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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to explore the link between the visionary leadership behaviours of
school principals and school effectiveness, based on teachers' perceptions. Descriptive and
relational survey model was used in the study, which was designed according to the quantitative
research method. The population of the study consisted of teachers working in public schools in
the Western Black Sea Region, Turkey. The study was conducted through the convenience
sampling method, and the data were obtained from 232 teachers in the 2020-2021 academic year.
Two scales, namely, ‘Visionary Leadership Scale’ and ‘School Effectiveness Scale’, were used as
data collection tools in the study. Descriptive statistics were performed for assessing the opinions
of the teachers participating in the study about the visionary leadership behaviours of school
principals and the efficiency of the schools where they work. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results
were evaluated to determine whether the data were normally distributed. Independent samples
t-test was applied to determine the difference between the variables including teachers' gender,
educational background, length of working time with the same principal, and the levels of school
effectiveness and visionary leadership. Further, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to determine the difference between the variables of teachers' length of working time
at the same school and professional seniority, and levels of perception on school effectiveness and
visionary leadership. Consequently, we concluded that the teachers who participated in the study
perceived the visionary leadership competencies of school principals and the effectiveness levels
of their schools as high. The results also indicated a significant difference between the teachers’
working time at the same school and their perceptions of visionary leadership. In this regard,
teachers working in the same school for 0-5 years appeared to perceive the visionary leadership
levels of school principals as higher than the teachers working for 6-10 years. Finally, it was
determined that there was a significant relationship between visionary leadership and its sub-
factors, and school effectiveness.
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INTRODUCTION

Recent developments in technology have started a digital transformation and affected almost every field,
including schools with respect to educational activities. In this regard, the need for a of leadership that will
mobilize expert staff to fulfil the transformation and increase the quality of technology use in schools makes itself
felt more with each passing day, which directs educational organizations to integrate with the rapidly developing
world of technology (Banoglu, 2011). The leading role in achieving this integration is undoubtedly played by
school principals. Given the aphorism ‘A school is only a school as much as its principal’ (Agikahn, 2019), a school
principal with a vision open to innovations will be influential in the success of the school and keeping up with
change. Vision is the comprehensive definition of the concept that refers to the long-term goals and values of an
organization (Hussey, 1998; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004), the exact place to be in the future (Sashkin, 1986) and the
ideal future that a leader desires to create (Yordsala, et al., 2014). Principals who will provide digital
transformation and create educational environments in schools are expected to have visionary leadership
characteristics. The concept of visionary leadership derived from the models of transformational and charismatic
leadership, and their sub-dimensions (Temeeyasuwan, 2007). According to Taylor, Cornelius, and Colvin (2014),
visionary leadership- a dimension of transformational leadership- offers opportunities to develop the capacity of
an organization to meet the needs of its components. Visionary leadership emerged as the main determinant of
corporate survival, success and growth in today's turbulent environment. Considering the characteristics of the
successful leaders of the 21° century, they appear to have the capacity to create a vision and turn it into reality
(Dwivedi, 2006). Visionary leadership is the ability to create and express understandable visions that bring a
sense and purpose to the functioning of an organization (Nanus, 1992). According to Bennis (1992), visionary
leaders create innovations in the organization and encourage the audience to think innovatively, keep the
motivation and enthusiasm alive by developing a common vision with the audience, encourage the teamwork
and support the audience, set good examples for the audience, and try with all their might to be very successful.
Therefore, if a leader’s vision is widely shared and inspiring, it can be a powerful strategic tool to motivate people
and strengthen the organization (Dwivedi, 2006). It can be assumed that among the driving forces that boost the
struggle for existence of organizations are their plans for the future and their activities. This future-oriented
aspect of an organization is likely to become more significant with the impact of visionary leaders since the vision
of an organization gets stronger as it is shared. Besides, more important than that is to have followers who
believe in this vision. In this regard, it can be assumed that educational organizations inevitably need visionary

leaders.

The ‘International Society for Technology in Education" (ISTE), headquartered in the USA, is a non-governmental
organization that sets and publishes standards on education and technology, with more than 100,000
stakeholders all around the world (Gokbulut, 2016). The first of the ‘National Educational Technology Standards
for Administrators’ (NETS-A), which were developed by the ISTE for school principals and collected under six
headings, is the Visionary Leadership (Anderson & Dexter, 2005). Today's school principals should have a vision

regarding staff development, as well as encouraging the instructional integration of technology, providing
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infrastructure for technology, and using it (Parks, Sun, & Collins, 2002), as well as ensuring modification in their
schools through information and communication technology (ICT) (Durnali, 2018). As a visionary leader, a school
principal should have a vision for the future by following the developments in the field of education (Durukan,
2006). Thus, a school principal will be capable of increasing school effectiveness and preparing students for the

future.

The concept of effective school was rooted in the Equality of Educational Opportunity Report published by
Coleman et al. (1966). Considered as the first study on effective schools, the report correlated school
effectiveness only with the academic achievement of students, and explained the achievement mostly with the
socio-economic status of a family. Similar to the work of Coleman et al. (1966), the studies of Jencks et al., (1972)
also pointed out that the socio-economic level of a family has a much greater effect on children’s success than
schools do. Against this limited perspective, many other studies based on the effective school approach
(Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Brophy & Good, 1970; Edmonds, 1979; Hoy & Ferguson, 1985; Weber, 1971) dealt
with the issue from different angles. Unlike Coleman et al. (1966) and Jencks et al. (1972), Edmonds (1979), who
put aside the family factor and asserted the argument that all children have the capacity to learn, made the first
classification of the features that should exist in an effective school. Accordingly, an effective school is supposed
to include: a strong leadership, a school climate conducive to learning, high expectations for students’
achievement, open education objectives to monitor students' performance, and efforts towards teaching basic
skills. According to Scheerens (2000), school effectiveness refers to the performance of a school. School
performance can be expressed as the output of the school, which is measured by the average performance of
students at the end of the formal education period. The question here is: Is it correct to define effective schools
based solely on academic outcomes? According to Davies (1997), who made a criticism on this subject, discussing
school effectiveness only through students' cognitive outputs will definitely lead to ignoring the schools that
define themselves as effective schools based on values such as citizenship awareness, social responsibility,
human relations, cooperation, and solidarity, etc. According to Bennet, Crawford and Cartwright (2003), an
effective school is the one that enables a student to achieve success in such a way beyond what is expected of
him/her. Scheerens (2000), who examined academic studies on effective schools, stated that such studies deal
with effective schools on the following five factors: (a) strong educational leadership, (b) emphasis on the
acquisition of basic skills, (c) an orderly and safe environment, (c) high expectations for student acquisition, and
(d) regular monitoring of student progress. Studies on effective schools have mostly been developed upon
discussions about whether the qualifications of schools have a significant impact on student achievement
(Turhan et al., 2017). A series of studies revealed that one of the variables that stand out among those
qualifications is the leadership of the school principal (Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Ozgenel, 2020).
According to Sisman (2002), the concept of effective schools includes administrators, teachers, students,
curricula and training and education process, school culture and environment, school environment and parents.
In this respect, the behaviour of a school principal, who will lead and support these components, positively

affects school effectiveness (Senel & Bulug, 2016). By the same token, the visionary leadership characteristic of
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a school principal is necessary to manage the technological transformation process and make plans for the future.
Visionary leadership, which has recently begun to be discussed in the field of school leadership, therefore, seems

an important element in school effectiveness.

The aim of this study is to reveal the relationship between the visionary leadership behaviours of a school
principal and school effectiveness based on teachers' perceptions. For this purpose, answers to the following

questions were sought.

1. What is the extent of visionary leadership behaviour of a school principal as to teachers' perceptions?

2. What s the perceived level of school effectiveness by teachers?

3. According to teachers, is there a significant difference between the school principal's visionary
leadership behaviour level and certain factors such as gender, duration of working with the same
principal and, duration of work at the same school, and professional seniority?

4. s there asignificant difference between teachers' perceived school effectiveness and gender, duration
of working with the same school principal, duration of work at the same school, and professional
seniority?

5. Is there a relationship between the visionary leadership behaviour of school principals and the school

effectiveness perceived by teachers?

METHOD

Research Model

The present study aimed to determine the level of visionary leadership behaviours of school principals from the
perspective of teachers and the perceptions of teachers on the level of effectiveness of the schools where they
work, as well as examining whether the levels differ according to various variables, including gender, professional
seniority, school type, and identifying the sort of relationship between the two levels. For this purpose,
descriptive and relational survey model was used (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2005). The survey model is often used to
make a general judgment about a research population. With the single survey model, however, the competence
of school principals and teachers’ perceptions of school effectiveness were described. Relational survey models
are, on the other hand, used to determine the change between two or more variables (Karasar, 2017). Through
the relational survey model, the current study examined the differences between teachers’ perceptions
regarding school principals’ visionary leadership and school effectiveness as to the variables of gender,
educational background (bachelor’s-master’s), working time with the school principal, working time in the same
school, and professional seniority. The relationship between the perceptions of visionary leadership and school

effectiveness was examined by using the Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient (r).
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Participants

The population of the study consisted of teachers working in public schools in the Western Black Sea Region,
Turkey. Through convenience sampling method, the data were obtained from 232 teachers in the 2020-2021
academic year, and collected online by using Google Forms. The demographic characteristics of the teachers

participating in the study are given in Table 1.

Bu bolim igerisinde arastirmanin modeli, evren-6rneklem, calisma grubu, veri toplama araglari, gegerlik-
glvenirlik, verilerin analizi gibi alt bashklar yer almahdir. Arastirmanin deseni bu kisimda ayrintili olarak
aciklanmahdir. Yontemin kuramsal taniminin verilmesi yerine sireg¢ detayh sekilde bastan asagi anlatiimaldir.

