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ABSTRACT

This study aims to describe the behaviors exhibited by school administrators that teachers perceive
as “toxic leadership” behaviors and to reveal the negative Effects of these behaviors on educational
institutions. The research was conducted on the basis of Schmidt’s (2008) five-dimensional
understanding of toxic leadership, encompassing unpredictability, authoritarian leadership,
narcissism, abusive supervision, and self-promotion. Employing a phenomenological approach, a
qualitative research method, the study gathered 71 teachers’ negative memories about school
leaders as data, then this data was subjected to content analysis. The findings revealed that toxic
leadership behaviors, addressed with Schmidt’s five-dimensional structure, were classified into 21
categories. When examining the outcomes associated with the effects of toxic leadership on the
school, the following categories can be seen: developing negative feelings within the school
environment, cutting off communication with the school principal, distrust towards the principal,
decrease in organizational citizenship behaviors/not putting in extra efforts, decrease in perceived
self-efficacy, feelings of insignificance and despair. Additionally, the analysis revealed the following
patterns: decreased engagement with the school, detachment from both the school and
profession, low professional performance, increase in oppositional behaviors/ignoring
administrative instructions, low morale and motivation, unwillingness, organizational silence,
slowing down the work, avoiding to take the initiative, and occupational burnout. Based on the
findings obtained, recommendations have been formulated.

Keywords: Toxic leadership, unpredictability, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, abusive
supervision, self-promotion.
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INTRODUCTION

The interaction between school leaders and teachers is pivotal in achieving success in educational institutions at
the organizational level. In other words, the behaviors of school leaders toward teachers and their leadership
styles are considerably reflected in their attitudes at individual and organizational levels. Within this framework,
the concept of toxic leadership, characterized by negative leadership behaviors, impacts positive organizational
behaviors, particularly in terms of teacher performance, while reinforcing negative organizational behaviors.

Such dynamics will inevitably harm students’ educational experiences.

Research suggests that a negative correlation exists between toxic leadership and school effectiveness, as
indicated by Kiigiik (2020). Furthermore, toxic leadership negatively affects teachers’ motivation and job
satisfaction, as highlighted by Ertugrul (2021). This type of leadership also significantly diminishes teachers’ job
performance and their sense of identification with the organization, as highlighted in studies by Nebioglu and
Tuna (2022) and Mammadova (2021). Moreover, investigations reveal that toxic leadership contributes
negatively to teachers’ perceptions of psychological capital, as demonstrated by Bahadir (2018) and Zenginoglu
(2021). Toxic leadership also diminishes teachers’ engagement with the school environment (ilhan, 2019; ilhan
& Celebi, 2021; Kahveci, Bahadir, & Karagiil-Kandemir (2019) and it plays a negative role in shaping job
satisfaction (Tura et al., 2021). Notably, toxic leadership holds significance as a predictor of organizational silence
within educational institutions (Demirtas & Kiigik, 2019). It also increases organizational cynicism, emotional
and organizational burnout, as well as depersonalization (Arli, 2019; Cetinkaya, 2017; Cetinkaya & Ordu, 2017;
Demirel, 2015; Rahmani & Ghanbari, 2023). In this context, the engagement of educators in their schools
decreases when they encounter harmful leadership behaviors, causing a decline in their confidence in the
institution (Bozkurt, Coban, & Colakoglu, 2020). In fact, Ozkaya (2022) discovered that toxic leadership behaviors
negatively affect organizational trust, communication, conflicts, and the overall structure and functioning of the
organization. Additionally, Karakaya (2022) identified significant and negative relationships between toxic
leadership perception and organizational citizenship behavior. The destructive attributes of toxic leadership

behaviors within educational institutions point out a significant problem within leadership in schools.

Given that toxic leadership is a complex concept, it’s described through various explanations in academic
literature. One of these definitions characterizes toxic leaders as individuals who use their self-centered and
selfish attitudes to demoralize employees without hesitating to cause harm (Whicker, 1996). Another perspective
defines toxic leaders as people who display harmful, despotic, and unethical behaviors for their personal interests
and negatively impact both employees and the overall organization. These actions decrease employee
motivation and reduce organizational effectiveness. In this regard, Lipman-Blumen (2005) emphasizes the
harmful effects of toxic leadership and defines toxic leaders as: “...toxic leaders are those individuals who, by
virtue of their destructive behaviors and their dysfunctional personal qualities or characteristics, inflict serious

and enduring harm on the individuals, groups, organizations, and communities...”
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Academic literature has various approaches to categorizing and describing toxic leadership behaviors. For
instance, Oplatka (2016) characterizes negative behaviors among school leaders as egocentric actions, a lack of
emotional awareness, solitary decision-making, and a mechanical perception of the school, teachers, or students
only as business partners. Similarly, Green (2014) discusses toxic leadership behaviors within educational
institutions on the basis of “egotism, ethical failure, incompetence, and neuroticism.” Additionally, Karl (2022)
identifies a form of negative leadership behavior as behaviors that teachers define as unpredictable, inconsistent,
and fluctuant based on the leader’s daily mood. Kirbag (2013) states that unfair practices, toxic communication
and decision-making processes, and unethical behaviors exhibited by leaders play a role in the formation of a
toxic culture. Alanezi (2022) analyzed toxic leadership behaviors within educational institutions by categorizing
them on the basis of “human relations skills, authoritarian leadership, management skills, and professional
ethics.” It’s evident that toxic leadership behaviors have a general profile. Thus, they are examined in various
dimensions in the existing literature. Schmidt (2008) provides one of these views through a classification with

five dimensions: unpredictability, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, abusive supervision, and self-promotion.

The unpredictability dimension is linked to sudden emotional outbursts and anger, varying practices based on
mood, unpredictable shouting, and emotional explosions. They also possess personality traits that cannot be
defined (Schmidt, 2008; 2014). Individuals exhibiting unexpected behaviors in leadership have manipulative skills
but lack goals. As highlighted by Appekbaum and Roy-Girard (2007), they tend to make and change decisions
frequently. Authoritarian leadership is characterized by a belief that control should be in the leader, rejecting
objections within the organization, disregarding autonomy, and enforcing their desires with oppressive attitudes
(Reyhanoglu & Akin, 2016; Schmidt, 2008). Conversely, narcissism is characterized by traits of a paranoid
individual with a ceaseless need for admiration, and arrogance. This arrogance masks an underlying sense of
inferiority. Narcissistic people lack empathy, exhibit hypersensitivity, and experience anger in response to
challenges to their self-perception (Rosenthal & Pittinsky, 2006). Abusive supervision involves a dimension where
a continuous sense of hostility is reflected, creating an atmosphere of threat and intimidation, particularly
through the misuse of authority. This results in psychological, if not physiological, demonstrations of anger and
hatred. Furthermore, such leaders have no hesitations about scolding and humiliating employees in front of
others (Schmidt, 2008; Tepper, 2007). On the other hand, self-promotion encompasses behaviors focused only
on increasing one’s personal reputation, especially in the eyes of higher authorities. This involves overshadowing

successful employees and prioritizing personal interests over organizational interests (Schmidt, 2008).

When analyzing the Effects and outcomes of toxic leadership within educational institutions in general, it
becomes evident that these effects continue for a long period (Aravena, 2019). These outcomes negatively
impact various organizational behaviors crucial for achieving the school’s objectives. As a matter of fact, studies
based on educational organizations demonstrate that toxic leadership causes critical problems at both
organizational and individual levels (Blase & Blase, 2002; 2004; Brooker & Cumming, 2019; Mahlangu, 2014;
Oplatka, 2016; Snow et al. 2021). However, it is currently understood that the perceptions and impacts of toxic

leadership behaviors on the organization tend to differ based on leaders’ and followers’ traits, cultural
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differences, leadership skills, and the administrative structures within educational systems. In other words, the
types of behaviors considered toxic leadership and how they influence the organization are believed to vary
depending on group dynamics. Therefore, the motivation behind this research is the need to increase

investigations on toxic leadership behaviors perceived by educators and their organizational effects.

Purpose of the Study

This study aimed to investigate teachers’ experiences with toxic leadership, using Schmidt’s (2008) five-
dimensional model of toxic leadership (unpredictability, authoritarianism, narcissism, abusive supervision, and
self-promotion) as a framework. The primary objective was to identify the specific behaviors exhibited by school
administrators that teachers perceive as “toxic leadership” within the context of these five dimensions.
Additionally, the study aimed to reveal the negative effects of these behaviors on schools. The study’s starting
point was to determine how toxic leadership behaviors demonstrated by school leaders negatively impact both
teachers and educational institutions, with the intention of raising awareness among practitioners. Within the
framework of the related purpose, teachers’ memories of their negative experiences with school administrators
were examined, and the negative Effects of toxic leadership behaviors on teachers and the school were

determined. Within the scope of the study, answers to the following questions were sought:

1. What are the toxic leadership behaviors that teachers are exposed?
2. What are the negative Effects of toxic leadership behaviors that teachers are exposed to in their

professional lives?

METHOD

This section includes the headings of the research design, the study group, the data collection and analysis, and

the validity and reliability.

Research Design

This study was designed with a phenomenological approach, one of the qualitative research methods. According
to Meriam (2015), in this approach, the basic structure of experiences related to any phenomenon is described;
phenomenology is an appropriate approach to study intensive human experiences. In other words,
phenomenology analyzes, understands and describes human experiences related to a certain phenomenon. It
also allows people who experience that phenomenon to explain their feelings and perceptions (Rose, Beeby &
Parker, 1995). This study examined the teachers’ perceptions and descriptions of the phenomenon including
toxic leadership behaviors to which they were exposed and the effects of these behaviors on their work and
private lives, their emotions, and reactions to these behaviors were examined. Thestudy’s theoretical basis is
based on the five dimensions of toxic leadership behaviors discussed by Schmidt (2008). In other words, the

dimensions of abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, self-promotion, and unpredictability,
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which are defined as toxic leadership behaviors, were taken as a basis. Then, it was described how the teachers
defined the toxic leadership phenomenon in the context of the related dimensions and it’s negative effects on
school organizations. In this framework, teachers were asked to describe their negative memories of school

leaders and the effects of these events on themselves.

Study Group

The study group consisted of teachers employed in public schools and was formed using maximum variation
sampling. Maximum variation sampling is employed in order to ensure the inclusion of the most diverse and
representative participants relevant to the research subject (Merriam, 2015). The study’s participants were
chosen from various schools at different educational levels (elementary, middle, and high school), considering
their varying seniority levels. This selection was because each school has unique dynamics, and diverse
experiences with administrators. In this context, teachers were asked to tell about their memories of their
negative experiences with school administrators. Each teacher who told their memories was coded as P1, P2,

P3... The detail of 71 participants’ demographics are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants

f %
Female 46 65
Gender Male 75 35
1-5 Years 11 15
L. 6-10 Years 28 39
Seniority 11-15 Years 25 35
16 Years and up 7 10
Homeroom/Pre-school 23 32
Science/Maths/Informatics (IT) 18 25
Social/History/Geography/Religion 8 11
Physics/Chemistry/Biology 7 10
Vocational Subjects 3 4
Branch English 3 4
Turkish 3 4
Physical Education 2 3
Music/Visual Arts 2 3
Guidance/Special Education 2 3

As indicated in Table 1, the demographic characteristics of the participants were examined in terms of gender,
seniority, and branch. Among the participants, 65% were female, while 35% were male. Regarding seniority, 15%
had 1-5 years of experience, 39% had 6-10 years, 35% had 11-15 years, and 10% had 16 years and up. Regarding
the teaching branches, 32% were engaged in homeroom and preschool teaching, 25% specialized in
Science/Mathematics/IT, 11% in Social/History/Geography/Religion, 10% in Physics/Chemistry/Biology, 4% in
Vocational Subjects, 4% in English, 4% in Turkish, 3% in Physical Education, 3% in Music/Visual Arts, and 3% in

Guidance/Special Education.
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Data Collection and Analysis

Data for the study were collected through either in-person or online interviews or by using an interview form
based on the participants’ preferences. In this context, teachers were requested to write their negative memories
involving interactions with school administrators. These memories were collected from teachers during the year
2019. Given that the data collection procedure involved negative associations and emotions due to the subject’s
nature, the technique of data collection was to participants’ preferences in order to make them feel comfortable
and facilitate access to reliable data. Among the participants, a majority preferred expressing their experiences
and feelings in writing (n=54), while some preferred face-to-face (n=7) and remote connection in the form of
telephone/video conference (n=10). For the face-to-face and remote interviews, participants’ consent was
obtained for digital recording and was transcribed after the interviews. The stages of the data analysis process

are presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Data Analysis Process

The analysis process of the research begins with the themes based on the literature. Merriam (2015) states that
the themes in the analysis process can be formed in advance within the framework of the theoretical basis. In
order to eliminate interview data unrelated to the studied phenomenon, an open coding technique was
employed. Within this open coding process, one researcher identified participant statements aligned with the 5
themes established from the literature, and then a second researcher verified these identifications. A total of
768 reference statements about the phenomenon were coded during this stage. During axial coding, the
reference statements from the prior stage were directly linked to the themes. In the selective coding stage, the
reference statements grouped under each theme were temporarily categorized by evaluating their similarities
and differences. After establishing the provisional categories, two researchers together tried to clarify the
content of the categories and their similarities/differences with other categories within the theme at the
justification stage. At this point, a total of 26 provisional categories were formulated within five themes. During
the constant comparison stage, both researchers conducted comparisons between codes and between
categories one by one. Following this comparative process, the researchers finalized the categorization of codes
and ultimately determined the definitive categories. In this stage, the researchers reached 21 categories under
five themes, which constituted the findings for the first research question of the study. Concerning the second

research question, an analysis was conducted on 160 codes related to the impact of toxic leadership behaviors
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experienced by teachers on their professional lives. These codes were classified based on their similarities and

differences, forming 14 different categories.

Validity and Reliability

In the context of the study, to ensure the validity and reliability of the research, the researchers engaged in
ongoing discussions, rationale exploration, and comparisons during the coding and categorization phases and
during the assessment of the acquired findings. Additionally, a qualitative research expert was consulted to
assess both the data analysis process and the resulting findings, constituting a researcher triangulation. The
results derived from this triangulation process were compared against the codes and categories generated
independently by each researcher through their coding processes in order to determine the agreement between
the coders. The reliability of the research was calculated using the formula [Consensus / (Consensus +
Disagreement)], and the value was found to be 92%. According to the findings of Miles & Huberman (1994), this
percentage sufficiently affirms the reliability of the codes, categories, and themes. To describe the data analysis
process carried out in the context of all these explanations, a deductive content analysis technique was

employed.

