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Praetorianism is an administration system where the military takes an active role in
political decisions openly or covertly. The purpose of this study is to determine the
levels of school principals' praetorianistic behavior. This research was designed with
a descriptive scanning model. The target universe of the research includes 370
school directors working in state and private secondary schools in 25 districts of
Ankara. In the research, the entire universe was reached and a "complete counting"
technique was used. Data of the study were obtained using the praetorianism scale
developed by the researcher. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistical
methods. According to the results of the study, the most praetorianistic behavior of
the school principals' is 'helpfulness’. However, ‘authoritarianism’, 'sordidness’,
'compelling', ‘negative criticism’, and 'orientation' are the praetorianistic behaviors
of school principals. The praetorianistic behaviors of school principals differ
significantly according to the variables of gender, educational status, school type,
and sector. On the other hand, it has been determined that professional tenure does
not differentiate between praetorianistic behaviors.
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Praetoryanizm, askeri veya sivil otoritelerin siyasi ve sosyal kararlarda agik veya gizli
olarak aktif bir rol aldigi vesayete dayali bir yonetim sistemidir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci,
okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranis bigimlerini gosterme diizeylerinin
belirlenmesidir. Bu arastirma, betimsel tarama modeli ile tasarlanmustir. Arastirmanin
hedef evrenini, Ankara ilinin 25 ilgesinde resmi ve 6zel ortadgretim okullarinda gorev
yapmakta olan 370 okul miidiirii olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada evrenin tamamina
ulagtlarak, “tam sayim” teknigi kullanilmigtir. Calismanin verileri, arastirmaci
tarafindan gelistirilen practoryanizm olgegi kullanilarak elde edilmistir. Veriler,
betimsel istatistik yontemleri kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Calisma sonuglarina gore,
okul miidiirlerinin en ¢ok sahip olduklar1 praetoryanist davranisin ‘yardimseverlik’
oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bununla birlikte 'otoriterlik’, 'yararcilik', ‘zorlayicilik',
‘olumsuz elestiri’, ‘sinirlayicilik ve 'yonlendiricilik' de okul miidiirlerinin sahip oldugu
praetoryanist davraniglardandir. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davraniglari,
cinsiyet, egitim durumu, okul tiirii ve egitim kolu (sektor) degiskenlerine gore anlamli
bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir. Buna karsin mesleki kidemin praetoryanist davraniglari
farklilagtirmadig1 belirlenmistir.
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Praetorianistic Behavior Forms

Introduction

In the literature of management sciences, the differences between eastern and western cultures have been tried
to be determined for the last fifty years; despite work dynamics based on the rational reality of the West, the
collectivist traditions of the East are studied. In Turkey which is situated as a bridge between the east and west
world and the structural features of working life are organized in western style, the social and cultural formation
exhibits the cultural characteristics of the East (Dikili, 2014). In this context, the harmony between western-
oriented designs and with the social and cultural dynamics of the East brings certain difficulties. However,
Western-based organizations and models of organizational behavior forms will be difficult to become operational
in traditional eastern patterned societies such as Turkey (Guglii, 2003). In the praetorian management paradigm,
which is an important concept of political science and is frequently observed in our country, the manager or leader
owns the employee not only in business life but also in private life issues with an unconditional protection motive
(Nordlinger, 1977) and plays a dominant role in his life (Decalo, 1975). The leader seeks his / her employee to
provide prosperity in the workplace and in private life and to make mutual benefit possible (Danopoulos and
Zirker, 2002). In such a case, the employee often shows respect, loyalty, and obedience to his / her manager
(Egretau, 2016). On the other hand, in individualist cultures dominated in the western world, it is not desirable that
the manager or leader should be concerned with the issues that concern the private life of his/her employee and
have a persistent protective attitude towards him/her (Jarausch, 2014). Since Turkey is also considered to have
collectivist culture characteristics, praetorianism is identified as an important concept for our schools.

While praetorian school management models are identified as a repressive (Rizvi, 2015), anti-democratic
(Cunliffe, 2014), and illiberal (Raviot, 2017; Hansen and King, 2000) situation in Western literature, it is seen that
studies based on the East have evaluated praetorianism in the context of a positive relationship or mutual
benevolence (Ma and Tsui, 2015), protectionism and enthusiasm (Ling, 2003). Praetorianism discussed as a form
of anti-democratic administration in political science literature (Bowman, 2002; Decalo, 1975), appears as a new
and contemporary concept in educational science literature. The main motivation of this research is that there are
not any studies that examine the praetorianistic behavioral characteristics of managers or school principals in
general in the literature of Turkish management and educational sciences. This study focuses on the concept of
praetorianism and the extent to which school principals exhibit praetorian behavior in educational organizations.

