is understood that teachers agreed the item “Teachers' participation in the decision
will increase the quality of the decision.” was found asat the highest value (X=4.25). On the other hand,“I can say
that I have the right to speak in school decisions.” and “Works to be done in our school are decided together with

teachers.

2

items at the lowest value (X= 3.51). While the arithmetic average score of the individual attitude

dimension of the participating to the decision-making processs is 4.18; the average arithmetic score of the
organizational environment dimension is 3.58 and the average of the participation of the decision making scale is

3.76.

Table2.0Organizational cynicism levels that teachers perceive

N X Ss

1 | believe what is said is different from what is done in my school. 289 2,68 1,11
2 There is a little commonality between the policies, objectives and practices of

the institution | work at. 289 2,50 1,04
3 Lfagpl)Zrtlt.)ld that a work will be carriedin the institution | work in, | doubt it will 289 2,47 1.10
4 The employees are expected to do their jobsin the institution | work at, but

. o 289 2,54 1,06

irrelevantbehaviour is rewarded.
5 | see very I|t_tIe r_ese_mblance between what is said to be done and what is being 289 2,48 1,04

done in the institution | work at.
6 | get angry when | think of the institution | work at. 289 1,93 1,00
7 I get furious when | think of the institution | work at. 289 1,82 ,93
8 | feel tension when | think of the institution | work at. 289 1,93 1,00
9 | feel a sense of anxiety when | think of the institution | work at. 289 1,89 ,944
10 ZIjlt(:omplaln to my friends outside about what happens of the institution | work 289 221 1,05
11 When t_he organl_zatlon and employees | work atis expressed, | look at the 289 2,34 1.10

people in a meaningful way.

12 | talk with others about how things are carried out at the institution | work at. 289 3,02 1,12
13 I criticise the applications and policies of the institution | work at with others. 289 2,74 1,10
Cognitive Cynicism 2.54
Affective Cynicism 1.90
Behavioural Cynicism 2.58
General Cynicism 2.36
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As the Table 2 is analysed, it is seen that the item “I talk with others about how things are carried out at the
institution I work at.” is stated at the highest rate (X=3.02). “I get furious when I think of the institution I work
for.” item is the lowest (X=1.82). Thearithmetic average score of the dimension of cognitive cynicism participated
is 2.54, the arithmetic average of the affective cynicism is 1.90 The arithmetic average of the behavioural cynicism
is 2.58, and the arithmetic average of the general cynicism is 2.36.

Findings, in Pearson Moment Correlation Analysis, which is appliedto seewhether the relationships between
the participation of decision-making and organizational cynicism are meaningful, are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. The relationship between the dimensions of Participation in Decision-making and Organizational
Cynicism

2 3 4 5 6 7

1  Cognitive C. .614**  5A0** .858**  -.167** -.512** -.485**
2 AffectiveC. 1 .690** .880**  -.188** -.445** -.432**
3 Behavioural C. 1 .845**  -.077 -.436** -.395**
4 General Cynicism 1 -.170* -.544** -.512**
5 Individual Attitude 1 429** 627**
6 Orggnlzatlonal 1 979w

Environment

Participation in
7 e . 1

Decision-making

*p<0.05 **p<0.01 N=289

As the Table 3 is analysed, it is observed that there is a relationship between the organizational cynicism’s
cognitive dimension and the organizational environment dimension of the decision-making participation variable
at the level of (-.512) and the decision-making participation at the significance level of (-.485) p<0.01 negative
relationships at medium level; between the affective dimension of the organizational cynicism and individual
attitude dimension of decision-making participation (-.188) at low level; between the orgaizational environment
dimension (-.489) and decision-making participation (-.445) p<0.01 significance level, negative at medium level;
behavioural dimension of the organizational cynicism and the organizational environment dimension of the
decision-making participation (-.432) and the scores of the decision-making (-.395) at the medium level p<0.01
negative significance level; between the cynicism and individual attitude dimension of decision-making
participation (-.170) p<0.05 at low significance level, between the organizational environment dimension of
decision-making participation (-.544), and decision-making participation at (-.512) p<0.01 significance level.

The findings of the multivariate regression analysis applied in order to seewhether the organizational cynicism
and sub dimensions of participation to decision making predict the dimensions of organizational cynicism in a
meaningful way or not, are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Findings related to the decision-making participation dimensions predicting the organizational
cynicism

GENERAL CYNICISM

Variables B StandardErrors B t p
Invariant 47.95 3.853 12.446 .000
Organizational Environment -.701 .072 -.606 -9,682 .000
Individual Attitude 412 244 .105 1.685 .094
r=0.571r’=0.33 F= 50.06 p=0.000
COGNITIVE CYNICISM
Invariant 19.635 1.734 11.324 .000
Organizational Environment -.278 .033 -.555 -8.533 .000
Individual Attitude .166 110 .098 1.512 132
r=0.522r’=0.27 F= 38.823 p=0.000 |

AFFECTIVE CYNICISM
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Invariant 18.093 1.821 9.938 .000
Organizational Environment -.256 .034 -.498 -7.486 .000
Individual Attitude .035 115 .020 .307 759
r=0.490 r’=0.23 F= 32.65 p=0.000
BEHAVIOURAL CYNICISM
Invariant 17.100 942 18.154 .000
Organizational Environment -.200 .026 -.469 -7.652 .000

r=0.469 r’=0.22 F=58.551 p=0.000

As Table 4 is analysed, the organizational environment and individual participation variables together
demonstrate a moderate meaningful relationship with the teachers' organizational cynicism scores. r=0.571,
r?=0.33, p<0.01 two variables explain 33% of the variance in the organizational cynicism together. According to
the standardized regression coefficient (), the relative importance of the predictive variables on organizational
cynicism is organizational environment and individual attitude, respectively. When the t-test results on the
significance of the regression coefficients are examined, it is observed that only organizational environment
variable is a meaningful predictor on organizational cynicism variable. The variable of individual attitude is not a
significant predictor.

The organizational environment and individual participation variables together give a moderate significant
correlation with the cognitive cynicism scores of the teachers r = 0.522, r2=0.27, p <0.01. Two variables together
account for 27% of variance in cognitive cynicism. According to the standardized regression coefficient (f3), the
relative importance of predictive variables on cognitive cynicism; organizational environment and individual
attitude. When the t test results regarding the significance of the regression coefficients are examined, it is seen
that only the organizational environment variable is a significant predictor on the emotional cynicism variable.
The individual attitude variable is not a significant predictor.

The organizational environment and individual participation variables together give a moderate meaningful
relationship with teachers' affective cynicism scorestogether. r=0.457, r>=0.21, p<0.01 two variables explain 21 %
of the variance in affective cynicismtogether. According to the standardised regression coefficient,(B) the relative
importance order of predictive variables on organizational cynicism is as the organizational climate and individual
attitude. When the t-test results of the significance of the regression coefficients are examined, it is seen that only
the organizational environment variable is a significant predictor of affective cynicism. The variable of the
individual attitude change is not an important predictor.