FINDINGS

This study focused on teachers’ negative memories of school leaders to explore how they perceive the
phenomenon of toxic leadership and how it affects both teachers themselves and the school environment.
According to Schmidt (2008), the toxic leadership behaviors exhibited by school principals fall into categories like
abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, self-promotion, and unpredictability. The team of
researchers and field experts reached a consensus to establish codes that are related to teachers’ reactions to
these toxic leadership behaviors and their impact on the school. In this context, the themes and categories that

were agreed upon as a result of the analysis are presented.

Findings on Toxic Leadership Behaviors

The sub-themes of abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, self-promotion, and
unpredictability served as a framework for analyzing the toxic leadership behaviors that the teachers identified.
Within each of these themes, specific categories were discovered to represent different behaviors. The behaviors
linked to the phenomenon of toxic leadership are presented in Table 2, along with their corresponding themes

and categories.
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Table 2. Toxic Leadership Behaviors

Themes Categories

Threatening and restrictive supervision/management

Abusive Supervision Intentional demotivating supervision/management

Reprimanding in front of others

Discrimination and favoritism in practices

Making things difficult and obstructing

Forcing of labor

Insensitivity and lack of understanding toward private life

Authoritarian

. Subject someone to unfair punishment and consequences
Leadership

Ignoring legal rights

Ignoring/covering up problems

Unnecessary and unbalanced distribution of work

Not facilitating professional and personal development activities/training

Constantly emphasising the superiority of high ego/position

Oppressive, insulting and belittling speech/behavior

Narcissism - - n - -
Underestimating the other person’s expertise and ideas

Jealousy

Thinking about only your own reputation

Self Promotion
4 Putting personal interests above all else, especially those that lead to high prestige

Pathological mental states and behaviors

Unpredictability Inconsistent behavior, desires and emotions

Unexpected trust-breaking behaviors

In the memories, the teachers stated leadership behaviors under the “abusive supervision” as threatening and
restrictive supervision/management, intentional demotivatingsupervision/management, and reprimanding in
front of others. Among the participants (P2, P21, P23, P35, P66, P70) who shared their viewpoints on the subject
of threatening and restrictive supervision/management, they pointed out that school administrators employed
tactics like assigning low scores, initiating investigations, and documenting records as methods of intimidation.
These administrators were noted to benefit from legal loopholes or errors while inspecting school activities. In
the context of demotivating supervision/management, teachers (P30, P34) reported that school leaders
demoralize a teacher by comparing him/her with a colleague during supervision, using exaggerated criteria, did
not appreciate successful work, and issued directives using offensive and humiliating language instead of
providing guidance in faulty situations. Within the context of reprimanding in front of others, teachers (P14, P16,
P34, P35, P54) indicated that school administrators reprimanded them in the presence of students, parents, and
fellow colleagues, yelling and employing offensive language. While engaging in such behavior, these teachers
stated that school principals deliberately preferred situations where they could not respond to them. Direct

guotations are exemplified as follows:

“The principal often came and asked if things were okay and if the students were doing well. Lately,

his words sounded more threatening, even though he didn’t say it directly.” (P2)

“While he was inspecting our school project, he didn’t help us, but instead tried to find legal

loopholes to stop us.” (P21)
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“When the principal came to our class, he watched us on camera and even counted the seconds
(I’'m not joking, he really counted!). When he talked to my class, he gave orders instead of helpful
advice, and he didn’t appreciate anything | did. He also compared my class to better ones, and that

made me feel worse each day.” (P30)

“He insulted me, saying things like, ‘What kind of teacher are you? You lack creativity. How can you
teach children?’ Besides scolding me, it was really upsetting that he yelled at me in front of my

colleagues and a few students.” (P54)

The participants identified numerous behaviors under the category of “authoritarian leadership.” These
behaviors included showing discrimination and favoritism in actions (P1, P8, P9, P12, P13, P22, P29, P40, P55,
P56, P60), creating obstacles and challenges in tasks (P1, P10, P39, P52, P53, P56, P65, P68), demanding work
completion through pressure (P11, P12, P13, P14, P34), displaying insensitivity and disregard for personal lives
(P1, P19, P26, P27, P51, P55), subjecting individuals to unfair punishments and consequences (P32, P37, P44,
P48, P64), disregarding legal rights (P10, P18, P20, P40, P51), Ignoring or covering up problems (P38, P62, P63),
assigning unnecessary tasks and distributing work unevenly (P8, P29), and not facilitating professional and
personal development activities/training (P65). Regarding authoritarian leadership behaviors, teachers shared
that school leaders exhibited discrimination among teachers in terms of assignments, interactions, and practices
within the school, favoring those who were closer to them. However, the findings also revealed that school
leaders prevented their efforts by misusing their authority instead of supporting teachers’ efforts, emphasizing
the necessity of obtaining their approval first. Additionally, the findings indicated that pressuring and forcing
teachers to perform tasks using their authoritative position, demonstrating insensitivity and a lack of
understanding toward teachers’ personal lives, and subjecting them to scolding and undeserved criticism were
also notable sources of stress for teachers. In this given context, it was stressed that the leaders obligated
teachers to participate in voluntary tasks, displayed a lack of sensitivity towards crucial matters in teachers’
personal lives (such as health concerns, pregnancy, childcare issues, etc.), and unfairly held them responsible for
outcomes of certain assignments even when the teachers did not make any mistakes. Conversely, school
principals exhibited negative leadership behaviors by intentionally disregarding teachers’ legal rights, avoiding
the resolution of internal school issues and ignoring the problems, and making an unbalanced distribution of
work by assigning drudgery to a specific person or a group. Limitations that prevent teachers’ professional and
personal development by putting forward school affairs were also classified as toxic authoritarian behaviors.
Examples of these limitations included not providing convenience in adjusting the course schedule for teachers’
postgraduate education and withholding approval for desired developmental activities. Some examples of the

participants’ statements are given as follows:

“Mly principal exhibits favoritism among teachers. He grants the requests of teachers who are close
to him, whether it’s related to taking leaves or organizing events. Meanwhile, he either neglects us

or prolongs our tasks.” (P22)

1915



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 8, Issue: 23, 2023

“In a short time, my students and | achieved successes such as first place in the district and second
place in the province. However, the school administration did not support us throughout this

journey. At times, we even had difficulty obtaining permission to participate in tournaments.” (P56)

“I expressed my lack of willingness to participate in a voluntary task, but he asserted that | had no
choice in the matter. His exact words were, ‘You are obligated to carry out this task whether you

want to or not.” (P13)

“In a board meeting, a close colleague of mine, who had recently become a parent, requested
permission from the head of the board to be excused due to a sudden illness in his child.
Nevertheless, despite the urgency and significance of the situation, the principal declined my

friend’s request, questioning, ‘Are you a medical professional? What will you do if you go?”” (P19)

“Given that my infant was still very young, | wanted to use the allocated parental leave for nursing
purposes. However, the principal persisted that | should manage to go and return home during

breaks, so | decided to submit a petition for parental leave, but he did not accept my petition.” (P51)

“But | was always given the drudgery. | don’t know why he consistently assigned me these

drudgeries and why me?” (P8)

“Throughout my graduate education, my school principal consistently created challenges for me.
He insisted that | should not let my other obligations get in the way of my primary responsibility of
teaching. Despite this, | managed to conduct highly productive lessons with my students while
carefully fulfilling my duties. However, the school principal had a negative impact on my graduate

education from start to finish.” (P65)

4

Based on the memories shared by teachers, the aspects categorized under the theme of “narcissism”
encompassed the following characteristics: a high sense of ego/a consistent emphasis on the superiority
brought by one’s position (P5, P12, P23, P27, P28, P42, P49, P59, P66, P67, P70), the use of oppressive,
degrading, and belittling language/actions (P1, P2, P3, P4, P10, P14, P16, P17, P25, P28, P30, P31, P34, P35,
P36, P41, P44, P45, P54, P58, P69), the inclination to view the skills and ideas of others as inferior (P2, P6, P7,
P34, P43, P67, P70), and the jealousy (P25). Within this framework, teachers underscored that school principals
who continually state their superiority during any given opportunity or task create a disruptive atmosphere.
Another significant observation is that teachers who exhibit or possess the potential for successful performance
are subjected to oppressive and humiliating communication. Furthermore, the tendency of school principals to
regard the professional knowledge, abilities, and specialized domains of teachers—particularly those in the
early years of their careers—as less significant and noteworthy compared to their own expertise was also
identified as toxic behavior. Lastly, the sense of jealousy was also assessed within this framework. Direct

participant statements indicating these points include the following:
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“When | was new at the school, | called the school principal “Yilmaz Hocam!” He didn’t like that and
responded in a proud way, telling me not to address him like that. He wanted me to call him Mr.
Principal. (P59) “In general, he always reminds us that the principal is the one who is in charge of

everything and that he holds power.” (P66)

“He scolded me for making decisions on my own and said | did not have the authority to take the
initiative. When | pointed out that he gave me the task, he got even angrier. He yelled at me and
threw my papers on the floor.” (P44) “When | first arrived, the principal met me on the stairs and
scolded me as if | were a child. Then he scornfully said, Go away!, go away!, go away! while waving

his hand. I will never forget him using that hand gesture and telling me to go.” (P25).

“The principal wanted to hear our thoughts, but he kept finding faults in everyone’s ideas. He
already had his own thoughts and stuck to them. What we said didn’t matter much. He acted like

our knowledge and experience weren’t good enough to decide things.” (P44)

“The principal didn’t like that | was a young teacher with a relaxed approach. It also bothered him

that the students liked me. He always showed his discomfort through the way he treated me.” (P25)

Regarding the theme of “self-promotion,” participants discussed behaviors like focusing solely on their
reputation (P6, P38, P63) and putting their personal interests, which provide high prestige, above everything else
(P71). They pointed out that school principals, in particular, aim for their institutions’ success not primarily for
the students’ benefit but to enhance their own prestige and impress higher authorities. This tendency leads them
to react excessively, even to minor issues. Teachers also mentioned the school principals who give more
importance to their personal reputations and interests than the school’s objectives. Here are some direct

statements from teachers to exemplify this point:

“On the one hand, he didn’t want to handle it, but on the other hand, he didn’t want such problems
to be known in school while he was the principal. He always cared more about his own reputation.”

(P63)

“We were working on an international project with English teachers. The plan was to take students
to Europe as part of the project. | was surprised that the principal joined us even though he didn’t
really put any effort into helping. It might have been better to bring a teacher or a student who

actually contributed to the project.” (P71)

In the final theme addressing toxic leadership behaviors, specifically focusing on “Unpredictability,” teachers
highlighted the pathological mental states and behaviors (P15, P24, P33, P57, P65), inconsistent behaviors,
desires and emotions (P22, P46, P47, P50), and unexpected trust-breaking behaviors (P61). Within this context,
it was pointed out that educational leaders, particularly those in school settings, displayed behaviors that
negatively impacted relationships among teachers due to their unhealthy mental states, such as self-

centeredness, engaging in workplace gossip, and jealousy. These leaders were also noted to exhibit unexpected
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outbursts of anger in unpredictable places, times, or situations. Moreover, in the memories, inconsistent
leadership behaviors that led to a feeling of uncertainty, along with management approaches that lacked clear
direction, were highlighted. It was also mentioned that some school administrators make decisions on their own
and give up on them the next day and exhibit unexpected behaviors that undermine trust. In relation to this

context, participants’ direct statements can be provided as follows:

“I did not like that negative comments about my colleague were constantly conveyed to me. | felt
like he was trying to spoil my relationship with my collegue. I did not understand exactly what he
was trying to do.” (P57) “He didn’t hold back from gossiping and speaking ill of others. It was hard

to predict how he would communicate with different people.” (P33)

“During the first years of my professional journey, our school principal would assign tasks and
provide explicit instructions of them. He would highlight his expectations step by step. Even when
we completed the tasks as he instructed, he would often remark, ‘This is not how I intended this
work to be done.’” As a result, we found ourselves repeatedly redoing the same tasks.” (P47) “His
behavior used to change based on circumstances; at times, he displayed kindness, while on other
occasions, his words were sarcastic and hurtful. We would not know how to behave while with

him.” (P22)

“I had requested the principal to keep my private situation confidential, emphasizing its
importance to me. However, when | arrived at the school, | noticed that my situation had become

common knowledge. | had never expected that he would spead it to everyone.” (P61)
Findings on Teacher Reactions and Effects on School

Teachers, when recalling their interactions with school leaders, mentioned having exhibited specific responses
to the toxic leadership behaviors, and, these responses had adverse Effects on the school environment. Table 3

presents the negative Effects of the reactions to toxic leadership behaviors on the school.

Table 3. Effects of the developed reactions on the school

Categories f
Developing negative feelings within the school 30
Cutting off communication with the school principal 27
Distrust toward the principal 16
Decrease in organizational citizenship behaviors / lack of extra performance 17
Decline in self-efficacy perception, worthlessness and hopelessness 13
Decline in school engagement 10
Alienation from school and profession 12
Low professional performance 10
Increase in oppositional behaviors/ignoring of managerial directives 10
Low morale, motivation and reluctance 6
Organizational silence and cynicism 4
Work slowdown 3
Avoidance of taking initiative 1
Burnout 1
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It was noticed in the memories that teachers developed specific responses to the toxic leadership behaviors,
which had negative impacts on the school environment. One of these negative impacts involved the emergence
of negative emotions, including anger, stress, anxiety, unhappiness, loneliness, fear, and frustration (P4, P5, P9,
P10, P11, P13, P15, P17, P19, P20, P21, P22, P23, P24, P25, P27, P29, P37, P43, P44, P45, P46, P47, P48, P49, P50,
P53, P54, P68, P69). Additionally, some of the participants (P4, P5, P10, P14, P17, P18, P19, P23, P27, P28, P29,
P30, P31, P33, P34, P36, P40, P43, P45, P46, P51, P57, P58, P59, P61,P65, P69) mentioned that they cut off
communication and interaction with the school principal, actively avoiding sharing the same space with them or
even encountering them. Similarly, some teachers reported that their confidence in the principal was lost
following an incident (P2, P8, P15, P17, P23, P33, P38, P39, P44, P46, P53, P59, P60, P61, P62, P71). Another
negative consequence stemming from toxic leadership behaviors was that teachers avoided displaying
organizational citizenship behaviors and going beyond their designated job responsibilities (P1, P7, P9, P11, P13,
P15, P25, P26, P29, P32, P36, P49, P52, P56, P68, P70, P71). A significant number of participants (P6, P7, P8, P14,
P20, P32, P34, P42, P52, P58, P66, P67, P69), subjected to humiliating and belittling toxic behaviors, expressed a
decline in their self-efficacy perceptions, leading to feelings of worthlessness and despair within the school
setting. Some of the participants indicated a decline in their engagement with their school (P1, P10, P16, P20,
P25, P26, P40, P41, P56, P64), while others mentioned feeling alienated from both their school and profession
(P7, P20, P26, P29, P35, P40, P41, P42, P55, P57, P64, P70). The number of participants who stated that they
experienced low professional performance (P3, P6, P8, P25, P28, P30, P33, P43, P63, P68) and the number of
participants who stated that their oppositional behaviors increased and their behaviors of disregarding
administrative directives developed (P2, P12, P15, P21, P28, P44, P50, P52, P64, P65) are also quite remarkable.
Additionally, some of the participants (P1, P3, P30, P31, P57, P68) stated that they experienced low motivation
and reluctance. Lastly, while occurring less frequently, it was observed that a few teachers admitted to
developing organizational silence and cynical behaviors (P36, P42, P61, P63), an elevated tendency to slow down
their work pace (P30, P47, P70), a reluctance to take the initiative (P70), and experiencing burnout (P12). The

direct quotations of participants are provided below:

“The injustice inflicted upon me was something | couldn’t come to terms with, and it led to a
prolonged sense of anger towards the school. | avoided any encounters with the principal, fearing
that it could lead to yet another dispute. That period put a significant stress on me, which inevitably

had Effects on both my performance and my personal life.” (P13)

“In fact, my primary response was to mutually end my connection with him. Naturally, this
circumstance subjected me to the anxiety of having to encounter him every time | went to school.”