The Concept of Praetorianism

Organization management is based on internal politics and power balances. Internal politics is the relationship
of employees to each other, while power balance is the form of this relationship. The power balance in the
organization has been the subject of debate in the literature. One of the important concepts of political science is
‘praetorianism' which focuses on the balance of power in the organization. In general, terms of praetorianism means
control of the state or organization, disregarding the freedoms of a person or group, another individual, or a group.
In praetorianism, there is a force that seizes power, thinks only of the well-being of the people and acts with the
motivation to protect them (Bowman, 2010). The praetorian means "guards, legionnaires, etc." in Latin is the name
given to specially trained guards in charge of protecting the emperor during the Roman Empire. The guards, while
guarding the emperor, also offer him unconditional support for vital issues. The concept of Praetorianism, which
has been converted in time, has been used in to mean controlling the state organs of military tutelage. Praetorianism
is also called an illiberal democracy device, in which a military or civil group seizes state administration in an anti-
democratic manner. In addition, praetorianism emerged during the Roman Empire as a result of the idea of 'social
prosperity' in which the state or a group assumed the role of protecting and helping citizens. In essence, in order
to ensure social well-being the government limits its citizens by interfering with their living spaces, while enabling
them to continue their lives (Ben-Eliezer, 1997). Praetorianism is a concept that considers the mere well-being of
the periphery by acting as a guardian or custodian. Furthermore, praetorianism is defined philosophically as
protecting someone's goodness, without his intervention, to the extent of limiting his freedom (Hen-Tov and
Gonzalez, 2011). Praetorianism is the involvement of a person in their lives, focusing on the benefits or advantages
of the people except him/her, protecting them at the expense of life, and going through various decisions or
arrangements, ignoring people’s desires and thoughts (Herspring, 1992). At this point, the belief that the decisions
and regulations took and the methods of protection are the right choices for the person is examined together with
the concept of praetorianism. Praetorianism also includes inadequate perceptions and criticism of persons outside
him/her. Criticism in Praetorianism is often a habit of guardianship; as the level of criticism increases, the
possibility of interfering with the freedoms is also increasing. In the name of others, the praetorianist (guardian) is
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the person who implements the protection action for their well-being; the person whom the praetorianistic thinks
is protected is called 'praetoriad’ (Peruzzotti, 2004).

In order to be able to talk about praetorianism in terms of interpersonal relations or organizational behavior, it
iS necessary to prevent the actions and choices with the autonomous preferences of the individual affected by
praetorianistic behaviors. At this point, praetorianism is not to be willing to interfere with the choices, wants and
needs of others, rather to intervene and to protect them from social life, with the desire to avoid harm and to be
useful (Archer, 1990). Praetorianism is associated with various concepts in the literature such as 'protective
dictatorship’, 'legitimate power', 'guardian angel’, 'military guardian'. Praetorianism is to approach people with
warm but stealthy intentions and to make them feel that they are in their best interest. The concept, however,
includes an intention to control people with a totally benevolent motive (Decalo, 1975). In this respect,
praetorianism resembles a throne game, which is used to seize power. The main assumption of praetorianism
constitutes that "decisions can be made to benefit individuals or groups on behalf of an individual or group with
little or no harm, or rules and restrictions can be placed and the governing can be seized" (Raviot, 2017). However,
the legitimacy of praetorianist practices should be discussed in situations where individuals or groups do not want
to be treated as such in such a way (Nordlinger, 1977). Especially in the public sphere that started to normalize
after the military coup, actions and discourses against praetorianism are frequently encountered. In everyday life,
examples of praetorianist practice in the private and public sphere, and frequently in working life, are often seen.
Although there is no military tutelage referred to here, every kind of guardianship is called a praetorianist
behavioral pattern if it contains intense protection (McLauchlin, 2010). Another reason that praetorianism is
important is that it is one of the controversial areas of political science and applied ethics. At this point, it is also
significant to have tensions between individual autonomy and its boundaries, respect for the personality rights of
others, benefits of others, freedom of one's own decisions, and the boundaries of freedom (Bowman, 2002).