Etik kurul onayi yéntem kisminda detaylandirilmahdir.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Teachers Participating in the Study

n %
Gender Male 99 42.7
Female 133 57.3
Graduation Bachelor’s Degree 209 90.1
Master’s Degree 23 9.9
0-5 Years 36 15.5
Professional Seniority 6-10 Years 31 134
11-15 Years 37 15.9
16-20 Years 40 17.2
21-25 Years 43 18.5
26 Years and over 45 19.4
Total 232 100

Data Collection Tools

Two measurement tools- Visionary Leadership Scale and School Effectiveness Scale- were used in the study.
Visionary Leadership Scale was developed by Cinar and Kaban (2012), consisting of 14 items and 4 factors. Among
these factors, Visionary Thinking consists of 4 items, Action Orientation of 4 items, Picturing the Future of 3 items,
and Openness to Change of 3 items. The scale has a 5-point Likert structure ranging from Strongly Disagree (1)
to Strongly Agree (5). The scale developed by Cinar and Kaban (2012) was used to determine the visionary
leadership behaviours of hospital managers from the perspective of the hospital staff. In this study, confirmatory
factor analysis was carried out using the data obtained from 99 teachers in order to test the suitability of the
scale with respect to the field of education. As a result of the analysis, goodness-of-fit parameters were specified
as x2/df=1.72 (Perfect Fit), GFl = .85 (Nearly Acceptable Fit), CFI=.98 (Perfect Fit), and RMSEA=.08 (Acceptable).
Based on such values, it was decided that the scale could be administered to teachers. The highest score that can
be obtained from the scale was 70, while the lowest was 14. In general, when the overall Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficient of the scale is .84, the coefficient varies between .57 and .87 among the factors. In the
present study, the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was found to be between .87 and .92 among the factors,
and as .97 for the overall scale. In interpreting the total mean values obtained from the scale, 14-32.66 was

considered as low, 32.67-51.33 as mean, and 51.34-70.00 as high.
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The School Effectiveness Scale has previously been adapted into a number of studies by different researchers in
different fields. The version developed by Hoy and Ferguson (1985) for schools was adapted into Turkish by Isik
and Glimis (2016). The scale, in which a single factor structure was obtained as a result of the adaptation study,
consists of 8 items. The lowest score to be obtained from the scale is 8, while the highest score is 48. The scale
items are graded as 1- Strongly Disagree and 6- Strongly Agree. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the
scale is .88. In the current study, however, the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was .95. In evaluating the
arithmetic mean scores of the scale items, 8.00-21.33 was considered low, 21.34-34.64 as medium, and 34.65-

48.00 as high.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were used for analysing the opinions of the teachers about the visionary leadership of the
school principals with whom they work and the effectiveness of the schools where they work. Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test results were examined to determine whether the data were normally distributed. The statistical
significance value was found as p<0.05 in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results obtained from both measurement
tools. Further, Skewness-Kurtosis test results were examined in order to decide on the normal distribution of the
data, and the Skewness value was found as -1.42 and Kurtosis value as 1.53 according to the results obtained
from the visionary leadership scale, whereas the Skewness value was found as -1.27 and Kurtosis value as 1.44
for the school effectiveness scale. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), when Skewness and Kurtosis values
are between -1.5 and +1.5, data are assumed to be normally distributed. Accordingly, it was agreed to apply

parametric tests, assuming that the data were normally distributed in the analyses.

Independent samples t-test was used to determine the difference between the teachers’ perceptions of school
effectiveness and visionary leadership levels as to the variables of teachers’ gender, educational background,
and working time with the same principal. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine
the difference between the teachers’ perception of school effectiveness and visionary leadership levels as to the

variables of teachers’ working time at the same school and professional seniority.

According to the scores obtained from the responses to the school effectiveness and visionary leadership scales,
the relevant relationships were determined with the Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient (r). SPSS.21 software
was used in the analysis of the data. Research hypotheses were interpreted at a 0.95 confidence interval (p =

0.05).

Ethics committee approval of the study was obtained from Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit University Human Researches

Ethics Committee (Protocol No: 91).

FINDINGS

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics obtained from the scales used to detect the participants’ visionary

leadership and school effectiveness levels.
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Table 2. Arithmetic Means of Leadership and School Effectiveness Levels

Scale Factors n  Minimum  Maximum X Ss Level
Visionary Thinking 232 4 20 17.30 3.59 High

Action Orientation 232 4 20 16.93 3.56 High

Visionary Leadership Picturing the Future 232 3 15 12.33 3.04 High
Openness to Change 232 3 15 12.89 2.79 High

Visionary Leadership (Total) 232 14 70 59.47 12.37 High

School Effectiveness 232 8 48 40.54 7.84 High

Table 2 presents the arithmetic mean of the scores obtained from the Visionary Leadership scale, for the factors
including Visionary Thinking (X=17.30), Action Orientation (X=16.93), Picturing the Future (X=12.33), Openness
to Change (X=12.89), and the grand total of the Visionary Leadership (X=59.47), as well as School Effectiveness

(X=40.54).

Table 3 shows the results of the independent samples t-test for the visionary leadership with its sub-factors and

the levels of school effectiveness as to the variable of teacher’s gender.

Table 3. The t-test Results for Visionary Leadership and School Effectiveness Scores by Gender

Scale Factors Gender n X Ss Sd t p
Visionary Thinking Male 99 17.30 3.69 230 -.01 .99
Female 133 17.30 3.53
Action Orientation Male 99 16.84 3.65 230 -.33 .73
Visionary Female 133 17.00 3.50
Leadership Picturing the Future Male 99 12.51 3.17 230 .79 43
Female 133 12.19 2.94
Openness to Change Male 99 13.01 3.00 230 .53 .59
Female 133 12.81 2.63
Visionary Leadership (Total) Male 99 59.67 12.99 230 21 .83
Female 133 59.32 11.93
School Effectiveness Male 99 41.30 7.63 230 1.27 .20

Female 133 39.97 7.97

In Table 3, no statistically significant difference was found between the sub-factors of the Visionary Leadership
Scale, including Visionary Thinking [t(230)=-.01; p>.05], Action Orientation [t(230)=-.33; p>.05], Picturing the
Future [t(230)=.79; p>.05], Openness to Change [t(230)=.53; p>.05], and the Visionary Leadership (Total)
[t(230)=.21; p>.05] as to the gender variable. Likewise, no significant difference was found between School

Effectiveness and the gender variable [t(230)=1.27; p>.05].

Table 4 presents the independent samples t-test results between visionary leadership with its sub-factors and
school effectiveness levels as to the variable of Educational Background of teachers (bachelor’s degree-master’s

degree).
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Table 4. The t-test Results for Visionary Leadership and School Effectiveness Scores by Educational Background

Scale Factors Education n X Ss Sd t p
Visionary Thinking Bachelor’s Degree 209 17.25 3.69 230 -.60 .54
Master’s Degree 23 17.73 2.59
Action Orientation Bachelor’s Degree 209 16.89 3.60 230 -.57 .56
Visionary Master’s Degree 23 17.34 3.19
Leadership Picturing the Future Bachelor’s Degree 209 12.30 3.09 230 -.38 .69
Master’s Degree 23 12.56 2.51
Openness to Change Bachelor’s Degree 209 12.83 2.84 230 -.97 .33
Master’s Degree 23 13.43 2.31
Visionary Leadership(Total) Bachelor’s Degree 209 59.29 12.60 230 -.65 .51
Master’s Degree 23 61.08 10.13
School Effectiveness Bachelor’s Degree 209 40.48 7.81 230 -.35 72
Master’s Degree 23 41.08 8.24

In Table 4, no statistically significant difference was observed between the sub-factors of the Visionary
Leadership Scale, including Visionary Thinking [t(230)=-.60; p>.05], Action Orientation [t(230)=-.57; p>.05],
Picturing the Future [t(230)=-.38; p>.05], Openness to Change [t(230)=-.97; p>.05], and the Visionary Leadership
(Total) [t(230)=-.65; p>.05] as to the variable of the Educational Background (Bachelor’s-Master’s). In the same
manner, no significant difference was found between School Effectiveness and Educational Background

(Bachelor’s-Master’s) [t(230)=-.35; p>.05].

Table 5 presents the independent samples t-test results between visionary leadership with its sub-factors and

school effectiveness levels as to the variable of Teachers’ Working Time with the Same School Principal.

Table 5. The t-test Results for Visionary Leadership and School Effectiveness Scores as to the Variable of
Working Time with the Same School Principal

Scale Factors Working Time n X Ss Sd t p
Visionary Thinking 0-5 Years 196 17.21 3.62 230 -.90 .36
6-10 Years 36 17.80 3.42
Action Orientation 0-5 Years 196  16.80 3.56 230 -1.33 .18
Visionary 6-10 Years 36 17.66 3.50
Leadership Picturing the Future 0-5 Years 196 12.24 3.04 230 -1.01 31
6-10 Years 36 12.80 3.03
Openness to Change 0-5 Years 196 12.81 2.81 230 -1.08 .27
6-10 Years 36 13.36 2.65
Visionary Leadership (Total) 0-5 Years 196  59.07 12.39 230 -1.14 .25
6-10 Years 36 61.63 12.18
School Effectiveness 0-5 Years 196  40.36 7.37 230 -.79 42
6-10 Years 36 41.50 8.45

In Table 5, no statistically significant difference was observed between the sub-factors of the Visionary
Leadership Scale, including Visionary Thinking [t(230)=-.90; p>.05], Action Orientation [t(230)=-1.33; p>.05],
Picturing the Future [t(230)=-1.01; p>.05], Openness to Change [t(230)=-1.08; p>.05], and Visionary Leadership
(Total) [t(230)=-1.14; p>.05] as to the variable of the Working Time with the Same School Principal. Similarly, no
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significant difference was found between School Effectiveness and the variable of the Working Time with the

Same School Principal [t(230)=-.79; p>.05].

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether the perceptions of teachers showed a
significant difference between the working time in the same school and the factors of visionary leadership, and

the test results are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Variance Analysis Results for Visionary Leadership Scores as to the Variable of Working Time in the

Same School
Working Time n X Source of Sum of Squares sd Mean of F p Difference

Variance Squares

A) 0-5 Years 130 61.26 Inter-groups 968.97 2 484.48 3.22 .04* A>B

B) 6-10 Years 63 56.87 Intra-groups 34380.86 229 150.13

C) 11-15 Years 39 57.69 Total 35349.84 231

Total 232 59.47
*p<.05

As a result of the ANOVA test, a statistically significant difference was observed between the duration of
teachers’ working at the same school and the visionary leadership variable (p <.05). The Scheffe test, which is
one of the Post Hoc Tests, was used to determine the length of duration for which the difference occurred. Yet,
in the Scheffe test results, it was not clearly observed between which groups there was a difference. The LSD test
was, therefore, used from among Post Hoc Tests. According to the LSD test results [F(2.231) = 3.22, p<.05], the

teachers who had worked in the same school for 0-5 years considered the visionary leadership levels of the

school principals (X=61.26) higher when compared to those who had worked for 6-10 years (X=56.87).