When the table is examined, it is seen that the organizational environment variable gives a moderate meaningful
relationship with the behavioral cynicism scores. r = 0.469, r2 = 0.22, p <0.01 The organizational environment
variable explains 22% of the variance on behavioral cynicism. From the dimensions of participation in the
decision-making process, the organizational environment alone appears to be a significant predictor of behavioral
cynicism.

Discussion and Conclusion

It was found out in the conducted study that secondary school teachers participated in the decision-making
process at the schools they work in is at medium-level, and organizational cynicism levels are below the medium
level, but not too low. Another resultshows that teachers are quite willing to participate in decision-making process
but organizational environment is not suitable for participation at the same level. It is understood that teachers at
schools, participate in the decision-making process, but they do not find it satisfactory enough and want to have a
greater role in the school decision-making process. Ozcan (2010) found out in his study that the teachers had low-
level participation in the decisions; but the results that they wanted to participate in decision-making process were
found asat higher levels. In a study, whose participants were 74 educationist, including teachers, school principals
and education supervisors, Babaoglan and Yilmaz (2012)found outthat more than half of the interviewed teachers
and school principals stated that they participated in the decision-making processes of the teachers in the school
whilesupervisors of education thought that the participation of teachers in the decision-making process was low.
Timur (2017) found that teachers' involvement in educational and managerial decisions was at medium level. As
the findings of the research mentioned above is taken into consideration, it can be referred that the decision-making
participation levels of teachers increased over the years; raised to medium level but it is still not enough for
teachers. Teachers want to be involved more in the decision-making process at school and arenot satisfied with
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opportunities for participation provided by the school managementin the decision-making process. Kalagan and
Giizeller (2010), Helvact and Cetin (2012), Yildiz (2013), Nartgiin and Kartal (2013) found out in their studies
that teachers’ cynicism levels were at low level, below the average. Findings gathered from the studies mentioned
above, demonstrate consistentcy with the results of this study. Teachers' cynicism levels were below average, but
not so low as to be ignored.

Another result that was reached in the study is that there is a decrease in organizational cynicism when the
environment in the school is positively perceived by the teachers in terms of participation in the decision making
process, and an increase in organizational cynicism when it is perceived negatively. On the other hand, there is a
very low level of relationship between organizational cynicism and the individual attitude dimension related to the
decision making process. This indicates that participation in the decision-making process is more prevalent in the
organizational environment than in the individual attitude of the teachers in relationship with the organizational
cynicism. Appelbaum, Louis, Makarenko, Saluja, Meleshko and Kulbashian (2013) reached to the result that the
inadequate participation of employees in the decision-making process in their work led to low job satisfaction and
loyalty, which in turn affected the employee's intention to leave the job. According to Turgut and Agun (2016), as
organizational justice, voice and capital increase, cynicism levels decrease. Jackson (1983) found that participation
in the decision-making process was an important causal determinant of the role strain, which was predictive of
individual and organizational outcomes. The participation of the personnel in the decision-making process is
related to the professional motivations (Irawanto, 2015), trust (Singh, 2009),and organizational citizenship(Bogler
an Somech, 2005) behaviours. Relation between participation of employees in the decision-making process and
the variables involved in the above-mentioned studies support the findings of this study. Expecting teachers, who
are one of the most affected stakeholders from the rules at school to apply the decisions takenwithout colsulting
them, andthe case thatteachers have to continue with the practices, although they realise that these decisions do
not serve purposes of the school; their thoughts and values are ignored,they think they are worthless, they are not
cared because they are not consulted may cause them to obtain negative thoughts, feelings and behaviours towards
schools they work at. In the same vein, in the study by Elton Mayo and his colleques (1927-1933)it is revealed
that recognition, belonging, the individual's perception, beliefs and values affected the individual’s motivation and
performance. The morale of employees can be upgraded with a management that supports them (Karip, 2004).
Participation in the decision-making process of teachers can lead them to undertake new roles and enabling a direct
influence on school life, and make them more committed to achieving school goals. School administrators must
acknowledge the importance of empowering teachers and include them in the managerial decision-making process
(Bogler and Somech, 2005). Even if there is no cause-result relationship between the variables, we can conclude
from the explained variance that the organizational environment dimension of decision-making participation has
a significant influence on organizational cynicism. Teachers are members of the profession, which is evaluated
within the service sector that influence decision and are influenced by the decisions made at schools, as the most
important practitioners. As the theoretical foundations and studies (Takmaz, 2009; Reichers, Wanous, Austin,
1997; James, 2005)are taken into consideration, it can be said that the lack of participation of teachers in the
decision-making process may have a negative effect on their thoughts about the school. On the other hand, teachers'
thoughts, feelings and attitudes about the school may be negatively affected by lower levels of involvement in the
decision-making process, this can damage the school by increasing organizational cynicism. In an experimental
study conducted by Andersson and Bateman (1997), evidence was obtained that many common features of the
institutional environment create cynicism.

Considering the results of the research, further qualitative studies, which explain the causal relationship
between the participation in decision making process and organizational cynicism, can be recommended to the
researchers. The effect of participatingin the decision-making process and other variables on the organizational
cynicism can also be investigated. School administrators can be informed about this issue and include teachers to
decision-making processes in educational and managerial matters that concern teachers at school.

494



Yildirim, Akan & Yalgin

Acknowledgments

This article is an expanded version of the oral communication presented at the 12th Educational Management
Congress in Ankara.

495



Yildirim, 1., Akan, D., & Yalgin, S. (2019). Participation in Decision-making Process as A Predictor of Organizational Cynicism at Schools.
Bartin University Journal of Faculty of Education, 8(2), 487-506.

Okullarda Orgiitsel Sinizmin Yordayicis1 Olarak Karar Verme Siirecine
Katilim

Giris

19 yy’in sonlarinda yonetim siireglerinin bilimsel nitelik kazanmasiyla birlikte yoneticilerden bu siirecleri etkin
bir sekilde yiiriitemeleri beklenmektedir. Bu siiregler igerisinden karar verme ise rgiit agisindan kritik bir 6neme
sahip olup, yoneticileri en ¢ok zorlayan siireclerden biridir. Ciinkii orgiitiin devamliligi alinan kararlarin
dogruluguna baglidir. Yoneticinin aldigi kararalar ile yonetilen orgiit diisiincesi 21.yy’da anlamimi yitirmektedir.
21.yy’m ekonomik, sosyal, politik alanlarda getirdigi ya da getirecegi degisimin yonetimdeki etkisi o kadar
biiyiiktiir ki bunu tek bir kisinin gérmesi ve yonetmesi neredeyse olanaksizdir. Bu nedenle 21. yiizyilin baglarinda
kontrolii kaybetme kaygisindan beslenen ydnetim politikalarinin uygulamadaki yetersizligi fark edilmeli,
demokratik, katilimci, seffaf uygulama ve politikalar gelistirme zorunlulugu kabul edilmelidir. (Sigsman ve Turan,
2003;314, Bursalioglu, 2011;80).