When a military and civilian authority is considered as an attempt to seize legitimate power, the nature of
praetorianism is transformed into a rather intricate and controversial concept that brings about various problems.
At this point, it is difficult to understand the concept that one side is talking about ‘intention to be useful' while the
other side is 'pressure, compulsion or domination' (Danopoulos, 1984). The Praetorian watches the interests, health,
life or safety of the person he protects, but intervenes in his freedoms and choices. Thus, restricting the individual
is legitimized (Adeniran, 1985). The freedom of individuals to make their own decisions and the responsibility of
protecting and preventing the interests of others is a major area of conflict for the concept of praetorianism.
However, if the person is free to make a choice or to take action in contrast to his or her own benefit or interest,
involvement in his decisions suggests praetorianism (Cann and Danopoulos, 1998). However, praetorianism
emphasizes the intensive conservation behavior as well as the passing of one's basic rights to a guardian. In
addition, many people in the social system justify praetorianism as their involvement in the freedom of
physiological or psychological illnesses and disabilities, insufficiency, and the freedom of persons who are directly
or indirectly limited to individual choices (detainees and convicts, drug users, etc.) (Adams and Balfour, 2014). It
is not the case here that the administration of the state is seized by a military or civilian group. The person does
not have the power to act with free will and to protect himself. It is also noteworthy that the views of praetorianism
in the interests of the person, even if it is for the benefit of the person, cannot be justified by the obstruction or
limitation of the freedom of those who have the right to choose. It can be argued that the philosophical origins of
praetorianism are based on Kant, criticizing the "imperium praetoriane", which can restrict the freedom of subjects
with a beneficent view (Baltaci, 2018; Danopoulos and Zirker, 2002).

In social structures that accept military tutelage more easily, praetorianism has emerged as a social tradition,
but it has defeated the liberal thought that has built up in western culture. At this point, the form of praetorian
relationship, which is an important part of the eastern culture, has an illiberal form due to the form of collectivist
formation and the wide power distances of the social and cultural structure of the east (Ling, 2003). The form of
praetorian relationship that the individualistic cultural dynamics of the west sees as negative and implies an
antidemocratic device includes attitudes and behaviors such as guiding, authority obedience and loyalty, which
are the main principles of Confucius teaching at the base of eastern philosophy (Kovalewski, 1991). It can be said
that the Turkish culture is similar to the eastern cultures and have a collectivist structure and wide power distances
like them. In this respect, it can be stated that the Turkish social and working experience adopts the praetorian
relation form. In the individualistic social structure of the West, the concept of praetorianism is associated with
managers who limit citizens or employees’ rights and freedoms, interfere with their way of life and their private
lives, and criticize them in public. The concept of praetorianism, which has a negative meaning in Western
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literature, is regarded as 'protective dictatorship' or 'a secret and insidious form of discrimination’ and 'authoritarian
management concept' (Bowman, 2010). Whereas, the concept of praetorianism also includes behavior that is
incompatible with authoritarianism such as generosity, goodwill, protection, and care. However, advocacy of
discipline and control factors in western literature is linked to cultural differences between eastern and western
(Egreteau, 2016).

Praetorianism owing to military traditions, such as Turkey, the concept is quite compatible with a patterned
eastern collectivist society. It is also compatible with the Turkish traditions that the manager is involved in the
employees' experiences, trying to help employees, to take decisions that they think will be best for them and to
keep them at all costs. However, it is stated that the content of the concept of praetorianism started to change in
this context, especially in the collectivist cultures, with the recent technological developments of the people
towards individual life and individualism (Raviot, 2017). In the following section, sub-dimensions of praetorian
behavior are examined.

Sub-Dimensions of Praetorianistic Behavior

In order to explain the concept of Praetorianism, it is necessary to determine the basic behavioral patterns
underlying this behavior. In the first period studies on praetorianism in the literature, the concept was examined in
a structure without sub-dimensions. In early studies, praetorianism was seen as an authoritarian governance
mentality based on military tutelage. However, as conceptual framework debates on praetorianism have developed
to include eastern culture, various sub-dimensions have begun to be mentioned. Adams and Balfour (2014) studied
three sub-dimensions of praetorianism: conservative, benevolent, and totalitarian. Gaub (2017) examined the
concept in four sub-dimensions that he identified as helpful, compelling, utilitarian, and beneficial praetorianism.
In addition, the concept of praetorianism has been further examined in three sub-dimensions conceptualized as
negative criticism, guiding and limiting (Cunliffe, 2014). In this study, these dimensions will be outlined.

Negative Criticism. Criticism in the praetorianistic context, an instrument of illiberal democracy, is an array
of discourses or actions that emphasize the difference between the potential and performance of employees. An
organizational manager who constantly criticizes his employees thinks that this is the only way that they can
achieve their goals and achieve organizational discipline. Although criticism emphasizes the nature that develops
the individual, negative criticisms that emphasize the shortcomings of employees do not allow for the development
of individual potential. The organizational manager thinks that he knows the job better than employees and he
makes them feel it. There is a tense atmosphere in the business environment. It is an important feature of the
behavior of this sub-dimension that the manager closely observes the activities of an employee or is sometimes
hard and rude to employees like a guard (Baron, 1988).