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether the perceptions of teachers showed a
significant difference with respect to the working time in the same school and the factors of school effectiveness,

and the test results are given in Table 7.

Table 7. Variance Analysis Results Regarding School Effectiveness Scores as to the Variable of Working Time in
the Same School

Duration n X Source of Sum of sd Mean of F p Difference
Variance Squares Squares
A) 0-5 Years 130 41.46 Inter-groups 252.39 2 126.19 3.22 12 -
B) 6-10 Years 63 39.23 Intra-groups 13963.17 229 60.97
C) 11-15 Years 39 39.58 Total 14215.56 231
Total 232 40.54

In Table 7, no significant difference was found between the duration of teachers’ working in the same school and

the variable of school effectiveness [F(2.229) =3.22, p>.05].
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One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether the perceptions of teachers showed a
significant difference with respect to the variable of teachers’ Professional Seniority and visionary leadership and

its sub-factors, and the test results are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Variance Analysis Results for Visionary Leadership Scores as to the Variable of Professional Seniority

Duration n X Source of Sum of Sd Mean of F p Difference
Variance Squares Squares
0-5 Years 36 64.30 Inter-groups 1324.73 5 264.94 1.76 12 -
6-10 Years 31 61.09 Intra-groups 34025.10 226 150.55
11-15 Years 37 57.64 Total 35349.84 231
16-20 Years 40 58.95
21-25 Years 43 57.09

26 Years and Over 45 58.73

Total 232 59.47

In Table 8, no significant difference was found between the variable of teachers’ Professional Seniority and the

level of visionary leadership [F(5.231) =1.76, p>.05].

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether the perceptions of teachers showed a
significant difference in relation to the variable of teachers’ professional seniority and school effectiveness, and

the test results are presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Variance Analysis Results for School Effectiveness Scores as to the Variable of Professional Seniority

Duration n X Source of Sum of Sd Mean of F p Difference
Variance Squares Squares
0-5 Years 36 41.63 Inter-groups 64.50 5 12.90 .20 .96 -
6-10 Years 31 40.58 Intra-groups 14151.06 226 62.61
11-15 Years 37 39.83 Total 14215.56 231
16-20 Years 40 40.32
21-25 Years 43 40.55

26 Years and Over 45 40.40

Total 232 40.54

In Table 9, no significant difference was found between the variable of teachers’ professional seniority and the

perceptions on the level of school effectiveness [F(5.231) =.96, p>.05].

Pearson Correlation Coefficients analysis was conducted to determine whether there was a significant
relationship between a school principal’s visionary leadership and competencies pertaining to its sub-factors and

school effectiveness from the perspectives of the teachers. Analysis results are shown in Table 10. When
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interpreting the correlation values between the factors, the absolute value between 0.70-1.00 was considered

high, 0.70-0.30 as medium, and 0.30-0.00 as a low-level relationship (Blyukoztirk et al., 2012).

Table 10. The Correlation Coefficient Results Between School Effectiveness and Visionary Leadership Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6
Visionary Thinking 1
Action Orientation .897%* 1
Picturing the Future 847** .904** 1
Openness to Change .861** .876** .853** 1
Visionary Leadership .952%* .969%* .945%* .938%** 1
School Effectiveness 746** 792%* .808%** .748%* .813%* 1

**p<0.01

Table 10 indicates a significant relationship between teachers’ perceptions of school principals’ visionary
leadership and its sub-factors, in addition to another significant relationship between teachers’ perceptions of
visionary leadership and its sub-factors, and of school effectiveness. Also, a positive and strong correlation was
observed between visionary leadership and its sub-factors, including visionary thinking (r=.952, p<.05), action
orientation (r=.969, p<.05), picturing the future (r=.945, p<.05), and openness to change (r=.938, p<.05).
Likewise, a positive and strong correlation was found between school effectiveness and visionary leadership
(r=.813, p<.05). Similarly, a positive and strong correlation was observed among the sub-factors of visionary
leadership such as visionary thinking (r=.746, p<.05), action orientation (r=.792, p<.05), picturing the future (r =

.808, p <.05), and openness to change (r=.748, p<.05).

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

When it comes to the effectiveness of schools, it could be assumed that one of the issues that draws the attention
of researchers is leadership in schools. This may be related to the fact that the school principals are naturally
responsible for all activities that take place at schools for education and training purposes. As emphasized by the
authors in the introduction section of this paper, the saying ‘a school is only a school as much as its principal’
(Acikalin, 2019) supports this view. This study aimed to reveal the relationship between the teachers’ perceptions
of visionary leadership behaviours of school principals and school effectiveness, and as a result of the study, the
extent of this relationship was attempted to be revealed in the line with the teachers’ perceptions. In the light

of the findings obtained from the sub-problems of the research, the following results were reached.

Given the perceptions of the teachers participating in the study, the visionary leadership competencies of school
principals seem to be high. Supporting the findings of the present research, there are a number of studies in
which the visionary leadership behaviours of school principals are found to be high according to the perceptions
of teachers (Deneri, 2019; Gorgiilii, 2013; Tahaoglu & Gedikoglu, 2009). This may be due to the fact that principals
are open to improvement, support innovation and share the school vision with teachers. Some other studies
conducted with school principals have also reported high level perceptions of visionary leadership (Aksu, 2011;

Biilbul & Cuhadar, 2012). Tahaoglu and Gedikoglu (2009) stated that it may be due to the frequent use of the
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concepts of vision and mission due to the efforts made to achieve the vision of school principals. Contrary to our
findings, Hacifazlioglu et al., (2010) stated that most of the education administrators could not go beyond being
a supporter of an existing vision rather than demonstrating visionary leadership. Calik et al. (2019) found the
visionary leadership dimension, which is among the sub-factors, to be the lowest dimension in their study
focusing on school principals’ perceptions of technological leadership self-efficacy. Durukan (2006) stated that
the visions of school administrators are not sufficient for the development of the Turkish education system. In a
study conducted on the international ISTE standards, Hacifazlioglu et al, (2010) reported that school principals
agreed with the international standards as regards to visionary leadership, but still, did not believe such

standards are applicable under the conditions of Turkey.

In the current study, the school effectiveness level was considered high based on the teachers’ perceptions. In
the first step of the study, the participants expressed that the visionary leadership levels of school principals
were high. According to the findings, it can be assumed that the perception of school principals’ visionary
leadership levels as high reflects positively on the school and, consequently, leading to school effectiveness being
perceived as high. In a study by Senel and Bulug (2016), teachers were of the opinion that it was not possible to
find their schools effective. In another study conducted with classroom teachers, Cerit and Yildirnm (2017)

concluded that teachers find their schools moderately effective.

No significant difference was found in the present study as to the school principals’ visionary leadership by the
variable of gender. The male and female teachers can be assumed to have similar perceptions of visionary
leadership behaviours of school principals. There are studies in the literature that are parallel to our research
findings, indicating the absence of a significant difference between the gender variable and perceptions of
visionary leadership (Biilbul & Cuhadar, 2012; Deneri, 2019; Moye, 1996; Tahaoglu & Gedikoglu, 2009). Contrary
to that finding, Banoglu (2011) stated that female principals turned out to be superior to men in terms of
communication and creating a shared vision, which should be taken into account in technology leadership

development studies.

In the present study, no significant difference was found between teachers’ perceived school effectiveness and
gender. Tirker (2010) and Yilmaz (2006) did not also find any significant difference between gender and
perceived school effectiveness in their studies. According to the findings of the present study and other research

results, it can be assumed that male and female teachers’ perceptions of school effectiveness are the same.

Additionally, no significant difference was found in the teachers’ perceptions of visionary leadership skills of
school principals according to the educational background of the teachers participating in the study (bachelor’s-
master’s). It could be considered that teachers with bachelor’s or master’s degrees share the same opinion about
the visionary leadership of school principals. Kili¢ (2011) reported that there is no significant difference between
the opinions of primary school teachers in relation to having a bachelor’s or a master’s degree regarding the

vision development roles of school principals.
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In this study, no significant difference was found between teachers’ educational background (bachelor’s-
master’s) and perceptions of school effectiveness. There are a number of studies in the literature that support
the findings of our study, where teachers’ perceived school effectiveness levels do not differ according to their

degrees (Tirker, 2010; Yilmaz, 2006).

Furthermore, no significant difference was found as to the relationship between the variables of duration of
working with the same school principal, and the principal’s visionary leadership and school effectiveness. In other
words, it can be assumed that short-term teachers and long-term teachers share the same opinion against the
visionary leadership levels of a school principal, or that they believe school principals contribute to the school by

constantly improving themselves.

On the other hand, a significant difference was found between the teachers’ working time in the same school
and their perceptions of visionary leadership of the principals. Teachers working in the same school for 0-5 years
perceived the visionary leadership levels of school principals as higher than teachers working for 6-10 years. The
reason for the high perceptions of those working in the same school for 0-5 years may be the comparison they
make with the other school principals they had previously worked with. Nevertheless, contrary to the findings of
our study, Tahaoglu and Gedikoglu (2009) did not find a significant difference in primary school teachers’
perceptions of visionary leadership skills of the school principals as to the duration of their employment at the
same school. Hacifazlioglu et al., (2010) stated that the relatively older teachers in schools negatively affected

the school principals’ considering themselves as visionary leaders.

No significant difference was found between the teachers’ working time in the same school and school
effectiveness. In other words, teachers' perceptions of school effectiveness did not make a difference in terms
of the time they worked at the same school. In the same manner, Tirker (2010) obtained a result that supports

our research findings.

Likewise, no significant difference was found between the professional seniority of teachers and their
perceptions of visionary leadership levels of school principals. In this context, it can be said that teachers’
professional experience is not a determining variable in terms of school principals' views on visionary leadership
behavior. In the literature, some studies support the findings of our research that teachers’ perceptions of
visionary leadership towards school principals do not change according to their professional seniority (Moye,
1996; Tahaoglu & Gedikoglu, 2009), whereas other studies indicate differences in terms of professional seniority

especially from the perspective of primary school teachers (Tahaoglu & Gedikoglu, 2009).