(P28)

“I consistently checked the accuracy of the information presented to me within the school, and
evaluated all of decisions made with a more detailed and skeptical perspective. My faith in the

principal never recovered after that.” (P60)
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“After the occurrence of this event, | have avoided engaging in any volunteer activities within the
school aimed at enhancing the school’s reputation. | have strictly adhered to my designated
responsibilities and have refrained from any additional involvement in the school’s administrative

matters.” (P56)

“I felt insignificant and aimless during my time at the school, almost as if | had no meaningful role.
The principal’s perception of my course only reinforced this feeling. It seemed as though | were

merely occupying space within this school.” (P7)

“The principal’s behaviors significantly fostered a pessimistic view of the teaching profession within
me. It also triggered the development of negative feelings directed towards the school. Working
with him became impossible for me. | actively sought opportunities to be appointed to other
educational institutions. After this incident, | pursued my transfer to the provincial center and left

that school.” (P41)

“I had to attend school reluctantly and forcefully until the administrator changed. This resulted in
a decrease in my academic performance due to my lack of enthusiasm for attending school.

Regrettably, my stress was reflected in my class.” (P68)

“I did the extra work given by the principal forcibly. | did not do it as | did before so that he would
not give me another one. Also, | used to give the tasks immediately, but later | did not give them
even if | completed them until he asked me. | delayed it, slowed it down. In this way, | made him

take the tasks from me” (P8)

“I resist administrative decisions and ignore informal directives whenever possible. | object based
on legal and administrative documents, maintaining the consistency of questioning decisions
consistently. | decline the tasks that should be performed voluntarily but is not included in the

regulations.” (P15)

“Following that, | refrained from addressing student problems or attempting their resolution. |

guided them to ask the principal instead, | did not take initiative.” (P70)

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

This study determined which behaviors were defined in five different dimensions of toxic leadership, namely
abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, self-promotion, and unpredictability, and how toxic
leadership reflected on the teachers and their schools, based on their negative recalls regarding school
administrators. The primary research question defined the behaviors associated with toxic leadership, while the

secondary question described the negative impacts of toxic leadership on the school setting.

In the literature, the term ‘abusive supervision’ is used to refer to leadership behaviors that highlight their

abusive aspects. In this study, teachers emphasised that one of the issues that bothered them most in the context
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of abusive supervision was threatening and restrictive supervision/administrative behaviors within the school.
Brooker and Cumming (2019) underscored emotional blackmail as one of these abusive behaviors. In this
context, within educational institutions, leaders frequently employ tools of blackmail such as evaluation scores,
investigations, meeting minutes, crafting unsuitable lesson plans for teachers, and assigning undesirable tasks.
Teachers might prefer to remain silent when confronted with such behaviors, driven by fear or obligation due to
their civil service roles, dedication to the teaching profession, and limited alternative job opportunities. It is
emphasised that the tendency to submit to this situation may vary according to cultural differences. For example,
Tepper (2007) underscores that the tendency to submit to threats and abuse may be higher in cultures with high
power distance perceptions. Another toxic leadership behavior mentioned by teachers was intentional
demotivatingsupervision/management. In the recalls shared, it was stated that some principals used this
behavior whenever teachers made a mistake, ordering them to correct the situation with humiliating language
and abusing them with hidden hostility in order to lower morale and motivation. The literature outlines the
negative aspects of toxic leadership (Schmidt, 2008; 2014). These aspects are: (1) reminding staff their
incompetence, (2) emphasizing their mistakes, and (3) negatively talking about the team members behind their
back to third parties. Analyzing these traits reveals that they give examples of behaviors associated with abusive
leadership. Among the behaviors explored within the toxic leadership’s abusive supervision dimension, one
involves leaders scolding employees, particularly in crowded environments where they cannot speak
up/respond. Schmidt (2008) and Tepper (2007) state that such administrators do not hesitate to scold and
humiliate their staff in front of other people. In this study, teachers highlighted that school administrators raised
their voices towards them, but this situation was much more destructive, especially when it happened in front

of students, parents and fellow teachers.

In the context of “authoritarian leadership,” another dimension of toxic leadership, 9 different categories were
formed. Teachers have observed that school administrators engage in arbitrary discrimination in their practices.
They deliberately create obstacles, aiming to maintain their authority and be the sole authority. They also use
pressure tactics, even in voluntary assignments, to persuade teachers to undertake tasks. Furthermore, these
leaders exhibit insensitivity and a lack of understanding toward the personal lives of teachers and arbitrarily
ignore their legal rights. This is seen as a reflection of an authoritarian attitude. Additionally, the practice of
subjecting teachers to unfair penalties and consequences serves as a means of pressuring items. One of the most
important problems in schools is the imposition of drudgery, unbalanced distribution of work, and authoritarian
attitudes towards giving legal permission for teachers to participate in the activities for their professional
development are also seen as important toxic leadership behaviors. As a matter of fact, it is stated in the
literature that authoritarian leaders need to control subordinates constantly and see it as their right to violate
rules regarding the personal lives of those under them. They exhibit resistance to different ideas and tend to
manage decision-making processes alone (Schmidt, 2088; 2014). Furthermore, another study also stated that
since such leaders are closed to different ideas, they may tend to punish those who disagree with them and apply

strategic bullying (Mannix-McNamara, Hickey, MacCurtain, & Blom, 2021).
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It is argued that one of the most important toxic aspects of toxic leadership is the “narcissistic” emotional state
and behaviors. Schmidt (2008; 2014) suggests that these leaders see themselves as exceptional, so they
consistently praise their egos. Within the framework of this study, it can be argued that some leaders’
uncontrollable high ego and their need to underscore the superiority of their position on every opportunity stem
from their unmet needs. Indeed, Rosenthal and Pittinsky (2006) assert that narcissistic individuals have a never-
ending craving for praise and recognition. Another characteristic exhibited by narcissistic personalities is a
tendency to belittle and suppress the achievements of others, they primarily direct such behaviors at individuals
with high potential for success (Schmidt, 2008; 2014). The main reason driving this behavior might be the fear
that narcissistic individuals could pale beside more accomplished individuals, potentially directing the focus away
from them. Indeed, this study highlights that teachers who were subjected to humiliating attitudes were
generally those engaged in various projects, acknowledged within the school for successful accomplishments,
were entrepreneurs, or were strong due to any of their characteristics. However, it's important to note that
another issue faced by teachers, particularly those in the first years of their careers, was also highlighted. These
teachers expressed that their areas of expertise and ideas were consistently undervalued, and some novice
teachers experienced a profound sense of inadequacy. Within this framework, it can be argued that individuals
with narcissistic traits are occasionally satisfied by exerting psychological pressure on individuals they perceive
as less powerful and even thrive on the fear and anxiety of others. In this study, the fact that some school leaders
manifested their narcissistic personalities to teachers who were in the first years of their profession can be

explained in this way.

“Self-promotion,” which is another dimension of toxic leadership, is described in academic literature through
terms like self-advertising, prioritizing one’s prestige above everything else, and developing a positive image.
Within the context of the assessed memories, some school principals only think about “their own reputation”
and, in the effort to increase school success, in fact, they only desire to impress the higher authorities and gain
a reputation. The analyzed reviews reveal that these administrators could not remain calm in the face of school
setbacks; instead of providing guidance, constructive feedback, and growth opportunities, they experienced
anger outbursts. These observed behaviors rationalize the inclusion of relevant behaviors under the umbrella of
self-promotion. In literature, this dimension is explained as leaders’ efforts to advertise themselves and gain their
reputation. It’s noted that toxic leaders might display irritability, anger, and aggression in response to incidents

that threaten their positions (Schmidt, 2008).

“Unpredictability” represents another dimension of toxic leadership that the literature underscores as a highly
destructive factor affecting work performance. Within this aspect, some teachers state that leaders exhibit
unpredictable pathological behaviors such as being in an unhealthy mental state, engaging in workplace gossip,
and driving a wedge. Furthermore, the leaders’ fluctuating moods have a negative impact on the school
environment. It is pointed out that inconsistent demands place teachers in difficult positions, compelling them
to do the same tasks in disparate ways. These leadership behaviors, encompassed as inconsistent actions,

desires, and emotional states, lead to uncertainty about what exactly the leader wants from the teachers, how
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exactly the teachers should behave, and how they should do their work. According to Schmidt (2014), employees
find themselves in a perpetual state of alertness due to leaders exhibiting unpredictable toxic traits. This situation
forces them to redo tasks and allocate additional resources to accommodate the unpredictable moods and
desires of these leaders. Furthermore, the constant changing of decisions by these leaders, often without any
excuses, pushes employees into uncertainty (Appelbaum & Roy-Girard, 2007). Another consequence that arises
from these memories is that teachers’ are exposed to unexpected leadership unexpected leadership behaviors
that break trust. Indeed, within the context of toxic leadership, the disappointments experienced by the person

exposed to toxic leadership may be due to the fact that the actions are very different from the expectations.

The second research question of the study investigated the adverse consequences of toxic leadership behaviors
encountered by educators, which not only affect individuals but also spread through the entire organization. As
highlighted in the study’s problem statement, research on the negative impacts of toxic leadership within
educational institutions, particularly at the organizational level, underscores the severity of the issue. Within this
study, one of the negative effects of toxic leadership in schools that can spread throughout the organization is
the negative emotions that develop within the school, the decrease in professional self-efficacy belief, low
motivation, and reluctance. In this context, it became evident that teachers experienced high levels of emotions
such as anger, stress, anxiety, unhappiness, loneliness, fear, and disappointment. These feelings were
accompanied by reduced self-efficacy, a sense of worthlessness, hopelessness, low morale, reduced motivation,
and reluctance, ultimately resulting in burnout. Reduced self-efficacy, a sense of worthlessness, hopelessness,
low morale, decreased motivation, and reluctance were all present along with these feelings, which ultimately
led to burnout. Snow et al. (2021) reported the outcomes of toxic leadership within educational institutions as
“reduced self-esteem, depression, stress and anxiety, fear, tearfulness, humiliation, anger, uncertainty,
exhaustion, burnout, health issues, changes in weight, substance use, suicidal thoughts, as well as negative
consequences on personal life.” These unpleasant emotions develop as a result of toxic leaders, but they are
unaffected by their spread throughout the school. As a result, the impact of toxic leadership on individuals
reaches throughout the entire organization, and psychological consequences become particularly critical at the
organizational level. The study highlights that it is not coincidental that educators particularly underscore the
widespread effects of toxic leadership within schools. Supportively, Mannix-McNamara, Hickey, MacCurtain, and
Blom (2021) also stated in their study that “It is damaging not only for individuals as our data evidences but also
for organizations.” Moreover, even as these negative effects continued to spread, school administrators were
not disturbed at all, which was mentioned in the memories. Oplatka’s (2016) conceptualization of emotional

unawareness as a dimension of toxic leadership could potentially account for this behavior.

In the context of the impacts of toxic leadership, teachers highlighted outcomes such as a lack of trust in the
principal and cutting off communication with the principal. Specifically, they expressed that they preferred to
avoid being in the same environment with the principal unless it is absolutely necessary, changed their ways in
order not to encounter him/her in the school corridors, and limited their communication to essential issues only.

Previous research also supports these findings. For instance, Bozkurt, Coban and Colakoglu (2020) established a
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negative correlation between toxic leadership and organizational trust. Mahlangu (2014) indicated that a
significant consequence of toxic leadership is a “poor working relationship between stakeholders.” Similarly,
Ozkaya (2022) determined that toxic leadership negatively influences internal organizational communication.
Given this context, although teachers’ reactions towards school administrators are understandable, they could
also potentially give rise to issues concerning effective organizational communication, the exchange of

information, and the completion of tasks on time and in an accurate manner.

The impacts of toxic leadership within educational institutions manifest in various ways. These include a decline
in teachers’ engagement with the school, a sense of detachment from their profession, and a reduction in
organizational behaviors, resulting in a lack of extra professional performance. Teachers feel detachment from
the profession and school due to the psychological and physiological effects of the negative situations
experienced, and their performance is negatively affected by them. Research studies support these findings,
revealing that toxic leadership is associated with diminished school engagement (Bozkurt, Coban, & Colakoglu,
2020; ilhan, 2019; ilhan & Celebi, 2021; Kahveci, Bahadir, Karagiil-Kandemir, 2019) and has a negative effect on
job satisfaction (Tura et al., 2021). Moreover, studies indicate that toxic leadership behaviors negatively affect
teachers’ motivation, job satisfaction, job performance, and sense of identification with the school community
(Ertugrul, 2021; Nebioglu & Tuna, 2022; Mammadova, 2021). Consequently, teachers may request transfer to
different institutions or even leave the profession. This response is to be expected given the effects of toxic
leadership, which decrease teachers’ willingness to participate in volunteer, non-obligatory tasks. According to
Karakaya's (2022) study, there is a negative correlation between perceptions of toxic leadership and the display

of organizational citizenship behaviors, which lends support to this conclusion.