Compelling. The compelling, which is expressed as a compulsion of the administrators to compete with their
governments and to force the rulers to accept certain values, is the continuous supervision of the public sphere and
the manipulation of the public sphere in favor of management (Egreteau, 2016). On the basis of compelling
praetorianism, the mainstream view adopted by the administration is to be accepted without being changed by the
rules. The managed ones are forced to do certain behaviors and for a time their behavior is manipulated in the
direction they are intended; so that a change of behavior is provided in the ruled. The praetorianist administrator
generally applies the "Compulsive Diplomacy Strategy". According to this strategy, within a democratic
organizational system, the decision maker with managerial responsibility presents an alternative between different
solution methods. A certain level of social pressure is created in order for a newly joined or incompatible employee
to acquire the organizational values desired by the manager. Compelling is like directing, but it is actually a visible
form of domination (Jarausch, 2014).

Restrictiveness. In the restrictive sub-dimension of praetorianistic behavior, although the manager observes
the basic freedoms of the employees, it is the case of limiting these freedoms. The manager, who exhibits restrictive
behaviors, tries to be fair in the distribution of duties among the employees (Alexander, 2001). The restriction
includes not only the limitation of the work environment of the employee but also the restraint of the private life
to a certain extent. Clothing style, break times and yearly permits in the working environment are limited by the
manager. Even the manager intervenes in the communication between employees (Hansen and King, 2000).

Helpfulness, Positiveness or Good Intention. It is known that a praetorianistic relationship is usually
preceded by good intentions, positive and helpful behaviors. Then the praetorianistic leader legitimizes his
domination by using this positive state (Maier and Seligman, 1976). Managers help his/her employees to solve
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their problems that encounter in their work and personal lives. Managers are prone to offering their employees
work environment, time, and other variables, to stretch in favor of employees and generous rewards and incentives
to employees. At this point, the motivating power behind this generosity and care that is at work is a concern for
employee well-being, but since praetorianism is the control of the person, there can be a constant tension between
the manager and the employee. In terms of employees demonstrate commitment towards the praetorian employer,
itis seen as a way of giving back to its sincere generosity and care, in most cases, the manager is implicitly obsessed
with fear or frustration (Seligman, 2005).

Authoritarianism. The ruler in the authoritarian praetorianist attitude is the sovereign of absolute power in
the organization. All communication and business processes within the organization are strictly monitored and
constantly controlled. Restrictive applications, such as controlling work environments with visual recorders
(cameras, etc.) or tracking work inputs and outputs with electronic controllers, are a result of authoritarian behavior
patterns. The authoritarian ruler also thinks that he has the right to ask for an absolute commitment to himself and
organization form employee. Employees who are exposed to authoritarian praetorian behavior are reluctant and
non-obedient to the executives and have low job satisfaction. Authoritarian praetorianism also obliges employees
to comply with strict work discipline. The reason for the establishment of a definite authority and control system
for employees is the assumption that the absolute well-being of employees is considered and that they must be
protected continuously. The authoritarian praetorian manager takes decisions alone; thinks that democratic
processes within the organization are ineffective and that employees are in a state of incapacity that must be
constantly protected (Altemeye, 1988; Giroux, 2018).

Orientation. Preatorianistic orientation is different from the basic exercises or orientation concepts commonly
used in the literature. It is an orientation that is carried out with absolute will of the manager. It is the organization
manager's control of the execution of all actions, which are directly involved in the work done, the decisions taken
and the social processes within the organization. The manager interferes with the problems that the employees can
solve between themselves and manipulates the conflicts. The manager, directing employees in the direction they
want, intervenes in the career development of employees and directs them on their own initiative. The manager,
demanding his employees to work according to the principles he has set, controls all the processes within the
organization. The manager sees himself as the guardian of the employees and asks the employees to obey him
(Gaub, 2017).