In our study, no significant difference was observed in teachers’ opinions on school effectiveness according to
the variable of professional seniority. In other words, it can be said that teachers’ professional experience is not
a determining variable in terms of their views on school effectiveness. Similarly, Turker (2010) found no
significant difference between the professional seniority of teachers and school effectiveness, which is in support

of our research findings. However, Yilmaz (2006), found, contrary to our research findings, that the way school
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effectiveness is perceived by teachers with a professional seniority of 16-25 years are higher than it is those with

a professional seniority of 0-10 years.

As a result of the research, a highly positive correlation was found between the teachers’ perceptions of visionary
leadership levels of school principals, and relevant sub-factors, and school effectiveness. Consequently, it could
be assumed that as the visionary leadership level of the school principal increases, the effectiveness of the school
will concurrently increase. Unlike the findings of this study, Moye (1996) could not find a significant relationship
between school effectiveness and school principals’ visionary leadership behaviours. However, Senel and Bulug
(2016) stated in their study that there is a positive relationship between school effectiveness and supportive
principal behaviour. In the literature, there are many other studies examining the relationship between visionary
leadership and school effectiveness in different fields. Such related studies include those reporting a positive
relationship between visionary leadership and the adoption of information and communication technologies
(Bilbul & Cuhadar, 2012), a highly positive relationship between crisis management skills and visionary
leadership (Aksu, 2011), a positive correlation between visionary leadership and total quality management and
its sub-factors (Aksu, 2009), a positive correlation between visionary leadership, and organizational commitment
and perception of justice (iscan & Tanribil, 2016), a positive correlation between visionary leadership and
extraversion, reconciliation, self-discipline, and openness to experience, while a negative correlation with

neurotic behaviour (Calik et al., 2019).

In some studies that were previously conducted on school effectiveness, Yildirim et al. (2017) found a two-way
relationship between job satisfaction and school effectiveness, while Isik and Glimus (2017) concluded that a
principal’s self-efficacy leads to school effectiveness. Likewise, Cerit and Yildirim (2017) reported that there is a

positive relationship between effective leadership and school effectiveness.

Based on the results obtained, it may be considered that visionary leadership and school effectiveness have a
positive relationship with each other, along with further positive relationships in many different fields such as
ICT competence, crisis management, perception of justice, and self-efficacy. Considering the schools, it can be
concluded that the high visionary leadership of a school principal will positively affect the teachers and many
other components of a school. In this study, the data collected on the visionary leadership of school principals

and school effectiveness are limited to the opinions of teachers.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study is limited to the teachers’ perceptions of visionary leadership levels in school principals and of school
effectiveness. Further studies could be conducted on how school principals affect teachers’ visions, and school
principals can, thus, be included in the process. More studies can also be conducted to address the perceptions
of students and parents about the visionary leadership skills of school principals, and about school effectiveness.

The present study was designed as a descriptive research aiming to reveal an existing situation with the
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guantitative research method. It is recommended that similar studies be conducted with a qualitative method in

order to obtain more in-depth findings on the subject.
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OKUL MUDURLERININ ViZYONER LIDERLIGi iLE OKUL ETKILiLiGi ARASINDAKI
iLiSKiNiN INCELENMESI

0z

Bu ¢alisma, okul midirlerinin vizyoner liderlik davranislari ile okul etkililigi arasindaki iliskileri
O0gretmen algilarina dayali olarak ortaya koymayi amaglamaktadir. Nicel arastirma ydnetimine gére
desenlenen arastirmada betimleyici ve iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin evrenini,
Bati Karadeniz Bolgesinde bulunan ve kamuya bagh okullarda goérev yapan 06gretmenler
olusturmaktadir. Kolay ulagilabilir 6rnekleme yénteminin kullanildigi arastirmada veriler, 2020-
2021 egitim-0gretim yilinda 232 6gretmenden elde edilmistir. Arastirmada veri toplama araci
olarak “Vizyoner Liderlik Olcegi”’ ve “Okul Etkililigi Olcegi” olmak izere iki 6lgek kullamlmstir.
Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerine yonelik vizyoner liderlik ve gérev yaptiklar
okullarin etkililigi hakkinda goruslerine yonelik betimsel istatistiklerden faydalaniimistir. Verilerin
normal dagilip dagilmadigina karar vermek icin Kolmogorow-Smirnov testi sonuglari incelenmistir.
Ogretmenlerin cinsiyet, egitim durumu, ayni okul midiriyle calisma siiresi degiskenleri ile okul
etkililigi ve vizyoner liderlik dlizeyleri arasindaki farkin belirlenmesi amaciyla bagimsiz 6rneklemler
t-testi uygulanmistir. Ogretmenlerin ayni okulda ¢alisma siiresi ve mesleki kidem degiskenleri ile
okul etkililigi ve vizyoner liderlik diizeyleri arasindaki farkin belirlenmesi amaciyla tek yonli varyans
analizi (ANOVA) yapilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda, 6gretmenlerin, okul mudurlerinin vizyoner
liderlik yeterliklerini ve okullarinin etkililik dizeylerini yiksek olarak gordigu belirlenmistir.
Arastirma sonuglari ayrica arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin ayni okulda calistiklari streler ile
vizyoner liderlik algilari arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu géstermektedir. Buna gére, ayni okulda
0-5 yil arasinda galisan 6gretmenler, 6-10 yil arasinda ¢alisan 6gretmenlere gére okul middirlerinin
vizyoner liderlik diizeylerini daha ylksek olarak gormektedirler. Son olarak, vizyoner liderlik ve alt
faktorleri ile okul etkililigi arasinda anlamli bir iliskinin oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Vizyoner liderlik, okul etkililigi, ISTE standartlari, okul maddrleri.
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GiRiS

Teknolojide yasanan gelismeler, her alanda oldugu gibi egitim 6gretim faaliyetlerinin yuritildigi okullari da
etkileyerek dijital bir dénusim baglatmigtir. Bu dénlisimiin gerceklestiriimesinde uzman kadrolari harekete
gecirecek ve okulda teknoloji kullaniminin niteligini yikseltecek liderlik anlayisina olan ihtiyag her gecen giin
kendini daha ¢ok hissettirmekte, bu durum egitim orgutlerini hizla ilerleyen teknoloji diinyasiyla bitiinlesmeye
ybneltmektedir (Banoglu, 2011). Bu bltiinlesmenin gergeklestiriimesin de ise en bliyik gorev hig stiphesiz okul
yoneticisine dismektedir. “Bir okul miidiirii kadar okuldur’”” (Agikalin, 2019) s6ziinden hareket edecek olursak,
okul maddrlerinin yeniliklere agik bir vizyona sahibi olmasi, okulun basarisinda ve degisime ayak uydurmasinda
etkili olacaktir. Vizyon, bir 6rgiitin uzun vadeli hedef ve degerlerinin (Hussey, 1998; Rafferty ve Griffin, 2004)
gelecekte bulunmasi gereken yerin (Sashkin, 1986) ve bir liderin yaratmak istedigi ideal gelecegin (Yordsala,
Tesaputa ve Ampai, 2014) kapsaml bir sekilde ifade edilmesidir. Okullarda dijital déntsimi saglayacak, egitim
ortamlarini olusturacak yoneticilerin de vizyoner liderlik 6zelliklerini tagimasi beklenir. Vizyoner liderlik kavrami,
donisimcit ve karizmatik liderlik modellerinin alt boyutlarindan tliremistir (Temeeyasuwan, 2007). Taylor,
Cornelius ve Colvin’ e (2014) gore dénustimcd liderligin bir boyutu olan vizyoner liderlik, bir 6rgiitiin bilesenlerinin
ihtiyaclarini karsilama kapasitesini gelistirme firsatlari sunmaktadir. Vizyoner liderlik, ginimuzin calkantili
ortaminda kurumsal olarak hayatta kalma, basari ve bliyimenin temel belirleyicisi olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. 21.
yuzyilin basarili liderlerinin 6zellikleri géz oniine alindiginda vizyon yaratma ve bunu gergege donistiirme
kapasitesine sahip olduklari gorilmektedir (Dwivedi, 2006). Vizyoner liderlik, bir 6rgitlin isleyisine anlam katan
ve amag saglayan anlasilir vizyonlar yaratma ve bunlari ifade etme yetenegidir (Nanus, 1992). Bennis’ e (1992)
gore, vizyoner liderler orgltte yenilikler yaratir ve izleyenleri de yenilik¢i diisiinmeleri igin cesaretlendirir,
izleyenlerle birlikte ortak bir vizyon gelistirerek motivasyonu ve coskuyu diri tutar, ekip ¢alismasini tesvik eder ve
izleyenleri destekler, izleyenler icin iyi drnekler olusturur, ¢cok basarili olmak igin var glicliyle ¢alisir. Dolayisiyla,
liderlerin vizyonu genis ¢apta paylasilir ve ilham verici olursa, insanlari motive etmek ve organizasyonu yukseklere
tasimak icin giicli bir stratejik arag olabilir (Dwivedi, 2006). Orgiitlerin var olma miicadelesini besleyen itici
gliclerden birisinin, gelecege iliskin planlari ve bunlara yonelik etkinlikleri oldugu séylenebilir. Orgiitiin bu
gelecege donik yoni, vizyon sahibi liderlerin yaratacagl etkiyle daha da anlam kazanabilir. Zira bir 6rgitin
vizyonu, paylasildikca gliglenir ve bundan daha 6nemlisi bu vizyona inanan izleyenlere sahip olmaktir. Bu

baglamda, egitim orgutlerinin de vizyoner liderlere ihtiyaci oldugu séylenebilir.

Merkezi ABD’de bulunan “International Society for Technology in Education” (ISTE)'nin diinyada 100.000’den
fazla paydasi bulunmakta olup, egitim ve teknoloji konusunda standartlar belirleyerek yayimlayan bir sivil toplum
Orgutidir (Gokbulut, 2016). ISTE, okul yoneticilerine yonelik gelistirmis oldugu ve alti baslikta topladigi “National
Educational Technology Standarts for Administrators” (NETS-A) standartlarinin ilki Vizyoner Liderlik’dir
(Anderson ve Dexter, 2005). Glinlim{iz okul yoneticisi, personel gelisimi, teknolojinin 6gretimsel entegrasyonunu

tesvik etme, teknoloji icin altyapi olusturma, teknolojiyi kullanma ve teknoloji vizyonuna sahip olmali (Parks et

al., 2002), bilgi ve iletisim teknolojisi (BIT) araciligiyla okul degisimini gerceklestirmelidir (Durnali, 2018). Vizyoner
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bir lider olarak okul yoneticisi, egitim alanindaki gelismeleri izleyerek gelecege yonelik vizyon sahibi olmalidir

(Durukan, 2006). Boylece okul yoneticisi okulun etkililigini artirarak 6grencileri gelecege hazirlayacaktir.