The participants highlighted that toxic leadership has several negative consequences, including organizational
silence and cynicism, slowing down the work, and a reluctance to take the initiative. In this context, teachers
develop the belief that no change is possible, leading them to withhold comments due to these cynical emotions
and prefer silence instead. These feelings, similar to depersonalization symptoms, cause educators to avoid
expressing any positive or negative thoughts, ideas, or comments within the educational institution. Research
studies also validate the findings of this study. In this regard, it has been determined that behaviors associated
with toxic leadership contribute to an increase in organizational cynicism, emotional and organizational burnout,
and depersonalization (Arl, 2019; Cetinkaya, 2017; Cetinkaya & Ordu, 2017; Demirel, 2015; Rahmani & Ghanbari,
2023) and that toxic leadership stands as a significant predictor of organizational cynicism (Demirtas & Kk,
2019). Nevertheless, a notable outcome of toxic leadership revealed through research is: on the one hand, there
is a correlation between organizational cynicism and the adoption of silence among employees, while on the
other hand, teachers exhibit intentional opposition and oppositional behaviors, ignoring administrative
directives. Within this context, it is observable that educators who are subjected to toxic leadership adopt a
position of opposition against the school’s administration due to emotions such as anger, humiliation, or feelings

of worthlessness.
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The research findings indicate the presence of numerous leadership behaviors categorized as abusive
supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, self-promotion, and unpredictability within the school. It was
generally concluded that the negative impacts of these toxic leadership behaviors extend to the school
environment, creating negative effects on various organizational behaviors. Consequently, it becomes evident
that toxic leadership negatively impacts the effectiveness of schools. Studies demonstrate a negative correlation
between toxic leadership and school effectiveness (Kiiglik, 2020). Toxic leadership also has negative effects on
the organizational structure and functioning. Therefore, it becomes crucial to implement measures aimed at

eliminating toxic leadership from educational institutions.

SUGGESTIONS

In this context, it is recommended that the essential requirements for employing school leaders be organized to
encompass this issue. Another suggestion is to establish legal measures that will not allow toxic leadership
behaviours in schools. Additionally, in trainings to improve the leadership capacities of school administrators,
topics on toxic leadership and its negative effects on schools can be presented. This study was conducted with
teachers working at different levels of public schools. Therefore, different studies can in which teachers' views
on eliminating toxic leadership behaviours are taken be conducted. Moreover, such studies can be conducted

at different levels separately.
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TOKSIiK LIDERLIGIN OGRETMENLERE ve OKULLARA YANSIMALARI

0z

Bu arastirmanin amaci okul yoneticilerinin hangi davranislarinin 6gretmenler tarafindan “toksik
liderlik” davranigi olarak algilandigini betimlemek; bu davraniglarin okullar tzerindeki olumsuz
yansimalarini ortaya g¢ikarmaktir. Arastirma Schmidt’in (2008) toksik liderlik tanimlamasinin bes
boyutlu yapisi (6ngérilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm, istismarci yonetim, kendi reklamini
yapma) temelinde gergeklestirilmistir. Bu ¢alisma, nitel arastirma ydntemlerinden biri olan
fenomenolojik yaklasim ile tasarlanmistir. Bu kapsamda 71 farkli 6gretmenden, okul liderleriyle
yasadigi olumsuz anilari toplanmis, veriler icerik analizi ile ¢6ziimlenmistir. Bulgular, Schmidt'in bes
boyutlu yapisiyla ele alinan toksik liderlik davranislarinin 21 kategoride siniflandirildigini
gostermistir. Toksik liderligin okula yansimalarina iliskin bulgulara bakildiginda ise okul iginde
olumsuz duygular gelistirme, okul mudira ile iletisimi kesme, mudire guvensizlik, 6rgutsel
vatandaslik davranislarinda azalma / ekstra performans géstermeme, 6zyeterlik algisinda dusis,
degersizlik ve umutsuzluk, okul baghhginda diisis, okula ve meslege yabancilasma, mesleki
performans dusikligi, muhalif davranislarda artis/yonetsel direktifleri dikkate almama, moral,
motivasyon disukligu ve isteksizlik, 6rgutsel sessizlik, is yavaslatma, inisiyatif almaktan kaginma
ve tikenmislik kategorilerine ulasildigi gortlmustir. Ulasilan sonuglara dayal olarak oneriler
gelistirilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Toksik liderlik, 6ngorilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm, istismarci yonetim,
kendi reklamini yapma.
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GiRIS

Okullarin orgitsel diizeyde basariya ulasabilmelerindeki 6nemli etmenlerden biri okul lideri ile 6gretmenler arasi
iliskilerdir. Daha acik bir ifadeyle okul liderinin 6gretmenlere yénelik davranis bigimleri ve kullandiklari liderlik
tarzlari, onlarin bireysel ve orgutsel diizeydeki tutum ve davraniglarina 6nemli 6lglide yansimaktadir. Bu
baglamda olumsuz lider davranislari olarak ifade edilen toksik liderligin 6gretmen performansi basta olmak lizere

pozitif orglitsel davraniglari olumsuz etkiledigi, negatif 6rgltsel davraniglariise daha da gliclendirdigi sdylenebilir.

Bunun da 6grencilerin egitim-6gretim slreglerine yonelik niteligi olumsuz etkileyecegi acgiktir.

Yapilan arastirmalar toksik liderlik ile okul etkililigi arasinda negatif yonli bir iliski olduguna (Kigtk, 2020), toksik
liderligin, 6gretmenlerin motivasyonlari ve is tatminleri Gizerinde olumsuz bir rol oynadigina (Ertugrul, 2021) ve
o6gretmenlerin is performansini ve orglite 6zdeslesmelerini biylk 6lgide distrdiigine (Mammadova, 2021;
Nebioglu ve Tuna, 2022) isaret etmektedir. Bununla birlikte ¢alismalarda, toksik liderligin 6gretmenlerin
psikolojik sermaye algilari Gizerinde negatif bir rol oynadigi (Bahadir, 2018; Zenginoglu, 2021), 6gretmenin okul
baghligini azalttigi (ilhan, 2019; ilhan ve Celebi, 2021; Kahveci, Bahadir ve Karagiil-Kandemir, 2019) ve is doyumu
Uzerinde olumsuz rol oynadigi (Tura vd, 2021) goérilmektedir. Okullarda orgiitsel sessizligin de anlamh bir
yordayicisi olan toksik liderlik (Demirtas ve Kiguk, 2019), érgutsel sinizmi, duygusal/6rgitsel tikenmisligi ve
duyarsizlagmayi arttirmaktadir (Arli, 2019; Cetinkaya, 2017; GCetinkaya ve Ordu, 2017; Demirel, 2015; Rahmani ve
Ghanbari, 2023). Bu baglamda toksik liderlik davranislarina maruz kalan 6gretmenlerin okula baghligi azalmakta
ve drgiite gliven dizeyleri diismektedir (Bozkurt, Coban ve Colakoglu, 2020). Nitekim Ozkaya da (2022) yaptig
bir calismada toksik liderlik davraniglarinin 6rgutsel giiven, iletisim, catisma ile 6rgiitiin diizen ve isleyisine yonelik
olumsuz yansimalari oldugunu bulmus; Karakaya (2022) ise toksik liderlik algisi ile 6rgltsel vatandaslik davranisi
arasinda negatif yonli anlamli iliskiler oldugunu saptamistir. Gorildagu Gzere toksik liderlik davranislarinin

okullar Gzerinde yikici 6zellikleri, okullarda liderlik konusu icinde 6nemli bir problem durumuna isaret etmektedir.

Toksik liderlik genis kapsamli bir kavram olmasi nedeniyle, alanyazinda pek ¢ok tanimlama ile agiklanmaktadir.
Bu tanimlamalardan birinde toksik liderler, bencil ve sadece kendini merkeze alan tavirlariyla ¢alisanlari yildiran,
onlari zarara ugratmaktan cekinmeyen kisiler olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Whicker, 1996). Baska bir agiklamada ise
toksik liderler, bireysel c¢ikarlari ugruna yikici, zorba ve etige aykiri davranislar sergileyerek calisanlar ve orgiit
bltlind Gzerinde olumsuz etkiler yaratan; calisan motivasyonunu olumsuz etkileyerek orgit etkililigini azaltan
bireyler olarak ifade edilmektedir. Bu baglamda Lipman-Blumen (2005) “...toksik liderler, yikici davranislari ve
islevsiz kisisel nitelikleri veya 6zellikleri nedeniyle bireylere, gruplara, kuruluslara, topluluklara ciddi ve kalic

zararlar veren kisilerdir...” seklinde bir tanimlama yaparak toksik liderligin zararli etkilerini vurgulamstir.

Alanyazinda toksik liderlik davranislari gesitli sekillerde siniflanmakta ve agiklanmaktadir. Ornegin Oplatka (2016),
okul liderlerinin benmerkezci davranislarini, duygusal farkindasizlik hallerini, tek basina karar verme egilimlerini
ve okulu, 6gretmenleri ya da 06grencileri sadece bir “is unsuru” olarak mekanik bir bakis agisiyla
degerlendirmelerini olumsuz liderlik davranislari olarak degerlendirmektedir. Benzer sekilde Green (2014) egitim

[l

orgutlerinde toksik liderlik davranislarini " egoizm, etik basarisizlik, yetersizlik ve nevrotiklik” temelinde ele
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almistir. Karh (2022) 6gretmenler tarafindan olumsuz liderlik davranislarindan birinin 6ngérilemeyen, tutarsiz ve
liderin o glinkl ruh haline gore degisen davranislar olarak tanimlandigini belirtmistir. Kirbag¢ (2013) liderler
tarafindan sergilenen adaletsiz uygulamalarin, toksik iletisim ve karar alma sireglerinin, etik olmayan
davranislarin toksik kiltiiriin olusmasinda rol oynadigini belirtmistir. Alanezi (2022) ise okullarda toksik liderlik
davraniglarini ele aldigi bir calismada bu davraniglari “insan iliskileri becerileri, otoriter liderlik, yénetim becerileri
ve mesleki etik” temelinde siniflandirarak degerlendirmistir. Goralduga tzere toksik liderlik davranislari oldukga
genel bir gérinti sergilemekte, bu nedenle alanyazinda farkli boyutlandirmalarla incelenmektedir. Bunlardan biri
Schmidt’in (2008) tarafindan yapilan bes boyutlu siniflandirmadir. Bunlar: “6ngériilemezlik, otoriter liderlik,

narsizm, istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini yapma “ olarak isimlendirilmistir.

Ongériilemezlik boyutu, toksik liderlerin kestirilemez ani duygusal patlama ve &fkeleri, ruh haline gére degisiklik
gosteren uygulamalari, kestirilemez bagirma ve gikismalari, tanimlanamayan degisken kisilik 6zellikleri ile iligkili
bir boyuttur (Schmidt, 2008; 2014). Tahmin edilemez davranislar gosteren liderler, maniptlasyon yetenekleri
olan, ne istedigini bilmeyen kisilerdir. Appekbaum ve Roy-Girard’a (2007) gére ise sik karar alip degistirebilirler.
Otoriter liderlik, kontrollin sadece kendisinde olmasi gerektigini diisinen, 6rgit igcindeki itirazlari kabul etmeyen,
ozerklik alani tanimayan ve baskici tutumuyla kendi isteklerini direten ve baskici bir denetim anlayisina sahip
liderlik 6zelliklerini tanimlamaktadir (Reyhanoglu ve Akin, 2016; Schmidt, 2008). Narsizm ise bitmeyen hayranlik
ihtiyaglari yiksek olan, kendini begenmis, kibirli, aslinda iginde asagilik duygusu (feelings of inferiority) tasiyan,
empati yoksunu, kendi taninmasi icin asiri duyarlihk ve ofkeye sahip, paranoyak birey ozellikleri ile
tanimlanmaktadir (Rosenthal ve Pittinsky, 2006). istismarci Yénetim, diismanhk duygusunun siirekli yansitildigi,
ozellikle yetkilerin kotlye kullaniimasiyla stireklilik tasityan bir tehdit ve korkutma hali, 6fke ve nefret duygularinin
fizyolojik olmasa bile psikolojik olarak yansitildigi boyuttur. Bununla birlikte bu liderler ¢alisanlari bagkalarinin
yaninda azarlamak ve rezil etmekten ¢ekinmezler (Schmidt, 2008; Tepper, 2007). Kendi reklamini yapma ise
sadece kendi itibarini gbzetme ve 6zellikle tist makamlara her ne olursa olsun iyi gériinme, 6zellikle basaril
¢alisanlari sondirme yoluyla kendini 6n plana ¢ikarma ve kendi gikarlarini 6rgitin gikarlarn Ustliinde tutma

davranislarini igermektedir (Schmidt, 2008).

Okullarda toksik liderligin yansimalarina ve etkilerine genel olarak bakildiginda bu etkilerin uzun bir doneme
yayildigi (Aravena, 2019); okulun amaglarina ulasmasinda biyik 6nem taslyan pek cok 6rglitsel davranisi olumsuz
etkiledigi soylenebilir. Nitekim egitim 6rgltleri temelinde yapilan ¢alismalar, toksik liderligin hem orgtitsel hem
bireysel diizeyde oldukga kritik sorunlara neden oldugunu gostermektedir (Blase ve Blase, 2002; 2004; Brooker
ve Cumming, 2019; Mahlangu, 2014; Oplatka, 2016; Snow vd., 2021). Ancak bu noktada toksik liderlik
davranislarinin algilanma ve 6rglitl etkileme bicimlerinin, lider ve takipgilerin 6zelliklerine, kiltlrel farkliliklara,
liderlik becerilerine, egitim ve okul sistemlerinin yonetsel yapilarina gore degisim gosterecegi disiiniilmektedir.
Baska bir ifadeyle hangi tir davranislarin toksik liderlik davranisi olarak algilanacagi ve bunlarin 6rgite nasil
yansiyacaginin, grup dinamiklerine gore farklilasabilecegi diisiinilmektedir. Ogretmenler tarafindan algilanan
toksik liderlik davranislarina ve orgitsel etkilerine iliskin calismalarin arttirilmasi gerektigi, bu ¢alismanin itici

gliclerinden biri olmustur.
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Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirmada 6gretmenlerin toksik liderlik deneyimleri, Schmidt’in (2008) toksik liderlik tanimlamasinin bes
boyutlu yapisi (6ngériilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm, istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini yapma) temelinde
incelenmistir. Bu kapsamda arastirmanin amaci okul yoneticilerinin hangi davraniglarinin 6gretmenler tarafindan
“toksik liderlik” davranisi olarak algilandigini -arastirmanin kuramsal temelini olusturan bes boyut ¢ercevesinde-
betimlemek; bu davraniglarin okullar tzerindeki olumsuz yansimalarini ortaya gikarmaktir. Okul liderlerinin
sergiledikleri toksik liderlik davraniglarinin 6gretmenlere ve egitim kurumlarina nasil zarar verdiginin
belirlenmesi; bu sekilde de uygulayicilara bir farkindalk saglayabileceginin disliniilmesi bu ¢alismanin ¢ikis
noktasini olusturmustur. ilgili amag¢ cergevesinde &gretmenlerin okul yéneticileri ile yasadiklari olumsuz
deneyimleri iceren anilari incelenmis; toksik liderlik davraniglarinin 6gretmenler ve dolayisiyla okula yonelik
olumsuz yansimalarinin neler olabilecegi tespit edilmistir. Calisma kapsaminda asagidaki sorulara yanit

aranmistir:

1. Ogretmenlerin maruz kaldig: toksik liderlik davranislari nelerdir?
2. Ogretmenlerin maruz kaldigi toksik liderlik davranislarinin is yasamina yonelik olumsuz yansimalari

nelerdir?