Benefaction or Sordidness. The manager treats employees well because of his concern about completing the
job. The benefactor/sordidness praetorian managers desire to serve for their own purposes and show the features
of Makiavelistic personality. Individuals with this feature sets a distance from other employees and act on the
results of employee' work. They like to use their employees for their own purposes and act according to the
conditions of their situation. In this form of relationship, although the situation is similar to the win-win strategy,
in the beginning, later on it is understood by the employee that the winner is the manager (Bowman, 2010)

Praetorianism in School Administration

As a means of liberal democracy, decision-making processes and financial accountability mechanisms are
gradually becoming a centralized structure, encouragement of competition between schools and intensification of
discussions on school performance (Mulford, 2003), led to the emergence of praetorian managers who were
student-centered and sensitive to ethical values and possessed the characteristics of a transformative leadership.
The unraveling of the individual and organizational causes behind the praetorianist managerial behavior have
transformed the praetorianism into an important occupation for researchers seeing them as the pioneers of change,
innovation and entrepreneurial activities (Eyal and Kark, 2004). In western societies, however, antidemocratic and
illiberal tendencies such as praetorianism are not welcomed.

The increasing complexity of the education system makes it difficult for employees to adapt. In such a
complexity, it is imperative that employees are managed with more effective ethical values. It is possible to
encounter excessive protective praetorianistic behaviors in schools. Especially early childhood schools may exhibit
more complex praetorian behavior than other schools. Kindergarten and elementary schools have teachers and
administrators who are dressed in praetorianistic behavior patterns. It is possible that teachers, school
administrators, and other staff at the school show praetorian behaviors for the child as a very beneficent
praetorianism rather than a sordidness praetorianism. In addition, the praetorianist approach of school
administrators to teachers and other employees suggests a ‘compulsive, authoritarian and restrictiveness'
praetorianism (Beehner, 2018).
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In the literature, especially in the 20th century, it seems that the approaches towards school organization and
management are more concerned with technical, economic and social problems, the orientation towards
praetorianism is not over-examined or mixed with different concepts. However, praetorianism is an important
concept of politics and management science, and its social influence is very apparent. However, the praetorian
behavior is not new within the education system. Praetorian behavior is often seen in schools, which are an
important part of social structure. It is known that both school administrators and teachers exhibit different kinds
of praetorian behaviors, for different purposes. In Turkish social sciences literature, praetorianism was not studied
from educational sciences perspective. Again, in the Turkish educational science literature, there was no research
showing the praetorian behavior forms of school principals. It is thought that this study will be one of the leading
studies in this area.

This study focuses on display of the behavior of praetorianism according to the views of school principals. The
study included not only public institutions but also opinions of the administrators in private institutions. The
purpose of this study is to determine the levels of school principals' attitudes toward praetorian behaviors. In
addition, it is aimed to present different and original data to the literature and to open new fields of study in the
management science in general and educational science literature in particular. The measurable aims of this study
are shown below.

1. How do school principals exhibit the behavior of praetorianism?

2. Are the opinions of the school principals regarding the sub-dimensions of praetorianism differentiated
significantly with the variables of gender, professional tenure, education status, sector, and school type?

Method
Research Design

This research was designed with a descriptive scanning model, which is included in the quantitative research
paradigm. In the descriptive screening model, the research problem is trying to be determined within its own
context. A descriptive screening model is a research approach that aims to describe the past or present as it exists
(Vogt, 2006).

Study Group

Preliminary Application Sample. In this study, a pre-implementation group was established to determine that
the praetorian behavior scale developed for this study could be used for the main application. The preliminary
application of the scale was conducted on secondary school principals determined by simple random sampling
method, which was not included in the research sample, and an in-service training activity organized by the General
Directorate of Human Resources of the Ministry of National Education in Antalya. The school principals in the
preliminary application consist of 159 school principals working in the provinces of Trabzon, Rize, Artvin, Ordu,
Giresun, Bayburt, Giimiishane and Samsun and showing similarity with the sample and not participating in the
main application. Within the scope of the application, the researcher interviewed in person with school principals
(participants). Participants were requested to fill in the scales and the completed scales were collected by the
researcher.

Main Application Sample. The target universe of the research is composed of 370 school directors working
in state and private secondary schools in 25 provinces of Ankara. In the study, the entire universe was reached and
a "complete counting" technique was used. Information on participants is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic information of school principals

Variables Subcategories N % Total
Gender Female 86 23,24 370
Male 284 76,76
15 years and less 194 52,43
Professional Tenure 16-25 years 134 36,22 370
26 years and more 42 11,35
Graduation level Undergraduate 291 78,65 370
Graduate 79 21,35
Sector Public 319 86,22 370
Private 51 13,78
General Secondary Education 173 46,76
School Type Vocational and Technical Secondary Education 124 33,51 370
Religious Education 73 19,73

According to Table 1, 76.76% of participants were male and 78,65% had education at undergraduate level. It
was determined that 52.43% of the participants have 15 years or less in term of professional tenure, and 86.22%
were employed in state schools. It was determined that 46,76% of the participants were in general secondary
schools (Anatolian High School, Science High School, Social Sciences High School), 33,51% of the students are
in vocational and technical secondary schools (Vocational high school, Anatolian vocational high school, Health
vocational high school, Multi-program high school, Fine art high school, Sports high school etc.), and 19,73% of
them are working in religious schools (Imam-Hatip High School, Anatolian Imam-Hatip High School, Imam-Hatip
Science and Social Sciences High School and Project Schools).