Etkili okul kavraminin ilk olarak Coleman, Campbel, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld ve York’'un 1966 yilinda
yayinladigi Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Raporu’nda (Equality of Educational Opportunity) yer aldigi goralmustdr. Etkili
okul konusunda yapilan ilk galisma olarak kabul géren bu rapor, okul etkililigini yalnizca 6grencilerin akad emik
basarisiyla iliskilendirmis ve bu basariyi da biyik oranda ailenin sosyo-ekonomik durumuyla agiklamistir.
Coleman vd.’nin (1966) calismasina benzer bigcimde Jencks, Smith, Ackland, Bane, Cohen, Gintis, Heyns ve
Micholson ‘un (1972) arastirmalari da, ailenin sosyo ekonomik diizeyinin cocugun basarisinda okuldan ¢ok daha
blyuk bir etkiye sahip oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu sinirli bakis agisina karsi, takip eden yillarda etkili okul
hareketini temel alan bir¢ok arastirma (Brookover ve Lezotte, 1979; Brophy ve Good, 1970; Edmonds, 1979; Hoy
ve Ferguson, 1985; Weber, 1971) konuyu farkli yonlerden ele almistir. Coleman vd. (1966) ve Jencks vd. ‘nin
(1972) aksine aile faktoériini bir kenara birakip tim gocuklarin 68renebilecegi tezini ortaya koyan Edmonds
(1979), etkili okulda bulunmasi gereken 6zelliklere iliskin ilk siniflamayi yapmistir. Buna gore etkili bir okulda:
glcli bir liderlik, 6grenmeye elverisli okul iklimi, 6grenci basarisina iliskin yiksek beklenti, 6grencilerin
performansini izlemek icin acik 6gretim hedefleri ve temel becerilerin 6gretilmesine yonelik caba bulunmalidir.
Scheerens’e gore (2000), okul etkililigi, okulun performansini ifade etmektedir. Okulun performansi, okulun giktisi
olarak ifade edilebilir ve bu da o6rglin egitim déneminin sonunda 6grencilerin ortalama basarisi ile dlgilir. Asil
soru, etkili okullari yalnizca akademik giktilar Gzerinden tanimlamak dogru mudur? Bu konuya bir elestiri getiren
Davies’e gore (1997), yalnizca 6grencilerin bilissel ¢iktilari Gzerinden okul etkililigini tartismak, vatandaslik bilinci,
sosyal sorumluluk, insan iliskileri, isbirligi, dayanisma vb. degerler tizerinden kendilerini etkili okul olarak
tanimlayan okullari gz ardi etmek anlamina gelir. Bennet, Crawford ve Cartwright’a gore (2003), 6grenciyi,
kendisinden beklenenin 6tesinde bir basariya ulastiran okul etkili okuldur. Etkili okul aragtirmalarini inceleyen
Scheerens (2000), bu arastirmalarin etkili okulu su bes faktér Gizerinden ele aldigini séylemektedir; (a) giglu
egitim liderligi, (b) temel becerilerin kazanilmasina vurgu, (c) dizenli ve glvenli bir ¢evre, (c) Ogrenci
kazanimlarina yonelik yiksek beklentiler ve (d) 6grenci gelisiminin dizenli olarak izlenmesi. Etkili okul
arastirmalari, okullarin niteliklerinin 6grenci basarisi lUzerinde anlamli bir etki yaratip yaratmadigina iligkin
tartismalar Uzerine gelistirilmistir (Turhan, Sener, Glindlizalp, 2017). Yapilan bir dizi arastirma bu nitelikler
arasinda 6n plana cikan degiskenlerden birinin de okul mudirlerinin liderligi oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir
(Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger ve Heck, 1998; Ozgenel, 2020). Sisman’a (2002) gére etkili okul kavrami igerisinde;
yonetici, 6gretmen, 6grenci, okul programi ve egitim-6gretim sireci, okul kiltiri ve ortami, okul gevresi ve
velileri yer almaktadir. Bu bilesenlere liderlik edecek ve destek olacak okul mudiri davranisi okul etkililigini
pozitif yonde etkilemektedir (Senel ve Bulug, 2016). Ayni zamanda teknolojik donlisiim siirecinin yonetilmesi ve
gelecege dair planlarin yapilmasinda okul yoneticisinin vizyoner liderlik 6zelligi 6n plana g¢ikmaktadir. Bu
baglamda okul liderligi alaninda tartisiimaya baslanan vizyoner liderlik okul etkililiginde 6nemli bir unsur olarak

ortaya cikmaktadir.
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Bu ¢alisma, okul muddrlerinin vizyoner liderlik davranislari ile okul etkililigi arasindaki iliskileri 6gretmen algilarina

dayali olarak ortaya koymayi amaglamaktadir. Bu amag dogrultusunda asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir.

1. Ogretmen algilarina gére okul yéneticisinin vizyoner liderlik davranis diizeyi nedir?

2. Ogretmenlerin algiladiklari okul etkililik diizeyi nedir?

3. Ogretmenlere gére okul yoneticisinin vizyoner liderlik davranis diizeyi ile cinsiyet, ayni okul midiiriiyle
¢alisma suresi, ayni okulda calisma siresi, mesleki kidem degiskenleri arasinda anlamli bir fark var
midir?

4. Ogretmenlerin algiladiklar okul etkililik diizeyi ile cinsiyet, ayni okul miidiiriiyle calisma siiresi, ayni
okulda galisma siresi, mesleki kidem degiskenleri arasinda anlamli bir fark var midir?

5. Ogretmenlere gore, okul yéneticisinin vizyoner liderlik davranis diizeyi ile algiladiklari okul etkililigi

arasinda iliski var midir?

YONTEM

Arastirmanin Modeli

Arastirmada, 6gretmenlere gore okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik davranis dizeyleri ve algiladiklari okul
etkililik diizeylerinin cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, okul tiriine gére aralarindaki fark ile vizyoner liderlik davranis
dizeyleri ve algiladiklari okul etkililik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskinin belirlenmesi amaglanmigtir. Bu amag
dogrultusunda betimleyici ve iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmistir (Fraenkel ve Wallen, 2005). Tarama modeli
evren hakkinda genel bir yargiya varmak amaciyla kullanilan modeldir. Tekil tarama modeli ile okul midyiirlerinin
yeterlik diizeyleri ve algiladiklari okul etkililik diizeyleri betimlenmistir. iliskisel tarama modelleri iki ve daha fazla
degisken arasindaki degisimin belirlenmesi amaciyla kullanilan modellerdir (Karasar, 2017). Arastirmada, iliskisel
tarama modeli ile okul muddrlerinin vizyoner liderlik ve algiladiklar etkili okul dizeylerinin cinsiyet, egitim
durumu (lisans-yiiksek lisans), okul mudiri ile ¢alisma siresi, ayni okulda ¢alisma siresi ve mesleki kidem
degiskenlerine gore aralarindaki farklar incelenmistir. Spearman Korelasyon Katsayisi (r) ile vizyoner liderlik ve

algilanan okul etkililigi arasindaki iliski incelenmistir.
Evren ve 6rneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini, Bati Karadeniz Bélgesinde bulunan ve kamuya bagli okullarda gérev yapan 6gretmenler
olusturmaktadir. Kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yénteminin kullanildigi arastirmada veriler, 2020-2021 egitim-
ogretim yilinda 232 o6gretmenden elde edilmistir. Veriler Google Formlar kullanilarak g¢evrimici olarak

toplanmistir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin demografik 6zellikleri Tablo 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. Arastirmaya Katilan Ogretmenlerin Demografik Bilgileri

n %
Cinsiyet Erkek 99 42.7
Kiz 133 57.3
Mezuniyet Lisans 209 90.1
Ylksek Lisans 23 9.9
0-5VYil 36 15.5
Mesleki kidem 6-10 Yil 31 13.4
11-15vil 37 15.9
16-20 Yil 40 17.2
21-25vil 43 18.5
26 ve Uzeri 45 19.4
Toplam 232 100

Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada Vizyoner Liderlik ve Okul Etkililigi Olgegi olmak lizere iki adet 6lgme araci kullaniimistir. Vizyoner
Liderlik Olgegi; Cinar ve Kaban (2012) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, 14 madde ve 4 faktérden olusmaktadir. Bu
faktorlerden Vizyoner Diislinme 4 madde, Eylem Yoénelimli Olma 4 madde, Gelecegi Resmetme 3 madde,
Degisime Acik Olma 3 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek Kesinlikle katilmiyorum (1) ile Kesinlikle katiliyorum (5)
seklinde 5’li likert bir yapiya sahiptir. Cinar ve Kaban (2012) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lcek hastane personelinin
hastane yéneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik davranislarinin belirlenmesi yénelik gerceklestirilmistir. Olcegin egitim
alanina uygunlugunun test edilmesi amaciyla 99 6gretmenden elde edilen veriler kullanilarak dogrulayici faktor
analizi gerceklestirilmistir. Analiz neticesinde uyum iyiligi degerleri; x2/df=1.72 (Mikemmel uyum), GFl= .85
(Kabul edilebilir degere yakin), CFI=.98 (Mikemmel uyum), RMSEA=.08 (Kabul edilebilir) elde edilmistir. Bu
degerlere gore dlgegin dgretmenler {zerinde uygulanabilecegine karar verilmistir. Olcekten alinabilecek en
yiksek puan 70, en disiik ise 14 puandir. Olcek geneli giivenirlik katsayisi Cronbach alfa .84 iken, faktorler
arasinda Cronbach alfa gtivenirlik katsayisi .57 ile .87 arasinda degismektedir. Yapilan bu ¢alismada ise faktorler
arasinda Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi .87 ile .92 arasinda, 6lcek genelinde ise .97 olarak elde edilmistir.
Olgekten genelinde elde edilen toplam ortalama degerlerin yorumlanmasinda 14-32,66 disiik, 32,67-51,33 orta

ve 51,34-70,00 yiiksek diizey olarak yorumlanmustir.