Modern orgiitler, kaliteli kararlar verebilmek, saglikli ve etkili olabilmek i¢in her kademedeki kisilerin
yetkilendirilmesi ve Kararlara katilmasi gerektiginin farkina varmaya baslamislardir (Giiglii, Ozer, Kurt, Kosar,
2015, s. 1758). Katilimcilarla birlikte karar verme yoneticinin kararlari uygulama yetkisi ve sorumlulugunu elinde
bulundurmasina ragmen, orgiitte kararin karardan etkilenecek bireylerin katilimiyla verilmesidir (Taymaz; 2003,
S. 32). Vroom (2000) bir liderin karar verme siirecini otokratik siireglerden daha katilimer siireglere dogru 5 stile
indirgemis, bunlar1 karar verme, bireysel danigma, gruba danisma, kolaylastirma, delege atama olarak
isimlendirmistir. Bu taksonomideki karar verme, liderin karar1 tek basina verdigi ve gruba duyurdugu, uzmanhgimi
ise gruptan gelen problemle ilgili oldugunu varsaydig: bilgileri toplamada kullandig stildir. Bireysel danigma,
liderin problemi grup {iyelerine bireysel olarak actig1, 6nerilerini aldi1 ve sonrasinda kendisinin karar verdigi stili
ifade etmektedir. Gruba danisma liderin, problemi bir toplantida grup iiyelerine agtigi, fikirlerini aldig1 ve
sonrasinda yine kendisinin karar verdigi stildir. Kolaylastirma stilinde ise lider problemi grup iiyelerine
sunmaktadir. Kendisi ise alinmak zorunda olan kararlarin siirlarmi belirlenmesinde ve ¢oziilecek problemin
tanimlanmasinda bir kolaylastirici olarak hareket etmektedir. Delege atama stilinde lider, grubun belirlenmis
sinirlar igerisinde karar1 vermesine izin vermektedir. Grup, ¢dziimiin tanimlanmasi ve teshisini, ¢dzliim igin
alternatifler gelistirmeyi, bir veya daha fazla alternatif ¢6ziim iizerinde karar vermeyi istlenmektedir. Hoy ve
Tarter (2003) grup oybirligi, grup ¢ogunlugu, gruba danigma, bireysel danisma ve tek yanl karar olmak iizere bes
karar verme yapisi 6nermektedir. Grup oybirliginde yonetici, katilimcilari siirece dahil etmektedir ve grup kararini
vermektedir. Grup ¢ogunlugunda yoneticinin katilim siirecine dahil ettigi grup ¢ogunluk kuralina goére karar
vermektedir. Gruba danismada yonetici biitiin iiyelerin fikirlerini almata, bu fikirlerin tartisilmasi i¢in ortam
olusturmakta fakat sonugta astlarin goriislerine uyan ya da uymayan bir karar verebilmektedir. Bireysel danismada
yOnetici uzmanligi olan astlara danisir fakat son karari kendisi verir. Tek yanli karar siirecinde ise yonetici danisma
ve karara katilim siireglerini isletmeden tek bagina kararini vermektedir (Hoy ve Miskel, 2012). Katilimc1 yonetim
anlayisinin temelinde, kendilerini etkileyecek kararlarin alinmasi siirecine calisanlarin dahil edilmesinin,
ozerkliklerinin ve calismalarmna iliskin kontrol diizeylerinin artirilmasmin, onlar1 motive edecegi, Orgiite
baglayacagi, is doyumlarini artirarak daha verimli hale getirecegi varsayimi yatmaktadir (Robbins ve Judge, 2017).

Wadesango’ya (2012, s. 367) goére pek ¢ok Ogretmene okullarda alman kritik konularla ilgili kararlarda
danisilmamaktadir. Cogu durumda okul yonetimi karar vermenin sadece kendi hakki oldugunu diisiinmektedir. Bu
tiir okullarda 6gretmenler toplantisi ise sadece bilgi alis verisinin ve tartismalarin yapildig, kararlarin alinmasinda
hak taninmadig: toplantilardir(Gordon, 2007, S. 254). Bu ise demokratiklesen diinyada kararlar verme siirecine
katilim istegi artan 6gretmenlerin morallerini ve is motivasyonlarii etkileyebilecektir.

Literatiirde katilimer karar vermenin uzun vadeli faydalar1 oldugu konusunda bir fikir birligi bulunmaktadir
(Pashiardis, 1994). Otokratik sistemden yiiksek diizeyde katilimci stillere gegmek, grubun veya takimin
organizasyon icin potansiyel degerini ii¢ sekilde artirmaktadir. Ilk olarak orgiitsel diizeylerde ortaya ¢ikan sorunlar
ve bu sorunlar1 ¢ozmek amaciyla alinan kararlar araciligiyla ¢alisma firsat1 saglayarak iiyelerin bilgi ve yeterliligini
gelistirir. Tkincisi takimin bir parcasi olarak problemleri ¢ézmek icin firsatlar sunarak takim calismasini ve
isbirligini artirmaktadir. Ugiincii olarak érgiitlerinde onemli kararlar vermede bir ses olan calisanlar igin orgiitsel
hedeflerle 6zdeslesmeyi artirmaktadir (Vroom, 2000).

Okul miidiirii karara katilmanin 6nemini kavramali ve bunu uygulamalidir. Okul miidiirii karar siireci bakimmdan
okul yonetimini etkileyen unsurlarin her birini bir karar organi olarak gorebilmeli ve kabul edebilmelidir. Karardan
etkilenen birey ve gruplar kararm alimmasma katildiklar1 6l¢iide, kararlara baglanir, motive olur ve bu kararlari
uygularlar (Vroom, 2000; Bursalioglu, 2011, s. 82). Okullarda 6gretmenlerin karara katilmasi 6gretmenlerin
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morali ve sevkleri, doyumlari iizerinde 6nemli bir faktordiir. Ogretmenler, kendilerini karar verme siirecine dahil
eden okul miidiirleri ile ¢alismak isterler, verilen karar1 kabul etmediklerinde ise karar basarisiz olur (Hoy ve
Miskel, 2012, s. 323). Aydin’a (2005, s. 130) gore egitim orgiitlerinde kararlara genis bir katilim saglanmalidir.
Calisanlarm nitelikleri buna uygun oldugu gibi karara katilim saglandiginda 6gretmen ve yoneticilerin nitelikleri
de gelistirilebilir. Segeneklerin ve sonuglarin grupga tartigilmasi kararlarin daha saglikli verilmesini saglar. Karara
katilma kararlarin anlagilmasinda, benimsenmesinde ve daha etkili bir sekilde uygulanmasinda 6nemli bir rol
oynar. Bir miisteri olarak kabul edilen katilimcilarla birlikte karar verme, demokratik ilkelerle en tutarli yontem
olmakla birlikte daha etkin uygulamayi tesvik etmekte, insan kaynaklarmin etkili kullanilmasini saglamakta,
calisanlarin doyumunu kolaylastirmakta ve orgiit iklimini gelistirmektedir (Taymaz, 2003, s. 32). Ogretmenler
tartismasiz, ¢ocuklar icin gelisimsel olarak uygun 6grenme deneyimleri saglama konusunda mesleki bilgi ve
sorumluluga sahiptirler. Ogretim programi liderleri roliinii iistlenen gretmenler, alman kararlarin gocuklarm
ihtiyaglar1 ve ¢ikarlarina dayandigindan emin olmalidir. Arastirmacilarin ¢ogu karar alma siirecine katilimi tegvik
etmenin orgiitlerdeki degisim olasiligini artirabilecegini ve kendini gergeklestirmeyi, personel moralini ve okul
kiiltiirtinii yiikseltebilecegini belirtmistir (Ho, 2010).