Data Collection Tool

The "Praetorianistic Behavior Scale” used in this study was developed by the researcher by using related works
in the literature (Bowman, 2010; McLauchlin, 2010; Jarausch, 2014; Egreteau, 2016; Raviot, 2017; Giroux, 2018)
It has already been determined in the literature that there is no scale that takes praetorian behavior characteristics.
This has made it necessary to develop a new scale for use in this study. At this point, a pool of items was created
by the researcher, including all sub-dimensions of praetorian behavior, and a draft scale of 81 items was prepared
from the pool of items. The 81-item draft scale that was prepared was presented to scientists in order to provide
'scope validity'. As it is known that the concept is on an interdisciplinary level, the scale has also been given a
group consisting of 1 sociologist, 1 psychologist, 3 school principals and 1 Turkish linguistics specialist and
according to the received feedback, it has been decided to remove 14 items from the scale. Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was performed to determine to factors. At this point, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value for
analysis was found to be 0.968 and Barlett's test was significant (p <0.01). Preliminary data were determined to be
appropriate for factor analysis. Then, exploratory factor analysis was applied to the dataset. In the factor analysis,
the lowest factor value that a variable should have is suggested.30 (Sijtsma, 2009). Eleven items, which are lower
than the factor value of .30, and 4 cross loading items were removed from the scale. In the exploratory factor
analysis (EFA), it is recommended that the item-total correlations of the factors constituting the factors to be at
least .20. Accordingly, 3 items were omitted because the item-total correlation was smaller than .20. As a result,
it was found that seven factors scattered in 49 items and these factors explained 78.37% of the total variance.

The sub-dimensions of the ‘Praetorian Behavior Scale' are named in accordance with the discussions in the
literature (negative criticism, compelling, restrictiveness, helpfulness, authoritarianism, orientation, and
sordidness). The sample item for the negative criticism dimension is "I think that my criticism of the employees is
an opportunity for them to develop themselves". Example item for the dimension of compelling: "I enforce
employees to comply with the values and rules of association". Example item for the restrictiveness dimension: "I
do not allow employees to work as they would in our business environment”. An example of the dimension of
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helpfulness, "I support them in the material and spiritual problems of my employees, | try to help them solve the
problems". An example of the authoritarian dimension: "I expect my employees to fulfill my orders
unconditionally”. The sample item for the dimension of sordidness: "My benefits take precedence from the benefits
of my employees”. The sample item for the orientation dimension is: "It is important to me that my employees
work in the way | set out".

The reliability of the '"Praetorianistic Behavior Scale' was determined by Cronbach's alpha (o) and composite
reliability coefficients. In Cronbach's alpha coefficient, the factor loadings and error variances of the items in the
scale are equal; in the composite reliability coefficient, it is suggested to use the factor loadings and in cases where
the error variances are different (Bland and Altman, 1997). For this reason, the composite reliability coefficient in
the reliability tests of multidimensional scales is more stable than the Cronbach's alpha coefficient (Rodriguez,
Reise, and Haviland, 2016). At this point, it has been decided to determine the composite reliability values in
addition to the Cronbach's alpha values calculated for each factor. The calculated Cronbach's alpha coefficient of
the Praetorianistic Behavior Scale and the validated composite reliability coefficient values are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Reliability coefficients of the Praetorianistic Behavior Scale

Total Item EXpI.ained Cronbach’s Compqs_ite

Factors Number Valjlance Alfa. (f‘) Rellapl_llty

Ratio (%0) Coefficient Coefficient
1. Negative criticism 7 12.26 .83 .86
2. Compelling 8 12.13 .82 .85
3. Restrictiveness 7 12.28 .84 .89
4. Helpfulness 6 10.45 81 .83
5. Authoritarianism 9 11.46 .85 .87
6. Sordidness 5 10.01 .82 .84
7. Orientation 7 9.78 81 .85
Total 49 78.37 .83 .86