Okul Etkililigi Olgegi; 6lgek farkli arastirmacilar tarafindan farkl alanlarda uyarlama galismalari yapilmistir. Hoy ve
Ferguson (1985) tarafindan okullara uyarlanmis halinin, Turkge uyarlama galismasi Isik ve Gumis (2016)
tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir. Uyarlama calismasi neticesinde tek faktorli bir yapinin elde edildigi 6lgek, 8
maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan 8, en yiiksek puan ise 48 puandir. Olgek maddeleri,
1- kesinlikle katilmiyorum ve 6- kesinlikle katiliyorum seklinde derecelendirilmistir. Olcegin Cronbach alfa
glivenirlik katsayisi .88’dir. Yapilan bu calismada ise Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi .95’dir. Olgek maddelerinin
aritmetik ortalamalarinin degerlendirilmesinde 8.00-21,33 dislik, 21,34-34,64 orta ve 34,65-48.00 arasi ylksek

seklinde yorumlanmigtir.
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Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerine yonelik vizyoner liderlik ve gorev yaptiklari okullarin
etkililigi hakkinda gorislerine yonelik betimsel istatistiklerden faydalaniimistir. Verilerin normal dagilip
dagilmadigina karar vermek igin Kolmogorow-Smirnov testi sonuglari incelenmistir. Her iki 6lgme aracindan elde
edilen Kolmogorow-Smirnov test sonuglarinda anlamlilik degerinin (p<0.05) oldugu gériilmustiir. Bu sonuca gore
verilerin normal dagihmina karar vermek amaciyla Skewness-Kurtosis test sonuglari incelenmistir. Buna gore,
vizyoner liderlik dlgeginden elde edilen sonuca gore Skewness=-1.42 ve Kurtosis=1.53 deger aldigi goriilmustir.
Okul etkililigi 6lgeginden ise Skewness=-1.27 ve Kurtosis=1.44 degerlerini aldig1 goérilmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidell
(2013) gore Skewness ve Kurtosis degerlerinin -1.5 ile +1.5 arasinda oldugunda verilerin normal dagildigini
varsaymaktadir. Buna gore analizlerde verilerin normal dagildig1 kabul edilerek parametrik testler uygulanmasina

karar verilmistir.

Ogretmenlerin cinsiyet, egitim durumu, ayni okul mudiriyle calisma suresi degiskenleri ile okul etkililigi ve
vizyoner liderlik dlzeyleri arasindaki farkin belirlenmesi amaciyla bagimsiz érneklemler t-testi uygulanmistir.
Ogretmenlerin ayni okulda calisma siiresi ve mesleki kidem degiskenleri ile okul etkililigi ve vizyoner liderlik

dizeyleri arasindaki farkin belirlenmesi amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) yapilmistir.

Okul etkililigi ve vizyoner liderlik 6lgeklerine verdikleri cevaplardan elde edilen puanlara gore aralarindaki iliskiler
Spearman Korelasyon Katsayisi (r) ile belirlenmistir. Verilerin analizinde SPSS.21 paket programi kullaniimistir.

Arastirma hipotezleri 0.95 gliven araliginda (p=0.05) yorumlanmistir.

Arastirmanin etik kurul onayi, Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit Universitesi insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu’ndan alinmistir

(Protokol No:91).
BULGULAR

Katilimcilarin vizyoner liderlik ve okul etkililigi olceklerinden elde edilen betimleyici istatistikler Tablo 2’de

verilmistir.
Tablo 2. Ogretmenlerin Vizyoner Liderlik ve Mutluluk Diizeyleri Aritmetik Ortalamalari
Olgekler Faktor n Minimum Maksimum X Ss Diizey
Vizyoner Diisinme 232 4 20 17.30 3.59 Yiksek
Eylem Yonelimli Olma 232 4 20 16.93 3.56 Yiksek
Vizyoner Liderlik Gelecegi Resmetme 232 3 15 12.33 3.04 Yiksek
Degisime Aglk Olma 232 3 15 12.89 2.79 Yiksek
Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) 232 14 70 59.47 12.37 Yiksek
Okul Etkililigi 232 8 48 40.54 7.84 Yiiksek

Tablo 2 incelendiginde Vizyoner Liderlik 6lceginden elde edilen puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasina gore, Vizyoner

Diisiinme (X=17.30), Eylem Yénelimli Olma (X=16.93), Gelecedi Resmetme (X=12.33), Degisime Acik Olma
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(X=12.89) ve Vizyoner Liderlik genel toplam (X=59.47) olduklari gérilmektedir. Okul Etkililigi faktériinde ise

(X=40.54) oldugu gérilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin cinsiyet degiskenine gére vizyoner liderlik ve alt faktérleri ile okul etkililigi diizeyleri arasindaki

bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi sonuglari Tablo 3’de verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Cinsiyet Goére Vizyoner Liderlik ve Okul Etkililigi Puanlarina iliskin t Testi Sonuglari

Olgekler Olgek faktorleri Cinsiyet n X Ss Sd t p
Vizyoner Diisinme Erkek 99 17.30 3.69 230 -.01 .99
Kadin 133 17.30 3.53
Eylem Yonelimli Olma Erkek 99 16.84 3.65 230 -.33 .73
Vizyoner Kadin 133 17.00 3.50
Liderlik Gelecegi Resmetme Erkek 99 12.51 3.17 230 .79 43
Kadin 133 12.19 2.94
Degisime Agik Olma Erkek 99 13.01 3.00 230 .53 .59
Kadin 133 12.81 2.63
Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) Erkek 99 59.67 12.99 230 21 .83
Kadin 133 59.32 11.93
Okul Etkililigi Erkek 99 41.30 7.63 230 1.27 .20

Kadin 133 39.97 7.97

Tablo 3 incelendiginde vizyoner liderlik 6lceginin Vizyoner Distinme [t(230)=-.01; p>.05], Eylem Yonelimli Olma
[t(230)=-.33; p>.05], Gelecegi Resmetme [t(230)=.79; p>.05], Degisime Acik Olma [t(230)=.53; p>.05] faktorleri
ile Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) [t(230)=.21; p>.05] arasinda cinsiyete gore anlamli bir farka rastlanmamistir. Okul

Etkililigi ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasinda [t(230)=-.20; p>.05] anlamli bir farka rastlanmamustir.

Ogretmenlerin Egitim Durumuna (Lisans-Yiiksek Lisans) degiskenine gore vizyoner liderlik ve alt faktérleri ile okul

etkililigi diizeyleri arasindaki bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi sonuglari Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Egitim Durumuna Gore Vizyoner Liderlik ve Okul Etkililigi Puanlarina iliskin t Testi Sonuclari

n X Ss Sd t p
Vizyoner Diisinme Lisans 209 17.25 3.69 230 -.60 .54
Ylksek Lisans 23 17.73 2.59
Eylem Yonelimli Olma Lisans 209 16.89 3.60 230 -.57 .56
Vizyoner Ylksek Lisans 23 17.34 3.19
Liderlik Gelecegi Resmetme Lisans 209 12.30 3.09 230 -.38 .69
Ylksek Lisans 23 12.56 2.51
Degisime Agik Olma Lisans 209 12.83 2.84 230 -.97 .33
Yiksek Lisans 23 13.43 2.31
Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) Lisans 209 59.29 12.60 230 -.65 .51
Yiksek Lisans 23 61.08 10.13
Okul Etkililigi Lisans 209 40.48 7.81 230 -.35 72

Yiiksek Lisans 23 41.08 8.24

Tablo 4 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin vizyoner liderlik dlgeginin Vizyoner Disiinme [t(230)=-.60; p>.05], Eylem

Yonelimli Olma [t(230)=-.57; p>.05], Gelecegi Resmetme [t(230)=-.38; p>.05], Degisime Acik Olma [t(230)=-.97;
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p>.05] faktorleri ile Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) [t(230)=-.65; p>.05] arasinda Egitim Durumuna (Lisans-Yiksek
Lisans) goére anlamh bir farka rastlanmamustir. Okul Etkililigi ile Egitim Durumu (Lisans-Yiksek Lisans) degiskeni

arasinda [t(230)=-.20; p>.05] anlamli bir farka rastlanmamistir.

Ogretmenlerin Okul Midirii ile Calisma Siiresi degiskenine gére vizyoner liderlik ve alt faktérleri ile okul etkililigi

dizeyleri arasindaki bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi sonuglari Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Okul Miidiir{i ile Calisma Siiresi Degiskenine Gére Vizyoner Liderlik ve Okul Etkililigi Puanlarina iliskin t
Testi Sonuglari

Siire n X Ss Sd t p
Vizyoner Diglinme 0-5Yil 196 17.21 3.62 230 -.90 .36
6-10 Yil 36 17.80 3.42
Eylem Yonelimli Olma 0-5Yil 196 16.80 3.56 230 -1.33 .18
Vizyoner 6-10 Yil 36 17.66 3.50
Liderlik Gelecegi Resmetme 0-5Yil 196 12.24 3.04 230 -1.01 31
6-10 Yil 36 12.80 3.03
Degisime Agik Olma 0-5vil 196 12.81 2.81 230 -1.08 .27
6-10 Yil 36 13.36 2.65
Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) 0-5vil 196  59.07 12.39 230 -1.14 .25
6-10 Yil 36 61.63 12.18
Okul Etkililigi 0-5vil 196  40.36 7.37 230 -.79 42
6-10 Yil 36 41.50 8.45

Tablo 5 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin vizyoner liderlik 6lgeginin Vizyoner Disiinme [t(230)=-.90; p>.05], Eylem
Yonelimli Olma [t(230)=-1.33; p>.05], Gelecegi Resmetme [t(230)=-1.01; p>.05], Degisime Agik Olma [t(230)=-
1.08; p>.05] faktorleriile Vizyoner Liderlik (Toplam) [t(230)=-1.14; p>.05] arasinda Okul Middri ile Calisma Stresi
degiskeni arasinda anlamli bir farka rastlanmamistir. Okul Etkililigi ile Okul Miidiirii ile Calisma Siiresi degiskeni

arasinda [t(230)=-.79; p>.05] anlamli bir farka rastlanmamistir.