Egitim orgiitlerinde ¢alisanlarin karara katilimlarinin diisiik diizeyde olmasi bazi bireysel ve orgiitsel ¢iktilari
olumsuz etkileyebilecektir. Appelbaum, Louis, Makarenko, Saluja, Meleshko ve Kulbashian (2013)
¢alismalarinda karar verme siirecine ¢alisanlarin yetersiz katiliminimn diisiik is doyum ve bagliliga neden oldugunu
bunun ise calisanin isten ayrilma niyetini etkiledigi sonucuna ulasmistir. Jackson (1983) karar verme siirecine
katilimin, bireysel ve orgiitsel ¢iktilarin yordayicist olan rol gerginliginin dnemli bir nedensel belirleyicisi
oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Calisanlarin karar verme siirecine katilimi is motivasyonlari (Irawanto, 2015), giiven
(Singh, 2009), orgiitsel vatandaslik (Bogler ve Somech, 2005) davranislariyla iliskilidir. Ozdogru ve Aydin’m
(2012) yapmis oldugu calismaya gore dgretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilma diizeyleri ile is motivasyonlari
arasinda ayn1 yonde, dogrusal ve yiiksek diizeyde iliski oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Inand1 ve Gilig’a (2016)
gore dgretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilimi arttikca degisime hazir olma durumlar1 da artmaktadir. Okul
yonetiminde dgretmenlerin diisiincelerinin Gnemsenmemesi, onlarin kararlar1 benimsememesine ve bu kararlarin
uygulanmasi i¢in daha az ¢aba harcamasina neden olabilecektir. Ayrica orgiitlerde ¢alisanlar giiniimiiz demokratik
ortaminda yonetim de soz hakki sahibi olmak, insiyatif almak istemektedirler. Bu orgiitte kendilerini degerli
hissetmelerini saglamaktadir. Diger taraftan galiganlarin orgiitlerde karar verme siirecine katilmamasimin 6rgiite
yonelik olumsuz diisiince, duygu ve davraniglar edinmelerine, bdylelikle orgiitsel sinizme yol agabilecegi
diistiniilmektedir. Calisanlarin doyumu ile beklentileri arasinda bir uyum oldugunu ileri siiren Yildirim’m (1989)
yaptig1 bir ¢alismada Ogretmenlerin ¢ok az bir bolimiiniin kendi istegine birakildiginda karara katilmay1
istemedikleri sonucuna ulagmistir. Gokyer ve Tiirkoglu (2018) sinizmle orgiitsel destek, adalet, orgiitsel
sahiplenme arasinda negatif iliskiler oldugu sonucuna ulasmuslardir. Orgiitiin biitiinliikten yoksun olduguna
inanma, orgiite yonelik olumsuz duygular ve bunlarin sonucu olarak orgiite yonelik asagilayici ve elestirici
davraniglar olarak ortaya ¢ikan orgiitsel sinizm (Dean, Brandes ve Dharwadkar; 1998) ile orgiitsel giiven (Akin,
2015); etik liderlik (Akan, Bektas, Yildirim, 2014); okul miidiirlerinin kullandig1 gii¢ kaynaklari(Altinkurt,
Yilmaz, Erol, Salali, 2014); 6rgiitsel vatandaslik (Yetim ve Ceylan, 2011); mobbing ve orgiitsel sessizlik (Kalay,
Ograk ve Nisanci, 2014) gibi bir¢ok orgiitsel degisken arasinda iligkiler bulunmaktadir. Turgut ve Agun’a (2016)
gore orgiitsel adalet, seslilik ve sermaye arttikga sinizm diizeyleri azalmaktadir. Bu ve benzer arastirmalarin
sonuglari, sinizmin daha kontrollii bir sekilde incelenmesine ve spesifik yonetim uygulamalar1 ve orgiitsel
ozelliklerle iliskisine duyulan ihtiyaci gostermektedir(Andersson ve Bateman, 1997). Yapilacak boyle bir ¢alisma
karara katilim ile 6rgiitsel sinizm arasindaki olast iliskileri ortaya ¢ikararak, arastirmacilara ve uygulayicilara yeni
bakis acilar1 kazandirabilecek, yeni aragtirma ve uygulamalara yon vererek, bu konuda alan yazina katkida
bulunabilecektir.

Bu ¢alismada ortaokul &gretmenlerinin karar verme siirecine katilim ile orgiitsel sinizm diizeyleri ve bu iki
degisken arasindaki iliskilerin ortaya cikarilmasi amaglanmistir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda asagidaki arastirma
sorularina yanit aranmistir;

a)Ogretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilim diizeyleri nedir?

b)Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm diizeyleri nedir?

c)Karar verme siirecine katilim ve boyutlari ile orgiitsel sinizm arasinda anlaml1 bir iliski var midir?

d)Karar verme stirecine katilim alt boyutlari ile 6rgiisel sinizm alt boyutlar1 arasinda anlaml1 bir iliski var midir?
e)Karar verme siirecine katilimin alt boyutlar1 orgiitsel sinizmi anlamli bir sekilde yordamakta midir?
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Yontem
Arastirma Modelive Orneklem