As can be seen in Table 2, the internal consistency coefficient (o) was .83 and the composite reliability
coefficient was .86 for the 'negative criticism' dimension of the Praetorianistic Behavior Scale; the internal
consistency coefficient (o) was .82 and the composite reliability coefficient was .85 for the ‘compelling' dimension;
the internal consistency coefficient (a) was .84 and the composite reliability coefficient was .89 for the
'restrictiveness ' dimension. The internal consistency coefficient (a) of the 'helpfulness' dimension of the scale was
.81 and the composite reliability coefficient was .83; the internal consistency coefficient (o) of .85 for the
‘authoritarianism' dimension and the composite reliability coefficient of .87; The internal consistency coefficient
(o) was .82 for the 'sordidness' dimension and the composite reliability coefficient was .84; the internal consistency
coefficient was .81 for the 'orientation' dimension and the composite reliability coefficient was .85. All of the
reliability coefficients for all sub-dimensions of the Praetorianistic Behaviour Scale meet the recommended
reliability limit as .70 (Cortina, 1993; Sijtsma, 2009). The total Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for the scale
was .83 and the composite reliability coefficient was .86. In addition, multicollinearity, endogeneity, and
exogeneity problems were not found among the variables included in the scale.

The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted on the main application data to confirm the seven-
factor structure of the Praetorianistic Behavior Scale. As a result of the CFA, it was determined that the structural
model had a fairly good fit with the measured data (%396=786.48; p>0.01). The result of comparison adaptation
indicators also points to a highly conformable model (x?/sd=1.98, p=0.01, CFI=0.96, NFI= 0.95, SRMR= 0.05,
RMSEA = 0.05, GFI1=0.94, AGF1=0.93). The response options of the Praetorianistic Behavior Scale were designed
as a five-point Likert type. The items on the Likert type scale are graded as (5)"always" and (1)"never."
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Data Collection

The scale used in the main application of the research was sent to the schools located in 25 provinces of Ankara
by the researcher in person or by e-mail. Participants were asked to fill in the measurement tools within sufficient
time by giving information about the research topic. Filled scales were again collected by the researcher or by e-
mail channel.

Data Analysis

The data obtained by the measurement tool were analyzed by SPSS and AMOS program. Before parametric
tests were applied, the basic assumptions of these tests were questioned. First, the study group was examined for
normal distribution (skewness and kurtosis values). As a result of the normal distribution analysis done in this
study, skewness = -.613 and kurtosis = .409 were found. Since these values were between -1 and +1, the study
group was found to have a normal distribution. In the study group, the homogeneity of variances was examined
by Levene test; the significance (p) values in the analysis according to gender, education status, sector, professional
tenure and school type variables were higher than .05. Based on these findings, the use of parametric tests was
deemed appropriate. When the factors were examined, sphericity tests were performed first, then EFA was made
on preliminary application data and CFA was executed on main application data. In order to examine whether the
difference between the variables is not only statistically significant but also practical, the magnitude of the effect
of meaningful values is also calculated. In this study, the calculation (d) developed by Cohen was used to calculate
the effect size (Lakens, 2013). Cohen reports that if the value of d is less than 0.2, the magnitude of the effect is
weak, if it is 0.5, it is medium and if it is greater than 0.8, it can be defined as strong (Cohen, 1992). Cohen's d
formula (Kotrlik and Williams, 2003) was used to calculate the effect size for the correlation tests. The level of
significance in all statistical analyzes was (p) <0.05. In the analysis of demographic variables and their relation to
dependent variables: a one-way ANOVA was conducted for the professional tenure variable; for gender,
educational status, and school type variables were executed by t-test. The Scheffe test was used as a post-hoc test
to examine the differences in relational comparisons. All findings were interpreted on the basis of p <.05 level of
significance. The following intervals were used to interpret the weighted average scores obtained from the five
rating scales used in the study (Harpe, 2015): 4.20 to 5.00 fully (with very high level of praetorianistic behavior),
3.40-4.19 mostly (with high level of praetorianistic behavior), 2.60-3.39 partly (moderately having praetorianistic
behavior), 1.80-2.59 little (having low level of praetorianistic behavior), 1.00-1.79 very little (having very low
level of praetorianistic behavior).