Ogretmenlerin ayni okulda calisma siiresi ile vizyoner liderlik faktérleri arasinda fark gésterip gdstermedigini

belirlemek amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) uygulanmis olup, test sonuglari Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Ayni Okulda Calisma Siiresi Degiskenine Gére Vizyoner Liderlik Puanlarina iliskin Varyans Analizi

Sonuglari
n X Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F p Fark
Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi

A) 0-5 yil 130 61.26 Gruplararasi 968.97 2 484.48 3.22 .04* A>B
B) 6-10 yIl 63 56.87 Gruplarigi 34380.86 229 150.13
C) 11-15yll 39 57.69 Toplam 35349.84 231

Toplam 232 59.47

*p<.05

ANOVA testi sonucunda 6gretmenlerin ayni okulda ¢alisma siireleri ile vizyoner liderlik degiskeni arasinda (p<.05)

anlamh farka rastlanmistir. Bu farkin hangi yillar arasinda oldugunun belirlenmesi amaciyla Post Hoc
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Tests’lerinden Scheffe testi uygulanmistir. Ancak Scheffe testi sonuglarinda hangi siniflar arasinda farkin oldugu
belli olmamistir. Bu nedenle, Post Hoc Tests’lerinden LSD testi uygulanmistir. LSD testi sonuglarina [F(2,231) =
3.22, p<.05] gore, ayni okulda 0-5 yil arasinda calisanlarin okul mudurlerinin vizyoner liderlik dizeylerini

(X=61.26), 6-10 yil arasinda calisanlara gére (X=56.87) daha yiiksek olarak gérmektedirler.

Ogretmenlerin ayni okulda calisma siiresi ile okul etkililigi faktérleri arasinda fark gésterip gdstermedigini

belirlemek amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) uygulanmis olup, test sonuglari Tablo 7’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7. Ayni Okulda Calisma Siiresi Degiskenine Gore Okul Etkililigi Puanlarina iliskin Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

n X Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F p Fark
Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi
A) 0-5 yil 130 41.46 Gruplararasi 252.39 2 126.19 3.22 12 -
B) 6-10 yIl 63 39.23 Gruplarigi 13963.17 229 60.97
C) 11-15yil 39 39.58 Toplam 14215.56 231
Toplam 232 40.54

Tablo 7 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin ayni okulda ¢alisma sireleri ile okul etkililigi degiskeni arasinda anlamli

[F(2,229) =3.22, p>.05] bir farka rastlanmamistir.

Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Kidem degiskeni ile vizyoner liderlik ve alt faktdrleri arasinda fark gdsterip géstermedigini

belirlemek amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) uygulanmis olup, test sonuglari Tablo 8'da verilmistir.

Tablo 8. Mesleki Kidem Degiskenine Gore Vizyoner Liderlik Puanlarina iliskin Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

Kidem n X Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F p Fark
Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi
0-5yil 36 64.30 Gruplararasi 1324.73 5 264.94 1.76 12 -
6-10 yil 31 61.09 Gruplarigi 34025.10 226 150.55
11-15yil 37 57.64 Toplam 35349.84 231
16-20 yIl 40 58.95
21-25 yil 43 57.09
26 ve Uzeri 45 58.73
Toplam 232 59.47

Tablo 8 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin mesleki kidemleri ile vizyoner liderlik diizeyi arasinda anlaml [F(5,231)

=1.76, p>.05] bir farka rastlanmamustir.

Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Kidem degiskeni ile okul etkililigi arasinda fark gosterip gdstermedigini belirlemek

amaciyla tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) uygulanmis olup, test sonuglari Tablo 9'da verilmistir.
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Tablo 9. Mesleki Kidem Degiskenine Gére Okul Etkililigi Puanlarina iliskin Varyans Analizi Sonuglari

Kidem n X Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F p Fark
Kaynagi Toplami Ortalamasi
0-5yil 36 41.63 Gruplararasi 64.50 5 12.90 .20 .96 -
6-10 yil 31 40.58 Gruplarigi 14151.06 226 62.61
11-15 yil 37 39.83 Toplam 14215.56 231
16-20 yil 40 40.32
21-25 yil 43 40.55
26 ve uzeri 45 40.40
Toplam 232 40.54

Tablo 9 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin mesleki kidemleri ile okul etkililigi degiskeni arasinda anlamli [F(5,231)

=.96, p>.05] bir farka rastlanmamustir.

Ogretmenlere gére okul midiirlerinin vizyoner liderlik ve alt faktérlerine ait yeterlikleri ile okul etkililigi faktéri
arasinda anlamli iliski olup olmadigini belirlemek icin Pearson Korelasyon Katsayilari analizi gergeklestirilmistir.
Analiz sonuglari Tablo 10’da verilmistir. Faktorler arasindaki korelasyon degerleri yorumlanirken mutlak deger
olarak, 0.70-1.00 arasinda olmasi yiiksek; 0.70-0.30 arasinda olmasi orta; 0.30-0.00 arasinda olmasi ise diisiik

dizey bir iliski olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Blyukoztirk, Akglin, Demirel, Karadeniz & Kilig-Cakmak, 2012).

Table 10. Okul Etkililigi ve Vizyoner Liderlik Degiskenleri Arasindaki Korelasyon Katsayisi Sonuglari

1 2 3 4 5 6
Vizyoner disinme 1
Eylem yonelimli olma .897%* 1
Gelecegi resmetme 847** .904%** 1
Degisime agik olma .861** .876** .853** 1
Vizyoner liderlik .952%* .969** .945%* .938** 1
Okul etkililigi 746%* .792* .808** 748** .813** 1

**p<0.01

Tablo 10 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeyleri ve alt faktorleri arasinda ve
vizyoner liderlik ve alt faktorleri ile okul etkililigi arasinda da anlamli bir iliskiye rastlanmistir. Vizyoner liderlik ile
alt faktorleri olan vizyoner disiinme (r=.952, p<.05), eylem yonelimli olma (r=.969, p<.05), gelecegi resmetme
(r=.945, p<.05) ve degisime acik olma faktori arasinda (r=.938, p<.05) pozitif yonli yiiksek diizey bir iliski oldugu
gorualmustar. Okul etkililigi ile vizyoner liderlik arasinda (r=.813, p<.05) pozitif yonlu yiksek dizey bir iliskiye
rastlanmistir. Benzer sekilde vizyoner liderlik alt faktorleri olan vizyoner disliinme (r=.746, p<.05), eylem
yonelimli olma (r=.792, p<.05), gelecegi resmetme (r=.808, p<.05) ve degisime acik olma faktorl arsinda (r=.748,

p<.05) pozitif yonli yiuksek dizey bir iliski oldugu gorilmastar.
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TARTISMA ve SONUC

Okul etkililiginden bahsedildiginde, arastirmacilarin dikkatini ¢eken konulardan birisinin de okuldaki liderlik
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu durum, egitim 6gretim siirecleri dahil, okulda gergeklesen tiim etkinliklerde isin dogasi
geregi, sorumlulugun okul midirinde toplanmasiyla ilgili olabilir. Giris béliimiinde yazarlarin da vurguladigi “bir
okul mudurt kadar okuldur” (Agikalin, 2019) s6zi bu durumu destekler niteliktedir. Bu arastirmada
Ogretmenlerin, okul midurlerinin vizyoner liderlik davranislarina iliskin algilari ile okul etkililigi arasindaki iliskiyi
ortaya ¢ikarmak amaglanmis ve arastirma sonucunda bu iliskinin boyutu 6gretmenlerin algilari dogrultusunda
aciklanmaya calisilmistir. Bu baglamda, arastirmanin alt problemlerinden elde edilen bulgular 1siginda, asagidaki

sonuglara ulagiimistir.

Bu arastirmada, 6gretmenlerin algilarina dayali olarak, okul midirlerinin yiksek diizeyde vizyoner liderlik
davranisi sergiledigi gorilmustir. Bu arastirmanin bulgularini destekler nitelikte, okul middrlerinin vizyoner
liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmen algilarina gore yuksek kabul edildigi cok sayida arastirma bulunmaktadir (Deneri,
2019; Gorgull, 2013; Tahaoglu ve Gedikoglu, 2009). Bu durum, okul midirlerinin gelisime agik olmalari,
yenilikleri desteklemeleri ve okul vizyonunu o6gretmenlerle paylasmalarindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Okul
muddrleriyle yapilan diger bazi arastirmalar da benzer sekilde bu diizeye iliskin alginin ylksek oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir (Aksu, 2011; Biilbul ve Cuhadar, 2012). Tahaoglu ve Gedikoglu'na gore (2009), okul mudiirleri, okul
vizyonunu gelistirmek icin yapmis oldugu ¢alismalar nedeniyle vizyon ve misyon kavramlarini ¢ok sik
kullanmaktadir. Arastirma bulgusunun aksine Hacifazlioglu, Karadeniz ve Dalgi¢ (2010), egitim ydneticilerinin
¢ogunun, vizyoner liderlikten ziyade, var olan bir vizyonun destekleyicisi olmaktan 6teye gegcemediklerini
belirtmistir. Calik, Coban ve Ozdemir, (2019) okul yéneticilerinin teknolojik liderlik &z yeterlik algilarina yénelik
yapmis olduklari calismada alt faktoérleri arasinda olan vizyoner liderlik boyutunu en disiik boyut olarak
bulmuslardir. Durukan (2006), Tirk egitim sisteminde okul yodneticilerinin sistemin gelisimine yonelik
vizyonlarinin yeterli olmadigini belirtmektedir. Hacifazlioglu, vd., (2010) uluslararasi ISTE standartlarina yonelik
yapmis olduklari ¢alismalarinda, vizyoner liderlik konusunda okul yéneticilerine iliskin bu uluslararasi standartlara

katildiklarini, ancak Tirkiye sartlarinda uygulanabilecegine inanmadiklarini belirtmislerdir.

Bu arastirma 6gretmen algilarina dayali olarak, okul etkililik diizeyinin yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.
Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenler galismanin ilk basamaginda okul muddrlerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeylerinin de
ylksek oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu bulgulara goére okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeylerinin yiksek olarak
algilanmasinin okula olumlu yansidigi, bunun sonucu olarak da okul etkililiginin yiksek diizey olarak algilandigi
soylenebilir. Senel ve Bulug’un (2016) arastirmalari da, 6gretmenlerin okullarini etkili bulmadiklarini ortaya
koymaktadir. Cerit ve Yidirnm (2017) sinif 6gretmenleri ile yapmis olduklari g¢alismalarinda 6gretmenlerin

okullarini orta diizeyde etkili bulduklari sonucuna ulasmislardir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin algilarina gére okul miidirlerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeyi ve cinsiyet degiskeni
arasinda anlamli bir farka rastlanmamistir. Erkek ve kadin 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik

algilarinin ayni oldugu soéylenebilir. Alan yazinda arastirma bulgusu ile parelellik gosteren, cinsiyet degiskeni ile
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vizyoner liderlik algilari arasinda anlamli bir farkin bulunmadigi ¢calismalar mevcuttur (Bulbil ve Cuhadar, 2012;
Deneri, 2019; Moye, 1996; Tahaoglu ve Gedikoglu, 2009). Bu bulgunun aksine Banoglu (2011) kadin okul
maddrlerinin iletisim ve paylasilan vizyon olusturma konularinda erkeklere gore Ustin olduklarini, bunun da

teknoloji liderligi gelistirme ¢alismalarinda géz 6niinde bulundurulmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir.