YONTEM

Bu bolimde arastirmanin deseni, calisma grubu, verilerin toplanmasi/analizi ve gecerlik/gtivenirlik bashklarina

yer verilmistir.
Arastirma Deseni

Bu ¢alisma, nitel arastirma ydéntemlerinden biri olan fenomenolojik yaklasim ile tasarlanmigtir. Nitekim Meriam
(2015) bu yaklasimda, herhangi bir fenomene iliskin deneyimlerin temel vyapisinin betimlendigini;
fenomenolojinin yogun insan deneyimlerini ¢calismak i¢in uygun bir yaklasim oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Daha
acitk bir ifadeyle fenomenoloji, belli bir fenomene iliskin insan deneyimlerinin incelenmesi, anlasiimasi,
tanimlanmasi amaciyla kullaniimakta; o fenomeni deneyimleyen kisilerin duygu ve algilarini agiklamalarina
olanak tanimaktadir (Rose, Beeby ve Parker, 1995). Bu arastirmada 6gretmenlerin maruz kaldiklari toksik liderlik
davranislarina ve bu davraniglarin is ve 6zel yasantilarina etkilerini kapsayan fenomeni algilama ve tanimlama
bicimleri, bu davranislar karsisindaki duygulanimlari ve tepkileri incelenmistir. Arastirmanin kuramsal temelini,
toksik liderlik fenomeninin Schmidt (2008) tarafindan ele alinan bes boyutlu toksik liderlik davranislari
olusturmustur. Baska bir ifadeyle toksik liderlik davranislari olarak tanimlanan “éngériilemezlik, otoriter liderlik,
narsizm, istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini yapma” boyutlari temel alinmis, 6gretmenlerin toksik liderlik
fenomenini ilgili boyutlar baglaminda nasil tanimladiklari; okul oOrgitlerine yonelik olumsuz yansimalari
betimlenmistir. Bu cercevede 6gretmenlerden, okul liderleri ile yasadiklari olumsuz anilarini anlatmalari,

yasadiklari bu durumun kendileri Gzerindeki etkilerini betimlemeleri talep edilmistir.
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Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu kamu okullarinda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerle yuritilmis; 6gretmenler maksimum
cesitlilik 6rneklemesi yoluyla belirlenmistir. Bu yontem, arastirma konusu ile iliskili olan gesitliligi arttirmak ve
grubun temsil edilebilirligini gliclendirmek igin kullaniimaktadir (Merriam, 2015). Bu arastirmada da katilimcilar
farkh okul ve farkli kademelerden (ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise) belirlenmis; farkh kidemlere sahip olmalarina dikkat
edilmistir. Bunun nedeni, her okulun kendine 6zel dinamiklerinin olmasi ve konu itibariyle liderlerle yasanan
farkli deneyimlerin bu arastirma icin 6nem tagimasidir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerden okul yoneticileriyle
yasadiklari olumsuz anilari anlatmalari istenmistir. Anisini anlatan her bir 6gretmen K1, K2, K3.. olarak

kodlanmistir. 71 katiimciya ait demografik bilgiler Tablo 1. ‘de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilara Ait Demografik Bilgiler

f %
L Kadin 46 65
Cinsiyet Erkek 75 35
1-5Yil 11 15
6-10 Yil 28 39
Kidem 1115 vil 5 35
16 Yil ve Uzeri 7 10
Sinif/Okul Oncesi 23 32
Fen/Matematik/Bilisim 18 25
Sosyal/Tarih/Cografya/DKAB 8 11
Fizik/Kimya/Biyoloji 7 10

Meslek 3 4

Brans ingilizce 3 4

Tirkce 3 4

Beden Egitimi 2 3

Muzik/Gorsel Sanatlar 2 3

Rehberlik/Ozel Egitim 2 3

Tablo 1.”de gorildugi tGzere katilimcilarin demografik 6zellikleri olarak; cinsiyet, kidem yili ve brans degiskenleri
incelenmistir. Katihmcilarin %65’i kadin, %35’i erkek; %15’i 1-5 yil, %39’u 6-10 yil, %35’i 11-15 yil, %10’u 16 yil ve
Uzeri kideme sahip; %32’si sinif ve okul 6ncesi, %25’i Fen/Matematik/Bilisim, %11’i Sosyal/Tarih/Cografya/DKAB,
%10’u Fizik/Kimya/Biyoloji, %4’(i Meslek, %4’ ingilizce, %4’ Tirkge, %3’l Beden Egitimi, %3’ Miizik/Gdrsel

Sanatlar, %3’ ise Rehberlik/Ozel Egitim dgretmenidir.
Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Arastirmanin verileri katilimcilarin tercihine goére yiiz yuze/online gérismelerin kayit altina alinmasi ya da
goriisme formu kullanilarak toplanmistir. Bu kapsamda 6gretmenlerden, okul yoneticileriyle yasadiklari olumsuz
anilari yazmalari istenmis, ilgili anilar 6gretmenlerden 2019 yilinda toplanmistir. Uzerinde calisilan fenomenin
dogasli geregi veri toplama slireci negatif cagrisimlar ve duygular icereceginden, katilimcilarin kendilerini rahat

hissedecekleri ve saglkli verilere ulagsmayi kolaylastirmasi amaciyla veri toplama teknigi katilimci tercihine
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birakilmistir. Katihmcilarin blyik ¢ogunlugu deneyim ve duygularini yazarak iletmeyi tercih etmis (n=54), bir
bollimi de yuz ylze (n=7) ve telefon/video konferans seklinde uzaktan baglanti (n=10) tercih etmistir. Yz ylize
gorismelerde ve uzaktan baglantilarda katiimci rizasiyla dijital kayitlar alinarak, gorisme sonrasinda

transkripsiyonu yapilmistir. Veri analizi stirecine iliskin asamalar Sekil 1'de gosterilmistir.

Literatiire Agtk Kodlanmig
Dayalr

Gruplandinmg | Seqici | Gegici ) _
Kodlama Hom Kodlar Kodloma | Kategoriler Kategoriler

Temalarin .
Veri

Belirlenmesi

Sekil 1. Veri Analizi Sireci

Arastirmanin analiz sirecinin baslangicini literatiire dayali temalar olusturmaktadir. Merriam (2015) analiz
surecindeki temalarin kuramsal temel cergevesinde ©nceden olusturulabilecegini ifade etmektedir.
Goritsmelerden elde edilen verilerin icinden Gzerinde ¢alisilan fenomenle iliskisi olmayan kisimlarin temizlenmesi
amaciyla acgik kodlama yapilmistir. A¢ik kodlama siirecinde literatlirden yola cikilarak belirlenen 5 temayla ilgili
olabilecegi diisiiniilen katilimci ifadeleri bir arastirmaci tarafindan tespit edilmis, diger arastirmaci tarafindan da
kontrol edilmistir. Bu asamada fenomenleiliskili olan 768 referans ifade kodlanmistir. Eksen kodlama asamasinda
ise, bir 6nceki asamada elde edilen referans ifadeler dogrudan temalarla iliskilendirilmistir. Her bir tema altinda
gruplanan referans ifadeler secici kodlama asamasinda kendi icinde benzerlik ve farkhliklari degerlendirilerek
gecici kategorilere ayrilmistir. Gegici kategorilerin olusturulmasinin ardindan, gerekcgelendirme asamasinda iki
arastirmaci birlikte kategorilerin icerigi ve tema icerisindeki diger kategorilerle benzerlik/farkliliklarini
belirginlestirilmeye calsilmistir. Bu asamada 5 tema icerisine dagitilmis 26 gegici kategori olusturulmustur.
Siirekli karsilastirma asamasinda ise kategorilerin nihai yapisina ulasabilmek icin her iki arastirmaci tarafindan
ayri ayri kod-kod, kod-kategori / kategori-kategori karsilastirmalari yapilmis, karsilastirma siirecinin ardindan
arastirmacilar ulastiklari sonuglari tartisarak kodlarin kategorizasyonu tamamlanarak kesin kategorilere karar
verilmistir. Bu asamada 5 tema altinda ulasilan 21 kategori, arastirmanin ilk arastirma sorusunun bulgularini
olusturmaktadir. ikinci arastirma sorusuna ydnelik olarak ise 6gretmenlerin maruz kaldiklari toksik liderlik
davranislarinin is yasamina etkisi baglaminda tespit edilen 160 kod, benzerlik ve farkhliklari baglaminda

siniflanarak 14 kategori olusturulmustur.
Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik

Arastirma kapsaminda veri toplama ve veri analiz stireglerinin saghkh yuritilebilmesi, dolayisiyla da arastirmanin
inandiricihgl geregi glivenirliginin ve gegerliginin saglanmasi amaciyla kodlama ve kategorizasyon asamalarinda,
elde edilen bulgularin degerlendirilmesinde arastirmacilar sirekli olarak tartisma, karar gerekcelendirme ve
karsilastirma etkinlikleri ylrGtmustlr. Buna ek olarak nitel arastirmalar konusunda deneyimli bir arastirmacidan

da, bulgularin ortaya koyulmasinin ardinda galismanin yanlilik sorunu (bias) ve arastirmaci 6n yargilarindan
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arindirilmasi amaciyla destek alinmig, veri analiz siireci ve ulasilan bulgulari degerlendirmesi istenerek aragtirmaci
ticgenlemesi yapilmistir. Uggenleme sonuclan ise nitel arastirmalarda giivenirligin saglanmasi icin siklikla
basvurulan bir yontem olan kodlayicilar arasi uyumun belirlenmesi amaciyla, ayri ayn yiritilen kodlama
stirecinin ardindan, arastirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan kod ve kategoriler karsilastinlmis, [(Gorus Birligi) /
(Gorus Birligi + Goris Ayriligr) ] formli kullanilarak %92 uyum degerine ulasiimistir. Miles ve Huberman, (1994)’a
gore bu oran ulasilan kod, kategori ve temalarin glvenilir kabul edilebilmesi igin yeterlidir. Tum bu agiklamalar
baglaminda yuritilen veri analiz stirecini tanimlamak gerekirse, timden gelim stratejisine dayal bir icerik analizi

tekniginin kullanildigi s6ylenebilir.
BULGULAR

Bu arastirmada oOgretmenlerin okul liderleri ile yasadiklari olumsuz anilarindan yola ¢ikarak, toksik liderlik
fenomeninin 6gretmenler tarafindan nasil algilandigi, toksik liderligin kendilerine ve okula nasil yansidig
belirlenmistir. Okul muddrlerinin sergiledikleri toksik liderlik davranislari Schmidt (2008) tarafindan ifade edilen
“éngdriilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm, istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini yapma” boyutlari temel alinarak
gruplanmistir. Sonrasinda toksik liderlik davranislarina karsi gelistirilen 6gretmen tepkilerinin okula yansimalarina
ait kodlar, arastirmacilar ve alan uzmanlari tarafindan goris birligine varilarak olusturulmustur. Bu baglamda

analiz sonucunda goris birligine varilan tema ve kategoriler sunulmustur.

Toksik Liderlik Davranislarina iliskin Bulgular
Ogretmenlerin anilarinda tanimladiklari toksik liderlik davraniglar “éngériilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm,
istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini yapma” temalari altinda incelenmis, her bir tema altinda farkh kategorilere

ulasilmigtir. Tablo 2.’de toksik liderlik fenomenine iliskin davranislara ait tema ve kategoriler sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Toksik Liderlik Davraniglari

Temalar Kategoriler

Tehditkar ve sinirlayici denetim/y6netim
istismarci Yénetim Kasitl motivasyon dusliriici denetim/y6netim
Bagkalarinin 6niinde azarlama
Uygulamalarda ayrimcilik ve kayirma
isleri zorlastirma ve engelleme
Baski ile is yaptirma
Ozel yasama karsi duyarsizlik ve anlayissizhk
Otoriter Liderlik Hak edilmeyen ceza ve sonuglara maruz birakma
Yasal haklari yok sayma
Sorunlari gérmezden gelme/kapatma
Angarya is ylikleme ve dengesiz is dagilimi
Mesleki ve kisisel gelisim etkinlikleri/egitimleri igin kolaylik saglamama
Yiksek ego/makamin getirdigi Gsttinligu strekli vurgulama
Ezici, asagilayici ve kiigimseyici konusma/davranis
Karsisindakinin uzmanlik alanini ve fikirlerini kendinden disiik gorme
Kiskanglik
Sadece kendi itibarini diiglinme
Ozellikle yiiksek prestij saglayan kisisel gikarlarini her seyin Ustiinde tutma
Patalojik ruhsal durum ve davraniglar
Ongériilemezlik Tutarsiz davranis, istek ve duygu durumlari
Beklenmedik giiven kirici davranislar

Narsizm

Kendi Reklamini Yapma

1935



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 8, Issue: 23, 2023

Ogretmenler anlattiklari anilarda “istismarci yénetim” kapsaminda ele alinabilecek lider davranislarini “tehditkar
ve sinirlayici denetim/ydnetim”, “kasitli motivasyon districi denetim/yonetim” ve “baskalarinin yaninda
azarlama” olarak ifade etmislerdir. Tehditkdr ve sinirlayici denetim/yénetim Uzerinde goris bildiren katilimcilar
(K2, K21, K23, K35, K66, K70) okul yoneticilerinin denetimlerinde diisik puan verme, sorusturma agma ve tutanak
tutma gibi unsurlari birer tehdit araci olarak kullandiklarini; yapilan okul etkinliklerini denetlerken yasal agik/hata
bulmaya calistiklarini belirtmislerdir. Motivasyon diisiirticii denetim/yénetim kapsaminda 6gretmenler (K30,
K34), okul liderlerinin denetim sirasinda bir 6gretmeni baska bir 6gretmenle karsilastirarak moral distrdukleri,
abartil olgitler kullandiklari, basarili isleri takdir etmedikleri, ortaya ¢ikan hatali durumlarda rehberlik etme
yerine sirekli istismar edici ve asagilayici bir dille emir verdikleri yoniinde ifadeler kullanmislardir. Baskalarinin
6niinde azarlama kategorisinde ise 6gretmenler (K14, K16, K34, K35, K54) okul yoneticilerinin 6grenciler, veliler
ve meslektaglar 6niinde azarladiklarini ve istismar edici sekilde bagirip hakaret ettiklerini belirtmislerdir. Bunu
yaparken okul madurlerinin 6zellikle kendisine cevap verilemeyecek ortamlari segtiklerini vurgulamislardir. Buna

yonelik dogrudan alintilara érnekler su sekildedir:

“Mudiir siirekli gelip her sey tamam mi, ¢ocuklarin diizeyi iyi mi gibi sorular soruyordu. Artik ¢ok

agik olmasa da tehdit ciimleleri kurmaya basladi.” (K2)

“Okuldaki proje etkinliGimizi denetlerken destek olmak yerine bizim gitmememiz igin yasal agiklar

arad..” (K21)

“Miidirimiiz derse girerken kameradan izliyor saniyeleri sayiyor (abartmiyorum gercekten
saniyeleri sayiyor!) Dersime geldiginde yol géstermek yerine emir veriyor, yaptigim higbir etkinligi
takdir etmiyordu. Ustelik daha iyi siniflarla kiyaslama yapiyor ve her gegen giin sevkimi biraz daha

kiriyordu.” (K30)

“Sen nasil 6gretmensin, senin yaraticiligin yok, senin yetistirdigim 6grenciden ne ¢ikacak” gibi
hakarette bulundu. Beni azarlamasi bir yana meslektaslarimin ve birkag égrencinin icinde bagirmasi

benim igin ¢ok iiziicii bir durumdu.” (K54)

Katiimcilar “otoriter liderlik” davranislari icinde degerlendirilebilecek bircok davranislari tanimlamislardir.
Bunlar; uygulamalarda ayrimcilik ve kayirma (K1, K8, K9, K12, K13, K22, K29, K40, K55, K56, K60), isleri zorlastirma
ve engelleme (K1, K10, K39, K52, K53, K56, K65, K68) baski ile is yaptirma (K11, K12, K13, K14, K34), 6zel yasama
karsi duyarsizlik ve anlayissizlik (K1, K19, K26, K27, K51, K55), hak edilmeyen ceza ve sonuglara maruz birakma
(K32, K37, K44, KA8, K64), yasal haklari yok sayma (K10, K18, K20, K40, K51), sorunlari gérmezden
gelme/kapatma (K38, K62, K63), angarya is yiikleme ve dengesiz is dagilimi (K8, K29), mesleki ve kisisel gelisimi
engelleyici davranislarda bulunma (K65) olarak kategorilendirilmistir. Ogretmenler, otoriter liderlik davranislari
kapsaminda okul liderlerinin okul igindeki is, islem ve uygulamalarda 6gretmenler arasi ayrimcilik yaptiklarini,
kendilerine yakin olan o6gretmenleri kayirdiklarini belirtmislerdir. Bununla birlikte bulgular, 6gretmenlerin
yapmak istedikleri isleri desteklemek yerine otoritesini kdtlye kullanarak zorlastirma egilimine giden, 6nce kendi

izninin alinmasi gerektigini vurgulayan okul liderlerinin oldugunu gostermistir. Makam giictinii kullanarak baskiyla
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ve zorla is yaptirma, 6zel yasantiya duyarsizlik ve anlayigsiz olma, hak etmedikleri sekilde suglanma ve azarlanma
davranislarinin da 6gretmenler igin 6nemli stres kaynaklar oldugunu gostermistir. Bu kapsamda liderlerin
ozellikle gondlltluk gerektiren islerde 6gretmenleri zorunlu tuttuklari, 6gretmenlerin 6zel yasamlarindaki ¢cok
onemli konular (hastalik, hamilelik, cocuklarla ilgili sorunlar vb.) hakkinda hassasiyet gostermedikleri,
O0gretmenlerin bir sucu ya da sorumlulugu olmamasina ragmen, bazi islerin sonuglarindan onlari sorumlu
tuttuklarn vurgulanmistir. Bir diger yandan okul midirlerinin 6gretmenlerin yasal haklarini keyfi olarak yok
saymalari, okul i¢i yasanan sorunlarla ugrasmak istememeleri ve sorunlari kapatmalari, angarya isleri siirekli bir
kisi ya da gruba vererek dengesiz bir is dagilimi yapmalari da olumsuz liderlik davraniglari arasinda sayilmistir.
Ogretmenlerin mesleki ve kisisel gelisimini, okul islerini 6ne siirerek engelleyen sinirlandirmalar getirmeleri de
toksik otoriter davranislar kapsaminda siralanmistir. Bu sinirlandirmalara yiksek lisans egitimi icin ders
programini ayarlamada kolaylik saglamama, istenilen gelisim faaliyetleri igin izin istendiginde alamama gibi

ornekler verilmistir. Tim bunlara katihmci ifadelerinden bazi 6rnekler su sekilde verilebilir:

“Miidiirim 6gretmenler arasi ayrimcilik yapiyor. lzin kullanirken ya da programlari yaparken
kendine yakin 6gretmenlerin isteklerini yerine getiriyordu. Bizleri ise gbéz ardi ediyor ya da isleri

uzatiyordu.” (K22)

“Kisa stirede édrencilerimle ilge birinciligi, il ikinciligi gibi basarilar elde ettik. Bu konuda okul
yénetiminden higbir destek géremedigimiz gibi zaman zaman turnuvalara katilmak igin bile izin

almada zorlandik.” (K56)

“Goéndilliilik esasi olan bir gérevde yer almak istemedigimi séyledim ona. Ancak béyle bir
secenegimin olmadigini s6yledi. “Bu gérevi isteseniz de istemeseniz de yapmak zorundasiniz” dedi.”

(K13)

“Bir kurul toplantisinda esi yeni dogum yapmis bir arkadasim ¢cocugunda gelisen ani bir rahatsizlik
nedeniyle miidiir beyden kuruldan ¢ikmasi yéniinde izin istedi. Ancak miidiir bu acil ve énemli

durum karsisinda “sen doktor musun, gitsen ne yapacaksin ki” diyerek arkadasi géndermedi.” (K19)

“Bebegim kii¢lik oldugu igin hakkim olan siit iznini kullanmam gerekiyordu. Ama miidiir bey
teneffiis arasinda git gel diye israr etmesi lizerine ben de siit izni icin dilekge vermek istedim. Yalniz

dilekgemi kabul etmedi.” (K51)

“Ancak angaryalar hep bana geliyordu. Neden bu isleri siirekli bana getirdigini ve o kadar isim

arasinda o angaryalari hep bana neden yiikledigini bilmiyorum.” (K8)

Okul midiiriim yiiksek lisans 6grenimim boyunca tiim islerimi zorlastirirdl. Benim ilk gérevimin
6gretmenlik oldugunu bunun islerimin éniine gecemeyecegini séyleyip siirekli zorluk ¢ikariyordu.
Odrencilerimle oldukga verimli derslerimi isliyor ve gérevimi tam anlamiyla yerine getiriyordum.

Okul miidiirii bitiin 6grenimim boyunca lisansiistii egitimimi zehir etti.” (K65)

1937



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 8, Issue: 23, 2023

Ogretmenler tarafindan anlatilan anilardan yola cikarak “narsizm” temasinda tanimlanan konular, yiiksek
ego/makamin getirdigi tstinligi strekli vurgulama (K5, K12, K23, K27, K28, K42, K49, K59, K66, K67, K70)
karsisindakinin ezici, asagilayici ve kiigiimseyici konusma/davranis (K1, K2, K3, K4, K10, K14, K16, K17, K25, K28,
K30, K31, K34, K35, K36, K41, K44, K45, K54, K58, K69), karsisindakinin uzmanlik alanini ve fikirlerini kendinden
diisiik gérme (K2, K6, K7, K34, K43, K67, K70) ve kiskanghk (K25) olarak tanimlanmistir. Bu kapsamda
ogretmenler 6zellikle bulundugu makam UstinlGgunu her firsatta veya yapilmasi gereken her gorevde dile
getiren okul middrlerinin rahatsiz edici oldugunu vurgulamislardir. Genel olarak basarili isler yapan veya
yapabilecek kapasitede olan 6gretmenlerin ezici ve asagilayici konugmalara maruz kalmasi da dikkat gekici bir
diger bulgudur. Bununla birlikte okul maddrlerinin —genel olarak mesleginin ilk yillarinda olan- 6gretmenlerin
mesleki bilgi, beceri ve uzmanlik alanlarini kendi uzmanligindan daha kigik ve 6nemsiz gérmelerinin de toksik
davranislar olarak algilandigi1 goriilmuistir. Son olarak kiskanglik duygularinin da bu kapsamda degerlendirildigi

tespit edilmistir. Katimcilarin dogrudan ifadelerine érnekler su sekildedir:

“Okula yeni basladigim dénemlerde okul miidiiriine hitap ederken Yilmaz Hocam demistim. Bu
hitabima karsilik tepki gésterdi. Ona béyle hitap edemeyecegimi, kendisine Miidiir Bey ya da Sayin
Miidiiriim diye hitap etmem gerektigini ukala bir tavirla ifade etti.” (K59). “Zaten genel olarak

yapmamizi istedidi her isin arkasinda illa mdiir oldugunu, giiciin elinde oldugunu siirekli hatirlatir.

(K66).

“Bana kendi kendime nasil karar aldigimi, insiyatif kullanmak igin yetkilerimin olmadigini séyledi.
Ben de madem yetkim yok o zaman gérevi niye bana verdiniz deyince daha da éfkelendi. Bunlari
teslim edin, artik bu sekilde gidecek mecburen diye badirarak yaptigim ¢alismalari yere firlatip
cikt.”(K44). “Geldigimde midiir beni merdivende karsilayip énce ¢ocuk gibi azarladi. Sonra el

isaretiyle git, git, git!! Dedi kiigiimseyerek..... O el isaretiyle git, git, git deyisini hi¢c unutamadim.
(K25).

“Miidiir bizlere fikrimi soruyor ama herkesin fikrini siirekli elestiriyordu.. Zaten aklina bir diisiince
koymus o sekilde gelmisti. Bizim séylediklerimiz 6nemsizdi. Bizim bilgimiz, tecriibemiz bu kararlari

vermeye yetmez gibi davraniyordu. (K44).

“Geng ve rahat tavirli bir 6§retmen olmam, miidiirii rahatsiz etti. Ogrenciler tarafindan sevilmem

de onu rahatsiz ediyordu. Bunu genel tavirlariyla hep belli ediyordu.”(K25).

Katiimcilar “kendi reklamini yapma” temasinda sadece kendi itibarini diisiinme (K6, K38, K63) ve ézellikle yiiksek
prestij saglayan kisisel ¢ikarlarini her seyin (stiinde tutma (K71) davranislarindan s6z etmislerdir. Okul
miudurlerinin 6zellikle yoneticilik yaptiklari kurumlarin basarisini 6grenciler icin degil, kendi prestijleri ve Ust
makamlara hos goriinmek igin istediklerini; bu nedenle de en ufak bir sorunla karsilasildiginda bile fazlaca tepki
verdiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica 6gretmenler, kendi prestij ve ¢ikarlarini okul amaglarinin éniinde tutan okul

midirlerinin de oldugunu sdylemislerdir. Ogretmenlerin dogrudan ifadelerine &rnekler su sekildedir:
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“Ashinda bir yandan ugrasmak istemiyordu. Bir yandan da miidiirliik yaptigi dénemde okulda bu tip
sorunlarin gériinmesini ve duyulmasini istemiyordu. Hep kendi konumunu 6n planda

tutuyordu.”(K63)

“Bir proje yapiyorduk. Uluslarasi bir projeydi. Proje kapsaminda Avrupaya gétiirecektik cocuklari
6égretmenlerle birlikte. Midiiriimiiziin hic emegi olmamasina ragmen bizimle gelmesi biraz garip

gelmisti bana. Onun yerine emegi gegen bir 6gretmen ya da bir 6grenci gétiirebilirdik belki.” (K71).

Toksik liderlik davraniglarinin son temasi olan “éngériilemezlik” kapsaminda 6gretmenler, patalojik ruhsal durum
ve davranislar (K15, K24, K33, K57,K65), tutarsiz davranis, istek ve duygu durumlari (K22, K46, K47, K50) ve
beklenmedik giiven kirici davranislardan (K61) s6z etmislerdir. Bu konuda ozellikle okul liderlerinin bencillik,
kiskanghk, dedikodu sevme gibi olumsuz duygu durumlari nedeniyle 6gretmenler arasi iliskileri olumsuz etkileyen
davranislar sergiledikleri, hi¢c olmadik yer, zaman veya konuda 6fkelenebildikleri belirtilmistir. Bununla birlikte
anlatilan anilarda, belirsizlik duygusu yaratan tutarsiz lider davranislarindan, ne istedigini bilmeyen ydnetim
tarzindan s6z edilmis; kimi okul yoneticilerinin kendi kendine karar alip bir diger giin bundan vazgegtikleri ve
beklenmedik giiven sarsici davranislar sergilediklerinden bahsedilmistir. Bu kapsamda katilimcilarin dogrudan

ifadeleri asagidaki gibi 6rneklendirilebilir:

“Stirekli égretmen arkadasim hakkinda olumsuz yorumlarini bana aktarilmasini dogru
bulmuyordum. Diger égretmen arkadasimla aramizi bozmaya ¢alisiyormus gibi geliyordu. Tam
olarak ne yapmaya ¢alistigini anlamiyordum.” (K57). “insanlarin arkasindan konusmaktan ve

dedikodu yapmaktan ¢ekinmezdi. Kime nasil konusacadi belli olmazdi.”(K33)

“Meslegimin ilk yillarindaki okul muddirim bir is istiyordu, o isi nasil yapmamiz gerektigini
anlatiyordu. Genelde istedigi bu isleri yapip gétiirdiigliimiizde de ben sizden bu isi bu sekilde
istemedim diyordu. Biz de ayni isleri siirekli tekrar yapiyorduk.” (K47). Duruma gére tavir
degistiriyordu. Bazen de ¢ok iyi olur, bazen de konusmalari igneleyici ve ¢cok kirici. Nasil

davranacaginizi bilemezdiniz.”(K22).