Iliskisel tarama modelinde gerceklestirilen arastrmanin katilimecilarmi Erzurum 1li Yakutiye Ilgesindeki
seckisiz kiime ornekleme yontemi ile secilen 14 ortaokul, bu okullarda cesitli branslar da gorev yapan 289
ogretmen olusturmaktadir. Orneklem grubundaki ortaokul &gretmenlerinin 134’ii (% 46.4) kadm, 155’1 (53.6)
erkek; 67’si (% 23.2) 1 ile 5 y1l araliginda, 50°si (% 17.3) 6 ile 10 y1l araliginda, 78’1 (% 27) 11 ile 15 y1l araliginda,
36°s1 (% 12.5) 16 ile 20 y1l araliginda, 58’1 (% 20.1) 20 yil istii mesleki kideme sahip; 7’si (% 2.4) 6n lisans,
258’1 (% 89.3) lisans, 20°si (%6.9) yiiksek lisans, 4’ (1.4) doktora mezunu oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Aragtirma verileri karar vermeye katilim ve orgiitsel sinizm 6l¢egi olmak iizere iki farkli 6lgme araciyla
toplanmustir.
Karar Vermeye Katilim Olgegi: Arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Oncelikle alan yazin taranmis ve 20
maddelik bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olusturulan madde havuzu ii¢ alan uzmanmin goriisiine sunulmus,
oneriler dogrultusunda gerekli diizeltmeler yapilarak 45 6gretmen iizerinde deneme uygulamasina gidilmistir. Bu
uygulamada tasarlanan 6lgegin hedef grubu temsil edebilecek 30 ile 50 kisi arasinda kiigiik bir gruba uygulamasi
yeterlidir(Seker ve Gengdogan, 2006). Deneme uygulamasinda olumlu psikometrik sonuglar elde edilen 14 &lgek
maddesi belirlenmis, taslak Olgegin asil uygulamasma gecilmistir. Asil uygulamadan anlamli ve giivenilir
sonuglarin elde edilmesi icin grup sayist maddelerin sayisinin en az 5 kat1 olmalidir (Tavsancil, 2014). Olgekteki
madde sayis1 14 oldugu igin grup sayisi olarak madde sayisinin en az 10 kat1 (140 6gretmen) belirlenmistir. 154
ogretmenden elde edilen verilerle yapilan uygulama sonucunda 6lgegin KMO degeri 0.912, Barlett analizi
sonucunda elde edilen ki kare degerinin 0,01 6nem diizeyinde anlamli bulunmustur. Olcegin gelistirilmesinde
kullanilan verilerin faktdr analizi sayitlilarini karsilamasi tizerine devam edilen analizler sonucunda Slgekten
orgiitsel ortam ve bireysel tutum olmak iizere 14 maddeden olusan iki faktorlii bir yap: elde edilmistir. Olgek
maddelerinin ortak bir faktordeki varyansi birlikte agiklama oranlar1 0.524 ile 0.831 arasinda siralanmaktadir.
Olgegin orgiitsel ortam boyutu (2., 3., 4., 5., 7., 8., 9., 11., 12., 14. maddeler) varyansm % 54.02’sini (6z deger
7.56), bireysel tutum boyutu (1., 6., 10., 13. maddeler) ise % 14’iinii (6z deger 2.02) agiklamaktadir. Agiklanan
toplam varyans % 68. 52°dir. Orgiitsel ortam boyutunun faktér yiikleri 0.747 ile 0.910 arasinda, bireysel tutum
boyutunun faktér yiikleri ise 0.619 ile 0.730 arasinda siralanmaktadir. Orgiitsel ortam, bireysel tutum boyutlarinin
ve Olgek toplam puanmin Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayisi sirasiyla 0.95, 0.76, 0.93 bulunmustur. Uygulanan
DFA sonucunda 6lgme modeli AGFI ve GFI disinda kabul edilebilir uyum indexleri gostermistir.Bunun iizerine
modelde ayn1 boyutta yeralan 2., 3. Ve 4.,5. Madde arasinda modifikasyon yapilmistir. Modifikasyonlar sonucun
olgek AGFI 0.86, GFI 0.91, NFI 0.97, NNFI 0.97, CF1 0.98, RMR 0.033, SRMR 0.040, RMSEA 0.086, 2/sd 3.07
degerleri iireterek tiim kriterlerde kabul edilebilir uyum indeksleri gostermistir. Ozdamar’a gére (2016) y2/sd 5’ten
kiiciik, NNFI'nin 0,95 ve CFI’nin 0,90°dan biiyiik olmasi, RMSEA’nm 0,1’den kiiciik olmasi, Celik ve Yilmaz’a
(2016) gore CFI’'nin 0,95, NFI'nin 0,90, AGFI ve GFI’'nin 0,85’in istiinde olmasi, Bayram’a gére (2016)
SRMR’nin 0,10’dan diisiik olmasi, Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk’e gére (2012) RMR’nin 0,05°ten kiigiik
olmast modelin kabul edilebilir uyum indexlerine sahip oldugunu géstermektedir.
Orgiitsel Sinizm Olgegi: Kalagan (2009) tarafindan Tiirkgeye uyarlanan dlcek bilissel, duyussal ve davranigsal
olmak tizere ii¢ boyuttan olusmaktadir. Sirasiyla bu boyutlar varyansin % 29, % 27 ve % 22’sini aciklamaktadir.
Olgegin agikladigi toplam varyans % 78, Cronbach Alpha ig tutarlilik katsayist maddelerin toplami igin 0,931 dur.
Orgiitsel Sinizm Olgeginin Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 biligsel boyut icin 0,913, duyussal boyut i¢in
0,948, davranissal boyut icin ise 0,866 tir. Olgegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik dl¢iimleri bu arastirmanin veri grubu
i¢in giincellenmistir. Olgegin bilissel, duyussal ve davramigsal boyutta ve toplam puanda Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik
katsayilar1 ise sirasiyla 0.89, 0.95, 0.82, 0.93 olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin mevcut yapisinin dogrulanip
dogrulanmadigimi ortaya ¢ikarmak amacila Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda
6lgme modeli AGFI 0.88, GFI 0.92, NFI 0.97, NNFI 0.98, CFI 0.98, RMR 0.038, SRMR 0.035, RMSEA 0.077,
¥2/sd 2.86 degerleri iireterek kabul edilebilir uyum indeksleri gdstermistir.
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Bulgular

Aragtirmanin ilk alt problemine yanit aramak amaciyla tanimlayici analizler kullanilarak 6gretmenlerin karar

verme siirecine katilim ve orgiitsel sinizm diizeyleri ortaya ¢ikarilmus, Tablo 1 ve Tablo 2°de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1.0gretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilim diizeyleri