Arastirmada 6gretmenlerin algiladiklari okul etkilikleri ile cinsiyet arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunamamistir.
Arastirma bulgusunu destekler yonde, Tirker (2010) ve Yilmaz (2006) yapmis olduklari calismalarinda cinsiyet ile
algilanan okul etkililigi arasinda anlamh bir farka rastlamamislardir. Arastirma bulgusu ve diger arastirma

sonucuna gore erkek ve kadin 6gretmenlerin okul etkililik algilarinin ayni oldugu séylenebilir.

Arastirmaya katillan 6gretmenlerin egitim durumuna (Lisans-Yiksek Lisans) gore okul midirlerinin vizyoner
liderlik algilarinda anlamli bir farka rastlanmamistir. Lisans ve yiksek lisans mezunu 6gretmenlerin, okul
muddrlerinin vizyoner liderliklerine yonelik ayni diistinceye sahip olduklari sdylenebilir. Kilig (2011) yapmis
arastirmasinda, okul mudurlerinin vizyon gelistirme rollerine iliskin ilk6gretim 1. kademede godrev yapan
O0gretmen gorisleri arasinda lisans ve ylksek lisans yapanlar arasinda anlaml bir farkin bulunmadigi sonucunu

elde etmistir (Kilig, 2011).

Arastirmada 6gretmenlerin egitim durumlari (lisans-ytiksek lisans) ile okul etkililik algilari arasinda anlamh bir
farka rastlanmamistir. Ogretmenlerin egitim durumlari, okul etkililigine iliskin géruslerini ayristirmamistir.
Arastirma bulgusunu destekleyen, 6gretmenlerin lisans ve yilksek lisans mezunu olma durumlarina gore
algiladiklari okul etkililigi diizeylerinin farklilik géstermedigi ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir (Turker, 2010; Yilmaz,

2006).

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin ayni okul madiruyle calistiklari sire degiskeni ile okul muddrlerinin vizyoner
liderlik ve okul etkililigi degiskenleri arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunamamistir. Baska bir ifadeyle okulda kisa sureli
calisan 6gretmenler ile uzun sureli ¢alisan 6gretmenlerin okul mudurlerinin vizyoner liderlik duzeylerine karsi
ayni duslince igerisinde olduklari séylenebilir. Ya da okul mudidirleri stirekli olarak kendilerini gelistirerek okula

katki sunduklari séylenebilir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin ayni okulda galistiklari stireler ile vizyoner liderlik algilari arasinda anlamli bir
farka rastlanmistir. Ayni okulda 0-5 yil arasinda calisan 6gretmenler, 6-10 yil arasinda ¢alisan 6gretmenlere goére
okul mudurlerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeylerini daha yiksek olarak gérmektedirler. Ayni okulda 0-5 yil arasinda
calisanlarin algilarinin yiksek ¢ikmasinin nedeni 6nceki c¢alistiklari okul mudirlerine goére kiyaslama
yaptiklarindan kaynaklanabilir. Arastirma bulgusunun aksine Tahaoglu ve Gedikoglu (2009) ilkogretim okulunda
calisan 6gretmenlerin okul midurlerinin vizyoner liderlik algilarinda ayni okulda ¢alisma siirelerine gére anlamli
bir farka rastlamamislardir. Hacifazlioglu, vd., (2010) ise okullarda bulunan yasca biyik 6gretmenlerin okul

muddrlerinin kendilerini vizyoner lider olarak gérmelerini olumsuz etkiledigini belirtmektedirler.
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Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin ayni okulda galistiklari siireler ile okul etkililigi arasinda anlamh bir farka
rastlaniimamistir. Baska bir ifadeyle, 6gretmenlerin okul etkililigine iliskin algilari, ayni okulda calistiklari siireler
acisindan fark olusturmamistir. Tlrker (2010) yapmis oldugu galismasinda arastirma bulgusunu destekler yonde

bir sonug elde etmistir.

Arastirmada 6gretmenlerin mesleki kidemleri ile okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeyleri arasinda anlaml
bir farka rastlanmamistir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmenlerin mesleki deneyimlerinin okul middrlerinin vizyoner liderlik
davranisina iliskin gorusleri agisindan belirleyici bir degisken olmadigi sdylenebilir. Alanyazinda arastirma
bulgusunu destekler yonde 6gremenlerin mesleki kidemleri ile okul yoneticilerine yonelik vizyoner liderlik
algilarinin degismedigi calismalar bulundugu gibi (Moye, 1996; Tahaoglu ve Gedikoglu, 2009), I. kademe
o0gretmenleriyle yapilan bir calismada mesleki kideme gore farkhliklarin oldugu goralmustir (Tahaoglu ve

Gedikoglu, 2009).

Arastirmada mesleki kidem degiskenine gore 6gretmenlerin okul etkililigine iliskin gorisleri arasinda anlamh bir
farkin olmadig1 gortlmistir. Diger bir ifadeyle, 6gretmenlerin mesleki deneyimlerinin, okul etkililigine iliskin
gorusleri agisindan belirleyici bir degisken olmadigi séylenebilir. Tirker (2010) ¢alismasinda, arastirma bulgusunu
destekler yonde 6gretmenlerin mesleki kidemleri ile okul etkililigi arasinda anlamli bir farkin olmadigi bulgusunu
elde etmistir. Yilmaz (2006) ise calismasinda, arastirma bulgusunun tersine, mesleki kidemi 16-25 yil olan
o6gretmenlerin okul etkililigi algilarinin 0-10 yil arasinda olan 6gretmenlere gore daha ylksek oldugu bulgusunu

elde etmistir.

Arastirma sonunda 6gretmenlerin okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeyleri ve alt faktorleri ile okul etkililigi
arasinda pozitif yonli ylksek diizeyde bir iliskiye rastlanmistir. Bu sonuca gore okul maddarlerinin vizyoner liderlik
diizeyi arttikga okul etkililiginin buna parelel olarak artacagi soylenebilir. Arastirma bulgusundan farkh olarak
Moye (1996), okul etkililigi ve okul mudirlerinin vizyoner liderlik davranislari arasinda anlamh bir iliski
bulamamustir. Ote yandan, Senel ve Bulug (2016) yapmis olduklari calismalarinda okul etkililigi ile destekleyici
mudur davranisi arasinda pozitif yonli bir iliskinin bulundugunu belirtmektedirler. Alan yazinda vizyoner liderlik
ve okul etkililiginin farkh alanlarla olan iligkilerinin incelendigi calismalara rastlanmistir. Bunlar; vizyoner liderlik
bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerinin kabull arasinda pozitif yonlu bir iliski (Bulbil ve Cuhadar, 2012), kriz ydonetme
becerileriile vizyoner liderlik arasinda yiksek diizey pozitif bir iliski (Aksu, 2011), vizyoner liderlik ve toplam kalite
yonetimi ve alt faktorleri arasinda pozitif yonli bir iliski (Aksu, 2009), vizyoner liderlik ile 6rgiitsel baghlk ve adalet
algisi arasinda pozitif yonlii (iscan ve Tanribil, 2016), vizyoner liderlik ile disadéniikliik, uzlasmacilik, 6z disiplin,
deneyime aciklik ile pozitif yonlii, nevrotik davranislari arasinda negatif yonlii bir iliskiyi (Calik, Coban ve Ozdemir,

2019) ortaya koyan galismalar olarak siralanabilir.

Okul etkililigi konusunda yapilan galismalarda ise, Yildirim, Durdagi ve Yalgin (2017) is doyumu ve okul etkililigi
arasinda cift yonla bir iliski, Isik ve Gimis (2017) yonetici 6z-yeterliginin okul etkililigini yordadig, etkili liderlik

ile okul etkililigi arasinda pozitif bir iliski oldugu (Cerit ve Yildirim, 2017) sonucuna ulasmislardir.
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Bu sonuglara gére vizyoner liderlik ve okul etkililigi arasinda pozitif bir iliski oldugu gibi, bunlarin BIT yeterliligi,
kriz yonetimi, adalet algisi, kriz yonetimi ve 6zyeterlilik gibi pek ¢cok farkli alanla da pozitif yonde iliskileri oldugu
soylenebilir. Okullar g6z 6nine alindiginda, okul middrlerinin yiksek vizyoner liderliginin 6gretmenleri ve okulun

diger bircok bilesenini olumlu yonde etkileyecegi sonucuna varilabilir.

ONERILER

Yapilan bu galisma 6gretmenlerin, okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik diizeyleri ile okul etkililigine yonelik algilari
ile sinirl kalmaktadir. Okul yoneticilerinin, 6gretmenlerin vizyonlarini nasil etkiledigine yonelik calismalar
yapilabilir, boylece siirece okul yoneticileri de dahil edilebilir. Yine, okulun bilesenlerinden 6grenci ve velilerin,
okul yoneticilerinin vizyoner liderlik algilari ile okul etkililigine yonelik géruslerini ele alan ¢alismalar yapilabilir.
Bu galisma, nicel arastirma yontemiyle var olan bir durumu ortaya ¢ikarmayi amaglayan betimsel bir arastirma
olarak desenlenmistir. Konu ile ilgili daha derinlemesine bulgular elde etmek icin benzer ¢alismanin nitel

yontemle de yuritilmesi 6nerilmektedir.

Etik Metni

“Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina

uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tirli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazar(lar)a aittir.”

Arastirmanin etik kurul onayi, Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit Universitesi insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu’ndan alinmistir

(Protokol No:91).

Yazar(lar)in Katki Orani Beyani: 1. Yazarin bu makaleye katki orani %50’dir. 2. Yazarin bu makaleye katki orani

%50'dir.
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