“Ozel bir durumumun gizli kalmasi konusunda miidiire rica etmistim ve bunun benim icin ¢ok
6nemli oldugunu séylemistim. Ancak okula déndiigiimde bunun herkes tarafindan duyuldugu

gordim. Herkese anlatacadini hi¢c tahmin etmemistim.” (K61).
Ogretmen Tepkileri ve Okula Yansimalarina iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmenler okul liderleri ile yasadiklari anilarinda, maruz kaldiklari toksik liderlik davranislarina yonelik belirli
tepkiler gosterdiklerini ve bunun da okul 6rgiitlerine olumsuz yansimalarinin oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Tablo 3.’te

toksik liderlik davranislarina karsi gelistirilen tepkilerin okula yénelik olumsuz yansimalari sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3. Gelistirilen Tepkilerin Okula Yansimalari

Kategoriler f
Okul igcinde olumsuz duygular gelistirme 30
Okul midiiri ile iletisimi kesme 27
Mudure glvensizlik 16
Orgiitsel vatandaslik davraniglarinda azalma / ekstra performans gdstermeme 17
Ozyeterlik algisinda diisiis, degersizlik ve umutsuzluk 13
Okul baghliginda disus 10
Okula ve meslege yabancilasma 12
Mesleki performans diisukligu 10
Muhalif davranislarda artig/yonetsel direktifleri dikkate almama 10
Moral, motivasyon diistkligi ve isteksizlik 6
Orgiitsel sessizlik ve sinizm 4
is yavaslatma 3
inisiyatif almaktan kaginma 1
Tikenmislik 1

Ogretmenlerin, anlattiklari anilar icinde maruz kaldiklar toksik liderlik davranislari karsisinda belirli tepkiler
gelistirdikleri, bunlarin da okula olumsuz yansimalarinin oldugu gorilmustir. Bu olumsuz yansimalardan biri, okul
icinde dfke, stres, kaygi, mutsuzluk, yalnizlik, korku ve hayal kirikligi gibi olumsuz duygularin gelistirilmis olmasidir
(K4, K5, K9, K10, K11, K13, K15, K17, K19, K20, K21, K22, K23, K24, K25, K27, K29, K37, K43, K44, K45, K46, K47,
K48, K49, K50, K53, K54, K68, K69). Bununla birlikte katihmcilardan bazilari (K4, K5, K10, K14, K17, K18, K19, K23,
K27, K28, K29, K30, K31, K33, K34, K36, K40, K43, K45, K46, K51, K57, K58, K59, K61,K65, K69) okul miidird ile
iletisim ve etkilesimi kestigini, onunla ayni ortamda bulunmaktan hatta karsilasmaktan bile kagindigini ifade
etmistir. Benzer sekilde yasanilan olaydan sonra midire giiven duygusunun yok oldugunu sdyleyen katilimcilar
vardir (K2, K8, K15, K17, K23, K33, K38, K39, K44, K46, K53, K59, K60, K61, K62, K71). Toksik liderlik davranislarinin
neden oldugu bir diger olumsuz etki ise 6gretmenlerin 6rgitsel vatandaslik davranislari sergilemekten ve gorev
tanimlari disinda ekstra performans sergilemekten kaginmalaridir (K1, K7, K9, K11, K13, K15, K25, K26, K29, K32,
K36, K49, K52, K56, K68, K70, K71). Ozellikle kiiciik dusiiriicii ve asagilanici toksik davranislara maruz kalan
katihmcilarin pek ¢ogu (K6, K7, K8, K14, K20, K32, K34, K42, K52, K58, K66, K67, K69), okul icinde 6zyeterlik
algilarinin diistiglini, kendilerini degersiz ve umutsuz hissettiklerini dile getirmislerdir. Katilimcilarin bazilari okul
baghliklarin dastigini (K1, K10, K16, K20, K25, K26, K40, K41, K56, K64), bazilari okula ve meslege
yabancilastiklarini (K7, K20, K26, K29, K35, K40, K41, K42, K55, K57, K64, K70) dile getirmislerdir. Mesleki
performans dusitkligl yasadigini soyleyen katilimcilar (K3, K6, K8, K25, K28, K30, K33, K43, K63, K68) ile muhalif
davraniglarini arttirdigini ve yonetsel direktifleri dikkate almama davranislarinin gelistigini ifade eden
katilimcailarin (K2, K12, K15, K21, K28, K44, K50, K52, K64, K65) sayilari da oldukca dikkate degerdir. Bazi
katilimcailar da (K1, K3, K30, K31, K57, K68) motivasyon diisiikligu ve isteksizlik yasadiklarini belirtmislerdir. Son
olarak frekanslar dusik de olsa, 6rgitsel sessizlik ve sinik davranislar gelistirdigini (K36, K42, K61, K63), is
yavaslatma egiliminde artis oldugunu (K30, K47, K70), inisiyatif almaktan kagindigini (K70) ve tikenmislik duygusu
yasadigini (K12) belirten 6gretmenlerin oldugu gorilmistir. Asagida katihmcilara ait dogrudan alintilar

verilmistir:
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“Kendime haksizlik yapilmasini sindiremedim, uzun bir siire ¢ok 6fkeliydim okulda. Miidirle
karsilasmak istemiyor, yine aramizda tartisma ¢ikabilir diye kaygilaniyordum. Cok stresli bir okul

hayati gecirdim o dénem. Bu da tabi isime hatta evime yansiyordu.” (K13).

“Aslinda en biiyiik tepkim onunla karsilikli olarak iliskimi kesmek oldu. Bir daha yanina hi¢
gitmedim. Bulundugu ortamlara girmedim. Tabi bu durum her okula gidisimde yanina gitmek

zorunda kalma stresi olusturdu bende.”(K28).

“Okul icinde bana verilen bilgileri hep dogrulugunu sorusturdum, alinan her tiirlii karari daha

detayli ve glivensiz bir gézle dederlendirdim. Miidiire bir daha hig giivenmedim.” (K60)

“Bu olaydan sonra okulda géniilliiliik esasina dayali, okul prestijini yiikseltmeye ydnelik hicbir
etkinlikte bulunmaktan hep uzak durdum. Yasal olarak vazifem olmayan islere hi¢c dokunmadim.

Okulun idari isleri icin fazladan bir sey yapmak gelmedi icimden.”(K56)

“Okulda kendimi 6nemsizlik ve amagsizlik hissettim. Bir ise yaramiyormusum gibi. Zaten dersim

6nemsizdi miidiire gére... Bu okulda dylesine yer kapliyormusum hissine kapildim.” (K7).

“Miidiiriin bu davranislari 6gretmenlige olumsuz bakis agisi kazandirmisti. Okula negatif duygular
gelistirmeme sebep oldu. Kendisi ile asla ¢alisamaz hale geldim. O okulda kalmak istemiyor, baska
okullara gitmek igin firsat kolluyordum. Zaten bu olayin ardindan il merkezine gérevlendirme

istedim ve o okuldan ayrildim.” (K41).

“Yénetici degisene kadar isteksiz, zoraki okula gelmek zorunda kaldim. Performansim diisti, ¢linki

cok isteksiz geldim okula. Stresim sinifima da maalesef yansidi.” (K68).

“Mudiirtin verdigi ekstra isleri yapmis olmak icin yaptim, eskisi gibi verili yapmadim benden alsin
diye. Bir de énceleri hemen verirdim, sonradan o sorana kadar tamamlasam bile vermedim.

Geciktirdim, yavaslattim. Bu sekilde gérevieri benden almasini sagladim.” (K8)

“Yénetici kararlarina direniyorum. Informal direktifleri miimkiin oldugunca dikkate almiyorum.
Yasal ve yénetsel belgelere dayanarak muhalefet ediyorum. Kararlari hep sorguluyorum artik.
Gonilillii gergeklestirilmesi gereken ancak yénetmeliklerde bulunmayan higbir gérevi yapmiyorum,

kabul etmiyorum.” (K15).

“Bundan sonra bir égrenci sorununa asla bakmadim, ¢ézmeye ¢calismadim. Sorunlari varsa gidip

miidiirle konusmalarini séyledim. insiyatif almadim.” (K70).
SONUC VE TARTISMA

Bu arastirmada 6gretmenlerin okul liderleri ile yasadiklari olumsuz anilarindan yola cikarak, toksik liderligin
“6ngoriilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm, istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini yapma ” olarak ifade edilen bes

farkli boyutunda hangi davranislarin tanimlandigi, toksik liderligin kendilerine ve okullarina nasil yansidigi
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belirlenmistir. Calismanin ilk arastirma sorusu kapsaminda toksik liderlik liderlik davranislari tanimlanmis, ikinci

arastirma sorusu kapsaminda ise toksik liderligin okula yonelik olumsuz etkilerinin ne olduguna betimlenmistir.

Alanyazinda liderlerin istismar edici yonlerine vurgu yapan davranislari, “istismarci yonetim” kapsaminda ele
alinmaktadir. Bu arastirma kapsaminda da 6gretmenler, istismarci yonetim kapsaminda kendilerini en ¢ok
huzursuz eden konulardan birinin okul icinde tehditkdr ve sinirlayici denetim/yénetim davranislari oldugunu
vurgulamiglardir. Brooker ve Cumming (2019) istismarci davranislardan birinin duygusal santaj oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Bu kapsamda okullarda liderler tarafindan bir santaj araci olarak en ¢ok, denetim siireglerinde
verilen puanlarin, sorusturmalarin, tutanaklarin, ders programlarini 6gretmenlere uygun olmayacak sekilde
yapmama ve istenmeyen gorevlendirmeler kullanilabilmektedir. Ogretmenler de devlet memurlugunun getirdigi
sorumluluklar, bu zamana kadar 6gretmenlik meslegine verilen emek, daha iyi bir is imkani olmamasi gibi
nedenlerle boylesi davranislar karsisinda kimi zaman korktugu igin kimi zaman mecbur kaldigi i¢in susmayi tercih
ediyor olabilirler. Bu duruma boyun egme egiliminin kiltirel farklihklara gore degisebilecegi vurgulanmaktadir.
Ornegin Tepper (2007), yiiksek giic mesafesi algisi olan kiiltiirlerde tehdit ve istismara boyun egme egiliminin
daha yiiksek olabilecegini vurgulamaktadir. Ogretmenlerin ifade ettikleri bir diger toksik liderlik davranisi ise
kasitli motivasyon diisiiriicii denetim/ybnetim kategorisinde ele alinmistir. Anlatilan anilarda, kimi okul
muddrlerinin 6gretmenlerin yaptigl her hatada bunu kullandiklari, asagilayici bir dille durumun dizeltilmesi icin
emirler yagdirdiklari, moral ve motivasyon diisirmek igin gizil bir dismanlkla istismar ettikleri séylenmistir.
Alanyazinda toksik liderlerin istismarci yanlari su sekilde siralanmaktadir (Schmidt, 2008; 2014): (l) calisanlara
yeteneksiz oldugunu hatirlatma, (ll) hatalarini yiiziine vurma, (Ill) ¢calisanlarindan baska insanlara bahsederken
olumsuz konusma. Bu Ozelliklere bakildiginda ilgili ifadelerin istismar edici liderlik davranislarina 6rnek
olusturdugu gorilmektedir. Toksik liderligin sinirlandirici yonetim olarak ifade edilen boyutunda ele alinan
davranislardan bir digeri ise liderlerin calisanlar, -ozellikle ses ¢ikaramayacaklari/cevap veremeyecekleri
kalabalik ortamlarda- azarlamalaridir. Bu konuda Schmidt (2008) ve Tepper (2007), bu tip liderlerin galisanlari
bagkalarinin yaninda azarlamak ve rezil etmekten ¢ekinmediklerini belirtmektedirler. Bu arastirmada da
o6gretmenler, okul liderlerinin onlara seslerini yukselttigini, bu durumun ozellikle 6grenci, veli ve diger

o0gretmenler 6niinde yapildiginda ¢ok daha yikici oldugunu vurgulamiglardir.

Bir diger toksik liderlik boyutu olan “otoriter liderlik” baglaminda dokuz farkli kategori olusmustur. Ogretmenler,
okul yoneticilerinin uygulamalarda keyfi olarak ayrimcilik yaptiklarini; otoritesini saglam tutabilmek ve tek otorite
olabilmek icin isleri zorlastirdiklari ve hatta engelledikleri, goniilltlik esas olan islerde bile baski ile is yaptirdiklar
gorilmustir. Bu liderlerin 6zel yasama karsi duyarsizlik ve anlayigsizlik géstermeleri, 6gretmenlerin yasal
haklarini keyfi sekilde yok saymalari da otoriter tutumun bir yansimasi olarak goérilmektedir. Bununla birlikte
hak edilmeyen ceza ve sonuglara maruz birakma davranislarinin, 6gretmenler (izerinde baski unsuru oldugu
belirlenmistir. Okullarda en 6nemli sorunlardan biri olan angarya is ylikleme, dengesiz is dagilimi 6gretmenlerin
mesleki gelisim etkinliklerine katihm icin yasal izin verme konusunda otoriter bir tutum takinmalari da 6nemli
toksik liderlik davranislari arasinda goriilmektedir. Nitekim alanyazinda otoriter liderlerin astlari strekli kontrol

etme ihtiyaci icinde olduklari, astlarin 6zel yasantilarina iliskin kural ihlalleri yapmayi kendilerine bir hak olarak
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gordikleri, farkl fikirlere kapal olduklari, karar verme sireglerini tek basina yonettigi ifade edilmektedir
(Schmidt, 2088; 2014). Ayrica yapilan bir ¢alismada bu tir liderlerin farkh fikirlere kapali olduklarindan, ayni
fikirde olmayanlari cezalandirma egilimine girebildikleri ve stratejik zorbalik uyguladiklari da belirtiimektedir

Mannix-McNamara, Hickey, MacCurtain ve Blom, 2021).