N X Ss
1 Ogretmenler okulda alinan kararlara katilmahdir. 289 4.20 .80
2 Okul yonetimi egitim 6gretime iliskin alinacak kararlara 6gretmenlerin de 289 3.74 .94
katilmasina firsat verir.
3 Okulumuzda yapilacak ¢alismalar 6gretmenlerle beraber kararlastirilir, 289 351 .95
4 Okulda ortaya ¢ikan sorunlarin ¢éziimiinde 6gretmenlerin diisiincelerine de 289 3.62 .94
onem verilir.
5 Okulda yapilacak ¢alismalarin planlanmasinda dgretmenlerle isbirligi yapilir. 289  3.62 92
6 Okulumuzdaki kararlarda séz hakki sahibi olmak isterim. 289 4.10 .79
7 Okulumuzun yonetimi 6gretmenlerin goriis ve Onerilerini paylasacagi ortamlar 289  3.62 .93
hazirlar.
8 Okul ydnetimi okula iliskin is ve islemlerde dgretmenlerin kaygi ve onerilerini 289  3.64 97
dinler.
9 Okulda alinan kararlarda s6z hakkimin oldugunu séyleyebilirim. 289 351 1.02
10  Okulumuzdaki karar siirecine katilmam kendimi daha degerli hissettirir. 289 4.5 .86
11  Okul miidiirii okulumuzu gelistirmek icin bizimle diizenli olarak toplantilar 289 3,55 1.02
yapar.
12 Okul miidiirii, okul yonetimince alinan kararlarin gerektiginde dgretmenler 289 3.55 .99
tarafindan tartisilmasina izin verir.
13 Ogretmenlerin karara katilmasi alinan kararm kalitesini artiracaktir. 289 425 .76
14 Okul miidiirii bir karar vermeden o alanda uzman olan 6gretmene danisir. 289 347 1.07
Bireysel Tutum Boyutu 4.18
Orgiitsel Ortam Boyutu 3.59
Karar vermeye katilim 3.76

Tablo 1. incelendiginde &gretmenlerin “Ogretmenlerin karara katilmasi alinan kararm kalitesini artiracaktir.”
Maddesine en yiiksek diizeyde katildigi (X=4.25), “Okulda alinan kararlarda s6z hakkimin oldugunu

sOyleyebilirim.’

]

ve “Okulumuzda yapilacak ¢alismalar 6gretmenlerle beraber kararlastirilir” maddesine en diisiik

diizeyde (X= 3.51) katilim gosterdigi anlagilmaktadir. Karar verme siirecine katilim 6lgeginin bireysel tutum
boyutu aritmetik ortalamasi 4.18 iken, orgiitsel ortam boyutunun aritmetik ortalamasi 3.58, karar vermeye katilim
olgegi ortalamasi ise 3.76 olarak bulunmustur.

Tablo 2.0gretmenlerin algiladig: orgiitsel sinizm diizeleri

N X Ss

1 Qahstlglm kurumda, sdylenenler ile yapilanlarin farkli olduguna 289 268 111

inantyorum. ' '
2 Calistigim kurumun politikalari, amaclar1 ve uygulamalar: arasinda ¢ok az

ortak bir yon vardir. 289 2,50 1,04
3 Calistigim kurumda, bir uygulamanin yapilacagi sdyleniyorsa, bunun 289

gergeklesip gerceklesmeyecegi konusunda kusku duyarim. 2,47 1,10
4 Calistigim kurumda, galisanlardan bir sey yapmasi beklenir, ancak baska bir 289

davranis ddiillendirilir. 2,54 1,06
5 Calistigim kurumda, yapilacagi sdylenen seyler ile gerceklesenler arasinda 289

cok az benzerlik goriiyorum. 2,48 1,04
6 Calistigim kurumu diisiindiikge sinirlenirim. 289 1,93 1,00

Calistigim kurumu diisiindiikge hiddetlenirim. 289 1,82 93
8 Calistigim kurumu diistindiikge gerilim yasarim. 289 1,93 1,00
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9 Calistigim kurumu diisiindiikge i¢imi bir endige duygusu kaplar. 289 1,89 944

10  Calistigim kurum disindaki arkadaslarima, iste olup bitenler konusunda

yakinirm. 289 2,21 1,05

11 Calistigim kurumdan ve galisanlarindan bahsedildiginde, birlikte ¢alistigim

kisilerle anlaml1 bir sekilde bakisiriz. 289 2,34 1,10

12 Baskalanyla, ¢alistigim kurumdaki islerin nasil yiiriitiildiigii hakkinda
$ yla, calisig $ yu g 289 3,02 112

konusurum.

13 Baskalariyla, gahstigim kurumdaki uygulamalari ve politikalar: elestiririm. 289 2,74 1,10
Bilissel Sinizm 2.54
Duyussal Sinizm 1.90
Davranigsal Sinizm 2.58
Genel Sinizm 2.36

Tablo 2. incelendiginde “Baskalariyla, ¢alistigim kurumdaki islerin nasil yiiriitiildiigii hakkinda konusurum.”
maddesine en yiiksek diizeyde (X=3.02), “Calistigim kurumu diisiindiik¢e hiddetlenirim.” maddesine ise en diisiik
diizeyde (X=1.82) katilim saglandigi, bilissel sinizm boyutu aritmetik ortalamasmm 2.54, duyussal sinizm
aritmetik ortalamasinin 1.90, davranissal sinizm aritmetik ortalamasimin 2.58, genel sinizm aritmetik ortalamasinin
2.36 oldugu goriilmektedir.

Karara katilim ile orgiitsel sinizm arasindaki iliskilerin anlamli olup olmadigini anlamak {izere yapilan Pearson
Momentleri Carpimi Koreldsyon Analizinde elde edilen bulgular Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Karara Katilimi ile Orgiitsel Sinizm ve boyutlar1 arasmdaki iliski

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Biligsel S. 1 .614** .540** .858** - 167** -.512** -.485**
2 Duyussal S. 1 .690** .880** -.188** -.445** -432**
3 Davranigsal S. 1 .845** -.077 -.436** -.395**
4 Genel Sinizm 1 -.170* -.544** -.512**
5 Bireysel Tutum 1 A429** .627**
6 Orgiitsel Ortam 1 972%*
7 Karara Katilim 1
*p<0.05 **p<0.01 N=289

Tablo 3. incelendiginde orgiitsel sinizmin biligsel boyutu ile karara katilim degiskeninin bireysel tutum boyutu
arasinda (-.167) diisiik diizeyde negatif, orgiitsel ortam boyutu (-.512) ve karara katilim arasinda (-.485) p<0.01
onem diizeyinde orta diizeyde negatif iliskiler; orgiitsel sinizmin duyussal boyutu ile karara katilimin bireysel
tutum boyutu arasinda(-.188) diisiik diizeyde, Orgiitsel ortam boyutu (-.445) ve karara katilim arasinda (-.432)
p<0.01 6nem diizeyinde olmak iizere orta diizeyde negatif; oOrgiitsel sinizmin davranigsal boyutu ile karara
katilimin orgiitsel ortam boyutu arasinda (-.436) ve karara katilim puanlar arasinda (-.395) orta diizeyde p<0.01
o6nem diizeyinde negatif; sinizm ile karara katilimin bireysel tutum boyutu arasinda (-.170) p<0.05 énem diizeyinde
diisiik diizeyde, karara katilimin 6rgiitsel ortam boyutu arasinda (-.544), karara katilim arasinda (-.512) p<0.01
o6nem diizeyinde olmak tizere iliskiler bulunmustur.