Toksik liderliginin oldukga 6nemli zehirleyici yonlerinden birinin “narsist” duygu durumu ve davranislari oldugu
ileri stirilmektedir. Schmidt’e (2008; 2014) gore bu liderler kendilerini olaganistii gérdiklerinden kendini stirekli
ovme hali igindedirler. Bu arastirma kapsaminda kimi liderlerin kontrol edilemez yiksek bir egoya sahip
olmalarinin ve her firsatta makamin getirdigi GstlnlGgd vurgulama ihtiyact hissetmelerinin temelinde
karsilanmamis ihtiyaglarinin yattigi sdylenebilir. Nitekim Rosenthal ve Pittinsky (2006) narsist kisilerin bitmek
bilmeyen bir 6viilme, ve takdir gérme ihtiyaglarinin oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir. Narsist kisiliklerin bir diger 6zelligi
ise baskalarinin basarilarini kiigimseyen ve bastiran bir tutuma sahip olmalari, bu davranislarini da daha ¢ok
basari potansiyeli yiuksek bireyler tizerinde sergilemeleridir (Schmidt, 2008; 2014). Bunun altinda yatan temel
neden ise narsist kisilerin, kendinden daha basarili kisiler yaninda séniik kalacagi, ilginin onlara yonelecegi
korkusu olabilir. Nitekim bu arastirmada da ezici asagilayici tavirlara maruz kalan 6gretmenlerin genellikle farkli
projelerde gorev alan, basarili islere imza atarak okul icinde taninan, girisimci ve herhangi bir 6zelligi nedeniyle
glcli 6gretmenlerin oldugu dikkat cekmektedir. Bir diger yandan 6zellikle mesleginin ilk yillarinda olanlar basta
olmak Uizere 6gretmenlerin yasadigi baska bir sorun da vurgulanmistir. Bu 6gretmenler kendi uzmanlk alanlarinin
ve fikirlerinin strekli kig¢imsendigini; hatta mesleginin ilk yillarinda olan bazi 6gretmenlerin yetersizlik
duygusunu ¢cok yogun yasadigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu kapsamda narsist kisiliklerin kimi zaman daha az gliclii olan
kisilikler Uzerinde psikolojik baski olusturarak, kendilerini tatmin ettikleri, hatta karsisindakinin korku ve
kaygisindan beslendigini sdylemek mimkiindiir. Bu arastirmada da bazi okul liderlerinin narsist kisiliklerini

mesleginin ilk yillarinda olan 6gretmenler tzerinde géstermeleri, bu sekilde agiklanabilir.

Toksik liderligin bir diger boyutu olan “kendi reklamini yapma” alanyazinda kendi reklamini yapmak, prestini her
seyin onlinde tutmak, olumlu bir imaj gelistirmek anahtar kelimeleri ile agiklanmaktadir. Degerlendirme
kapsamina alinan bazi anilar iginde okul miudirlerinin “sadece kendi itibarini diisiindiikleri” okul basarisini
arttirma c¢abasi altinda aslinda sadece st makamlara hos goériinme ve itibar kazanma isteginin yattig! ifade
edilmistir. Nitekim incelenen anilar, okul yoneticilerinin okul basarisizligi durumunda sakin kalamadiklarini;
ofkelerini kontrol edemediklerini; rehberlik etme, dizeltme ve gelistirme yerine 6fke patlamasi yasadiklarina
isaret etmektedir. Bu durum ilgili davranislarin kendi reklamini yapma kapsamina alinmasina gerekge
olusturmaktadir. Alanyazinda bu boyut, liderlerin reklam ve itibar yiikseltme ¢abalari ¢cergevesinde agiklanmakta;
toksik liderlerin itibarlarini zedeleyen her tiirli olayda sinirli, 6fkeli ve saldirgan davranislar sergileyebildikleri

belirtilmektedir (Schmidt, 2008).

Alanyazinda ¢alisanlari en ¢ok yildiran, is performansi lizerinde yikici etkileri vurgulanan bir diger toksik liderlik
boyutu “6ngériilemezlik”tir. Liderlerin kestirilemez, degisken uygulama ve ruh hallerini ifade eden bu boyutta
bazi 6gretmenler, saglikli olmayan ruhsal durum, is yasaminda dedikodu, ara bozma gibi kestirilemeyen patolojik

davranislar Gizerinde durmuslardir. Ayrica liderlerin degisken ruh hallerinin okul yasamina olumsuz yansidigi
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vurgulanmis; 6gretmenleri zor durumda birakan, ayni isi stirekli farkli sekillerde yapmalarina neden olan tutarsiz
isteklerin oldugu ifade edilmistir. Tutarsiz davranis, istek ve duygu durumlari kapsaminda ele alinan bu lider
davranislari, liderin 6gretmenlerden tam olarak ne istedigi, 6gretmenlerin tam olarak nasil davranmalari gerektigi
ve is yapis bigimleri konusunda belirsizlige neden olmaktadir. Schmidt (2014) kestirilemez toksik 6zelliklere sahip
liderler nedeniyle galisanlarin, siirekli bir tetikte olma hali iginde olduklarini; kestirilemez ruh halleri ve istekleri
nedeniyle is tekrari yaptiklarini ve fazla kaynak harcamak zorunda kaldiklarini ifade etmektedir. Ayrica bu
liderlerin sik sik -gerekce sunmadan- karar degistirmeleri ¢alisanlari belirsizlige itmektedir (Appelbaum ve Roy-
Girard, 2007). Anilardan ortaya ¢ikan bir diger konu ise 6gretmenlerin beklenmedik sekilde gliven kirici bir lider
davranisina maruz kalmasidir. Nitekim toksik liderligin bu boyutunda, toksik liderlige maruz kalan kisinin yasadigi
hayal kirikliklari, genel olarak beklentinin ¢ok farkl yoniinde gergeklesen eylemler nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikmasindan

kaynaklaniyor olabilir.

Calismanin ikinci arastirma sorusunda 6gretmenlerin maruz kaldigi toksik liderlik davranislarinin bireylere ve
sonrasinda yayilarak érgute ulasan olumsuz etkileri incelenmistir. Arastirmanin problem durumunda agiklandig
Uzere, egitim orgiitlerinde toksik liderligin 6rgiitsel diizeyde olumsuz etkilerinin arastirildigi calismalar, durumun
oldukga kritik olduguna isaret etmektedir. Bu arastirmada da okullarda toksik liderligin orgiit geneline
yayllabilecek olumsuz etkilerinden biri okul igcinde gelisen olumsuz duygular, mesleki ézyeterlik inancinda diisiis,
motivasyon diisiikligi ve isteksizliktir. Bu kapsamda 6gretmenlerin yiiksek diizeyde éfke, stres, kaygi, mutsuzluk,
yalnizlik, korku ve hayal kirikhgi 6zyeterlik algisinda diisiis, degersizlik ve umutsuzluk gibi duygular yasadiklari;
moral, motivasyon diisiikliigii ve isteksizlik hissettikleri; tiikenmislik duygusuna kapildiklari goriilmistlr. Dahasi
bu duygularin yavas yavas okul bitliniine yansidigini ve genel bir gerginlik haline donistiglini belirtmislerdir.
Snow ve digerleri (2021) de yaptiklari galismada okullarda toksik liderlik sonuglarini “azaltiimis é6zgiiven,
depresyon, stres ve kaygi, korku, aglamaklilik, asagilanma, kizginhk, giivensizlik, bitkinlik, tiikenmislik, saglik
sorunlari, kilo, madde kullanimi, intihar diisiinceleri ve ayrica kisisel/ev yasami lizerindeki olumsuz sonuglar”
seklinde raporlamiglardir. Toksik liderler bu tip duygularin gelismesine neden olmakla birlikte, okul geneline
yayllmasindan da rahatsiz olmamaktadirlar. Bu nedenle toksik liderligin bireyler Gizerindeki etkisi 6rgtitiin butiine
ulasmakta ve toksik liderligin psikolojik etkileri 6rgitsel dizeyde ¢ok kritik bir hal almaktadir. Bu arastirmada
o0gretmenlerin ozellikle, toksik liderligin okul geneline yayilan etkisini vurgulamalari tesadif degildir. Destekleyici
sekilde Mannix-McNamara ve digerleri (2021) de ¢alismalarinda verilerinin, toksik liderligin sadece bireyler igin
dedil, ayni zamanda érgiitlerin biitiinii icin de zarar verici oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Dahasi ilgili olumsuz etkiler
yayilirken okul yoneticilerinin bundan hig rahatsizlik duymadiklari da anlatilan anilar iginde yer almaktadir. Bunun
nedeni -Oplatka (2016) tarafindan kavramsallastirildigi Gzere- toksik liderligin bir boyutu olan “duygusal

farkindaliksizlik” haline baglanabilir.

Ogretmenler toksik liderligin etkileri baglaminda midire giivensizlik ve okul mudiiri ile iletisimi kesme gibi
sonuclar tizerinde durmuslardir. Ozellikle okul icinde mecbur kalinmadik¢a okul mudiri ile ayni ortamda bile
bulunmak istemedikleri, okul koridorlarinda gérdiklerinde yon degistirdikleri ve iletisimi sadece zorunlu hallerde

kullandiklarini belirtmislerdir. Yapilan galismalar da bu bulgulari destekler nitelikte sonuclara ulasmistir. Ornegin
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Bozkurt, Coban ve Colakoglu (2020), toksik liderlik ile 6rgutsel gliven arasinda negatif iliskiler saptamis; Mahlangu
(2014) toksik liderligin en énemli ¢iktilarindan birinin “paydaslar arasindaki zayif iletisim ve iliskilier” oldugunu
belirtmistir. Ozkaya (2022) ise toksik liderligin 6rgiit ii iletisimi olumsuz etkiledigini tespit etmistir. Bu baglamda
ogretmenlerin okul yoneticilerine gelistirdikleri bu tepkiler dogal olsa da, etkili 6rgiitsel iletisim, bilgi paylagimi ve

islerin zamaninda ve dogru sekilde yapilmasi agisindan sorunlar yaratabilecektir.

Toksik liderligin okullar tizerindeki diger etkileri okul bagliliginda disiis ve okula/meslege yabancilasma, mesleki
performans diisiikligd, orgtitsel vatandashk davranislarinda azalma ve ekstra performans géstermeme seklinde
aktarilmistir. Ogretmenler yasanan olumsuz durumlarin psikolojik ve fizyolojik etkileri nedeniyle meslege ve okul
yabancilasmakta, bu duygularin etkisiyle performanslari olumsuz etkilenmektedir. Bu bulgulari destekler
nitelikteki calismalar, toksik liderligin okul baghligini azalttigini (Bozkurt, Coban ve Colakoglu, 2020; ilhan, 2019;
ilhan ve Celebi, 2021; Kahveci, Bahadir ve Karagiil-Kandemir, 2019) ve is doyumu {izerinde olumsuz rol oynadigi
(Tura ve digerleri, 2021) gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte toksik liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmenlerin
motivasyonlari, is tatminleri, is performansini ve okul ile 6zdeslesmelerini olumsuz etkiledigini tespit eden
calismalar bulunmaktadir (Ertugrul, 2021; Nebioglu ve Tuna, 2022; Mammadova, 2021). Bunlar sonucundan
ogretmenler de ya okul degistirmek istemekte ya da meslegi birakma noktasina gelmektedirler. Boylesi bir durum
icinde olan 6gretmenlerin orgitsel vatandaslik davranislarinda da diisiis yasanmasi ve yazili olmayan hicgbir isi
goniilli olarak yapmak istememeleri toksik liderligin beklenen bir sonucudur. Bu bulguyu destekler nitelikte

Karakaya (2022) da toksik liderlik algisi ile 6rgiitsel vatandaslik davranisi arasinda negatif iliskiler tespit etmistir.

Katilimcilar, toksik liderligin diger olumsuz etkilerinin érgiitsel sessizlik ve sinizm, is yavaslatma, inisiyatif
almaktan kaginma oldugunu vurgulamislardir. Bu kapsamda artik higbir seyin diizelemeyecegine yonelik inang
gelistirdikleri, bu sinik duygularla hicbir konuda yorum yapmadiklari ve sessizligi tercih ettikleri belirtilmistir. Bir
nevi duyarsizlasma belirtisi olan bu duygular nedeniyle 6gretmenler, okul iginde olumlu-olumsuz her tiirlt yorum,
disiince veya fikir beyan etmekten kaginmaktadirlar. Yapilan arastirmalar da bu arastirma bulgularini destekler
niteliktedir. Bu baglamda toksik liderlik davranislarinin okul icinde 6rgutsel sinizm, duygusal/6rgttsel tiikenmislik
ve duyarsizlasmayi arttirdigi (Arh, 2019; Cetinkaya, 2017; Cetinkaya ve Ordu, 2017; Demirel, 2015; Rahmani ve
Ghanbari, 2023) bulunmus; toksik liderligin orgitsel sessizligin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu tespit edilmistir
(Demirtas ve Kicguk, 2019). Ancak toksik liderligin sonuclari olarak dikkat cekici bir nokta, arastirma bulgularinin
bir yanda 6rgltsel sinizm ve sessizlik davranislarina, diger yanda da 6gretmenlerin kasith muhalif davranislari ve
yénetsel direktiflere uymama egilimine isaret etmesidir. Bu baglamda toksik liderlik davranislarina maruz kalan
ogretmenlerin 6fke, asagilanmishk, degersizlik veya diger olumsuz duygular nedeniyle okul yonetimine karsi bir

durus sergiledigi de gorilmektedir.

Arastirma sonuglari, okul icinde éngériilemezlik, otoriter liderlik, narsizm, istismarci yénetim ve kendi reklamini
yapma olarak tanimlanan pek ¢ok liderlik davranisinin olduguna isaret etmektedir. Okul iginde zarar verici bu
liderlik davraniglarinin bireysel etkilerinin okul icine yayilarak pek ¢ok érgiitsel davranisi olumsuz yonde etkiledigi
genel sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu nedenle toksik liderligin okul etkililigini olumsuz yonde etkileyecegi de agiktir.

Yapilan arastirmalar toksik liderlik ile okul etkililigi arasinda negatif yonla bir iliski oldugunu (Kigiik, 2020); toksik
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liderligin orgltun diuzen ve isleyisine yonelik olumsuz yansimalari bulundugunu géstermektedir. Bu nedenle

toksik liderligin okul igindeki varligini giderici dnlemlerin alinmasi biiyiik nem tagimaktadir.
ONERILER

Bu kapsamda okul liderlerinin istihdam edilmesinde gerekli dlgltlerin bu konuyu icerecek sekilde diizenlenmesi,
okul ici toksik liderlik davranislarina yer vermeyecek yasal diizenlemelerin yapilmasi énerilmektedir. Bununla
birlikte okul yoéneticilerinin liderlik kapasitelerini gelistirici egitimlerde, toksik liderligin ve okullara yonelik
olumsuz etkilerinin ne olduguna yonelik konular sunulabilir. Bu arastirma devlet okullarinin farkli kademelerinde
gorev yapan Ogretmenlerle yiritilmustir. Bu nedenle toksik liderlik davranislarinin giderilmesine iliskin
O0gretmen goruslerinin alindigi farkli arastirmalar yiratilebilir. Dahasi bu tiir calismalar farkli kademelerde ayri

ayri ele alinarak galigilabilir.
Etik Beyan

Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallari, yayin ilkeleri, arastirma ve yayin etigi ve dergi etik kurallarina uyulmustur.

Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek ihlaller yazar(lar)in sorumlulugundadir. Arastirma verileri 2019 yilinda toplanmistir.

Yazar(lar)in Katki Orani Beyani: Bu arastirmada birinci yazarin katki orani %55, ikinci yazarin katki orani %45’tir.
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