Karar vermeye katilimimn alt boyutlarinin orgiitsel sinizmi ve iligkili oldugu boyutlarda orgiitsel sinizm

boyutlarint anlamli bir sekilde yordayip yordamadigini anlamak amaci ile yapilan ¢ok degiskenli regresyon analizi
sonucunda ulasilan bulgular Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 4.Karar verme siirecine katilim boyutlarumn érgiitsel sinizmi yordamasina iliskin bulgular
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GENEL SiNizM
Degiskenler B Standart B t p
HataB
Sabit 47.95 3.853 12.446 .000
Orgiitsel Ortam -.701 .072 -.606 -9,682 .000
Bireysel Tutum 412 244 105 1.685 .094
r=0.571 r2=0.33 F=50.06 p=0.000
BILISSEL SINizZM
Sabit 19.635 1.734 11.324 .000
Orgiitsel Ortam -.278 .033 -.555 -8.533 .000
Bireysel Tutum .166 110 .098 1.512 132
r=0.522r’=0.27 F=38.823 p=0.000
DUY USSAL SiNiZM
Sabit 14.001 1.524 9.186 .000
Orgiitsel Ortam -.196 .029 -.463 -6.827 .000
Bireysel Tutum .022 .097 .015 224 .823
r=0.457 r?=0.21 F=27.337 p=0.000
DAVRANISSAL SINiZM
Sabit 17.100 .942 18.154 .000
Orgiitsel Ortam -.200 .026 -.469 -7.652 .000
r=0.469 r’=0.22 F=58.551 p=0.000

Tablo 4. incelendiginde érgiitsel ortam ve bireysel katilim degiskenleri birlikte, dgretmenlerin drgiitsel sinizm

puanlari ile orta diizeyde anlamli bir iliski vermektedir. r=0.571, t?=0.33, p<0.01 iki degisken birlikte orgiitsel
sinizmdeki varyansin % 33’lini acilamaktadir. Standardize edilmis regresyon katsayisina () gore, yordayici
degiskenlerin oOrgiitsel sinizm iizerindeki goreli onem sirasi; orgiitsel ortam ve bireysel tutumdur. Regresyon
katsayilarinin anlamliligina iligkin t testi sonuglari incelendiginde ise, sadece orgiitsel ortam degiskeninin orgiitsel
sinizm degiskeni tizerinde anlamli bir yordayici oldugu goriilmektedir. Bireysel tutum degiskeni ise anlamli bir
yordayici degildir.
Orgiitsel ortam ve bireysel katilim degiskenleri birlikte, gretmenlerin bilissel sinizm puanlari ile orta diizeyde
anlamli bir iliski vermektedir. r=0.522, r2=0.27, p<0.01 Iki degisken birlikte biligsel sinizmdeki varyansmn %
27’sini agilamaktadir. Standardize edilmis regresyon katsayisina (B) gore, yordayict degiskenlerin biligsel sinizm
iizerindeki goreli 6nem sirasi; orgiitsel ortam ve bireysel tutumdur. Regresyon katsayilarinin anlamliligma iliskin
t testi sonuglari incelendiginde ise, sadece orgiitsel ortam degiskeninin duygusal sinizm degiskeni iizerinde anlaml
bir yordayici oldugu goériilmektedir. Bireysel tutum degiskeni ise anlamli bir yordayici degildir. Orgiitsel ortam ve
bireysel katilim degiskenleri birlikte, 6gretmenlerin duygusal sinizm puanlari ile orta diizeyde anlamli bir iliski
vermektedir. r=0.457, r?=0.21, p<0.01 Iki degisken birlikte duygusal sinizmdeki varyansin % 21’ini
aciklamaktadir. Standardize edilmis regresyon katsayisina (B) gore, yordayici degiskenlerin orgiitsel sinizm
iizerindeki goreli 6nem sirasi; orgiitsel ortam ve bireysel tutumdur. Regresyon katsayilarinim anlamliligia iligkin
t- testi sonuglar1 incelendiginde ise, sadece orgiitsel ortam degiskeninin duygusal sinizm degiskeni {izerinde
anlamli bir yordayici oldugu goriilmektedir. Bireysel tutum degiskeni anlamlibir yordayict degildir.

Tablo incelendiginde 6rgiitsel ortam degiskeninin davranigsal sinizm puanlariyla orta diizeyde anlaml bir iligki
verdigi goriilmektedir. r=0.469, r>=0.22, p<0.01 Orgiitsel ortam degiskeni davranissal sinizm iizerindeki varyansin
% 22’sini agiklamaktadir. Karar verme siirecine katilim boyutlarindan 6rgiitsel ortamintek basina davranigsal
sinizmin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Ortaokul Ogretmenlerinin karar verme siirecine katilimlari ile orgiitsel sinizm diizeyleri ve bu iki degisken
arasindaki iligkilerin ortaya c¢ikarilmasi amaciyla yapilan bu calismada ilk olarak o6gretmenlerin karar verme
stirecine katilimlarina iligkin algilar1 saptanmigtir. Arastirma sonucunda, ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin gérev yaptiklari
okullarda karar verme siirecine orta diizeyde katilim gosterdikleri, orgiitsel sinizm diizeylerinin ise orta diizeyin
altinda fakat cokta diisiik olmadig1 gériilmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilima oldukca istekli
oldugu fakat 6rgiitsel ortamin ayn1 diizeyde bu siirece katilim igin elverisli olmadig ise ortaya ¢ikarilan baska bir
sonuctur. Okullarda 6gretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katildiklar1 fakat bu katilimi yeterli bulmadiklari, okuldaki
karar verme siireglerinde daha fazla rol almak istedikleri anlasilmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin okul karar verme siirecine
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katilimi uzun stireli bir arastirma alan1 olmustur (Ho, 2010). Karar verme siirecine katilima iligkin Tiirkiye’de
yapilan bazi ¢aligmalar incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin, karar alma siirecinde okul miidiirii, mevzuat ve miidiir
yardimcilarinin daha etkili oldugunu diigiindiikleri (Giiglii ve digerleri, 2015), karar verme siirecine katilima istekli
olduklar1 fakat karar verme siireglerine katilimlarinin diisiik diizeyde kaldig1 (Ozdogru ve Aydin, 2012), benzer
olarak okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin okul yonetimine katiliminin diisiik diizeyde oldugu (Can ve Serengelik, 2017)
anlagilmaktadir. Diger taraftan okul miidiirlerinin algilarina gore dgretmenlerin karar verme siirecine yeterince
katildigina iligskin galismalarda bulunmaktadir (Ozdogru ve Aydin, 2012; Goksoy, 2014). Alan yazinda yapilan
calismalarinin sonuglar1 incelendirginde Ozcan (2010) calismasinda 6gretmenlerin kararlara diisiik seviyede
katilim sagladiklarini fakat yiliksek seviyelerde katilmak istedikleri sonucuna ulagmistir. Babaoglan ve Yilmaz’in
(2012) katilimcilart 6gretmen, okul miidiirii ve egitim denetgisi olan 74 egitimci ile yapmis oldugu bir ¢aligmada,
goriigme yapilan 6gretmen ve okul miidiirlerinin yarisindan fazlasinin okulda 6gretmenlerin karar verme
stireglerine katildiklarini ifade ettikleri, egitim denetgilerinin ise 6gretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilimlarmin
bazen diizeyinde oldugunu diisiindiikleri belirlenmistir. Timur (2017) dgretmenlerin egitsel ve yonetsel kararlara
katiliminin orta diizeye yakin oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Yukarida ifade edilen arasgtirmalarin bulgular1 da
dikkate alindiginda 6gretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katilimlarmin yillara gore arttig1, orta diizeye yaklastig
fakat bu diizeyin dgretmenler icin yeterli olmadig1 sdylenebilir. Ogretmenler okuldaki karar verme siirecinde daha
fazla rol almak istemekte, okul yonetimlerinin karar verme siirecine katilim i¢in kendilerine sagladiklari olanaklari
yeterli bulmamaktadirlar.

Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sinizm diizeylerinin orta diizeyin altinda fakat ¢okta diisiik olmadig1 bu ¢alismadan
elde edilen baska bir sonugtur. Kalagan ve Giizeller (2010), Helvaci ve Cetin (2012), Yildiz (2013), Nartgiin ve
Kartal (2013) c¢aligmalarinda ogretmenlerin  sinizm diizeylerinin ortalamanin altinda, diisiik diizeylerde
bulmuslardir. Yukarida ifade edilen aragtirmalardan elde edilen bulgular bu arastirma sonuglari ile tutarlilik
gostermektedir. Ogretmenlerin sinizm diizeyi ortalamanin altinda fakat gormezden gelinecek kadar diisiik diizeyde
degildir.

Calismadan ¢ikarilan bagka bir sonug ise okuldaki ortam &gretmenler tarafindan karar verme siirecine katilim
acisindan olumlu algilandiginda &rgiitsel sinizmde azalma, olumsuz algilandiginda ise 6rgiitsel sinizmde bir artis
olmaktadir. Diger taraftan karar verme siirecine iligkin bireysel tutum boyutu ile drgiitsel sinizm arasinda oldukga
diisiik diizeyde bir iliski bulunmaktadir. Bu ise karar verme siirecine katilimm orgiitsel sinizm ile iliskisinde
ogretmenlerin bireysel tutumundan ziyade orgiitsel ortamin 6n plana ¢iktigini gostermektedir. Nitekim Demirtas
ve Alanoglu (2015) dgretmenlerin is doyumu ile hem egitimsel hem de yonetsel karara katilim arasinda ayni yonde
orta diizeyde; Cihangiroglu, Uzuntarla, Ozata, (2015) karara katilim1 ile duygusal ve normatif baglilik arasmda
zayif diizeyde iligkiler bulmustur. Okullarda karardan en ¢ok etkilenen paydaslardan biri olan 6gretmenlerden,
kendi diisiinceleri alinmadan verilen kararlarin uygulanmasimi beklemek, 6gretmenlerin uyguladiklar1 kararlarin
okulun amaglarina hizmet etmedigini fark etmelerine ragmen bu uygulamalara devam etmek zorunda kalmalari,
kendilerinin diisiince ve degerlerinin 6nemsenmemesi, kendilerine danisilmadigi i¢in Snemsenmediklerini,
degersiz olduklarmi diisiinmeleri galistiklart okullara karsi olumsuz diisiince, duygu ve davranislar edinmelerine
neden olabilecektir. Nitekim Elton Mayo ve arkadaglarinin (1927-1933) yiiriitmiis oldugu caligmalarda da taninma,
ait olma gibi ihtiyaglarin kargilanmasi, bireyin algisi, inanglar1 ve degerlerinin motivasyonunu ve performansini
etkiledigi sonucuna ulagilmistir. Caliganlarin morali onlar1 destekleyici bir yonetimle yiikseltilebilir (Karip, 2004).
Ogretmenlerin karar verme siireclerine katilimi yeni roller iistlenmelerine ve okul yasam iizerinde dogrudan bir
etkiye sahip olmalarini saglayarak, onlarin okulun hedeflerine ulagmak i¢in daha fazla ¢aba sarf etmelerine neden
olabilir. Okul yoneticileri, 6gretmenleri yetkilendirmenin 6nemini kabul etmeli ve onlar1 da yonetimsel karar
verme siirecine dahil etmelidirler (Bogler ve Somech, 2005). Degiskenler arasinda gercek bir neden sonug iligkisi
saglamasa da agiklanan varyanstan karara katilimm orgiitsel ortam boyutunun, orgiitsel sinizm {izerinde énemli
bir etkiye sahip oldugu sonucunu ¢ikarabiliriz. Ogretmenler, hizmet sektérii kapsaminda degerlendirilen kurumlar
olan okullarda alinan kararlarin en 6nemli uygulayicilari olarak karari etkileyen ve bu kararlardan etkilenen meslek
mensuplaridirlar. Konunun kuramsal temelleri ve yapilan ¢alismalar (Takmaz, 2009; Reichers, Wanous, Austin,
1997; James, 2005) dikkate alindiginda, 6gretmenlerin karar verme siirecine katiliminm saglanmamasinin, okul
hakkindaki diistinceleri iizerinde olumsuz bir etkiye sahip olabilecegi sdylenebilir. Diger taraftan karar verme
sirecine daha diigilk diizeyde katilimi saglanan Ogretmenlerin okul hakkindaki diistinceleri, duygulart ve
davranislar1 olumsuz etkilenebilir, bu ise orgiitsel sinizmi artirarak okula zarar verebilir. Anderson ve Bateman’in
(1997) gergeklestirdigi bir deneysel bir ¢caligmada kurumsal ortamin birgok yaygin 6zelliklerinin sinizm yarattigina
dair kanitlar elde edilmistir.

Bu c¢alisamanin sonuglarina dayali olarakarastirmacilara; karar verme siirecine katilim ile orgiitsel sinizm
arasindaki iligkiyi nedensel olarak aciklayabilecekleri nitel ¢aligmalar; karar verme siirecine katilim ve orgiitsel
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sinizmle iligkili olabilecek diger degiskenlerin birlikte sinizm {izerindeki etkisini ortaya c¢ikarabilecekleri
calismalar yapmalar1 onerilebilir. Okul yoneticileri ise karar verme siirecine katilim ve orgiitsel sinizm arasindaki
iligski konusunda bilgilendirilerek egitimsel ve yonetimsel konularda karar verme siire¢lerine O6gretmenleri
katmalar1 saglanabilir. Ogretmenlerin kendilerini ilgilendiren ve yeterli bilgiye sahip olduklar1 konularda yénetim
stirecine dahil edilerek kendilerini degerli hissetmeleri, daha tiretken olmalar1 saglanabilir.

Bilgilendirme

Bu makale Ankara’da diizenlenen 12. Egitim Yonetimi Kongresi’nde sunulan s6zlIii bildirinin genisletilmis
halidir.
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