Findings

Descriptive statistics of the opinions of the school principals involved in the survey in terms of praetorianistic
behavior dimensions are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of praetorianistic behavior levels of school principals’

Dimensions N X sd
1. Negative criticism 370 3.21 .63
2. Compelling 370 3.62 71
3. Restrictiveness 370 3.16 73
4. Helpfulness 370 4.48 41
5. Authoritarianism 370 4.12 .46
6. Sordidness 370 3.79 .59
7. Orientation 370 3.42 .57
Total 370 3.68 .58

According to Table 3, the most prevalent and exhibited praetorianistic behavior was identified as ‘helpfulness'
(X=4.48). The standard deviation value (.41) in the dimension of helpfulness shows that the mean value varies
between 4.89 and 4.07. This indicates that the school principals showed a great deal of helpfulness. However, it
has been found that the authoritarian behavior (X=4.12; sd=.46) is an important praetorianistic behavior exhibited
by the school principals. In addition, sordidness (X=3.79; sd=.59) and compelling behavior (X=3.62; sd=.71) were
found to be remarkable. Orientation is one of the dimensions of praetorianistic behavior (X=3.42; sd=.57) that
school principals mostly have. School principals, however, were found to have some of the behaviors of
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praetorianism, 'negative criticism' (X=3.21; sd=.63) and 'restrictiveness ' (X=3.16; sd=.73) dimensions. Taking
into account the aggregate score from the scale, it was determined that the participants displayed high level of
praetorianistic behaviors (X=3.68; sd=.58). Findings concerning the praetorianistic behavioral levels of principals
according to gender, professional tenure, educational status, sector, and school type in the independent variables
of the study are in the following sections.

Findings related to the level of praetorianistic behavior and gender

The t-test findings for the frequency of school principals exhibiting praetorianistic behavior according to
gender are given in Table 4.

Table 4. Differences in praetorianistic behavior levels of school principals’ according to gender variable -
Independent Sample t-test Analysis Results

Dimensions Gender N X sd df t p Cohen’s d

Negative Cricitism Female 86 379 48 a6e 431 001 38
Male 284 262 .78

Compelling Sikhas 86 335 63 468 9035 013 72
Male 284 329 .79

Restrictiveness Female 86 342 .62 468 541 039" 63
Male 284 289 84

Heplfullness Bikas 86 409 66 458 5469 007" 54
Male 284 483 .15

Authoritarianism Female 86 427 31 468 2150 016 47
Male 284 397 .61

Sordidness Female 86 330 .71 368 2763 003" 52
Male 284 428 44

Orientation Female 86 366 42 458 5021 0228 38
Male 284 317 71

Prastorianistic Behavior " cmale 86 378 .55 468 2104 018 52
Male 284 358 .62

(*) p<.05

When Table 4 was examined, it was determined that the negative criticism dimension changed significantly
according to gender (t@esy=-13.1, p<.05). In the dimension of 'negative criticism' of Praetorianism, women
(X=3.79) have more negative critical praetorianistic behavior than men (X=3.21). Gender, which is the
independent variable of the research, modifies the negative criticism behavior moderately (dconen=.38). Similarly,
it was determined that the dimensions of ‘compelling’, 'restrictiveness', 'helpfulness’, ‘authoritarianism’, 'sordidness’
and 'orientation’ differ significantly with the genders of school principals (p <.05). While the women principals
exhibited more praetorianistic behavior in the dimensions of ‘compelling’, 'restrictiveness', ‘authoritarianism’,
‘orientation; men showed more of the 'helpfulness' and 'sordidness'. As a result, the behavior of praetorianism
changes significantly with gender (t(sss)=2.104, p<.05). Praetorianism is more prevalent in women (X=3.78) than
in men (X=3.58). Gender, the independent variable of the study, effects the behavior of praetorianism moderately
(dCohen=-52)-

Findings about the levels of praetorianism and professional tenure

The findings of one-way ANOVA on the behavior of praetorianism according to the professional tenure of
school principals are given in Table 5.
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Table 5. Differences in praetorianistic behavior levels of school principals according to professional tenure
variable - One-way ANOVA Analysis Results

Dimensions Prf)r]‘gzszi'?enal N X sd df = D Difference C?Shden
(Scheffe)
_ o 1.15and less 194 376 .37 - )
Negative Criticism 2, 16-25 134 3.16 .59 367 5.187 .006 1-2,1-3,2-3 .32
3. 26 and 42 271 .93
1.15and less 194 411 .29 -
Compelling 2.16-25 134 3.69 .87 367 4006 .019" 1-2,1-3,2-3 .26
3. 26 and 42 3.06 .98
1.15and less 194 342 49 -
Restrictiveness 2.16-25 134 312 .68 367 2961 .053 - .03
3.26 and 42 294 1.03
1.15and less 194 417 .73 -
Helpfulness 2.16-25 134 4.46 .38 367 3.856 .022° 1-2,1-3,2-3 .24
3. 26 and 42 481 .13
1.15and less 194 4.09 51 -
Authoritarianism 2.16-25 134 415 .46 367 2.083 .126 - .09
3.26 and 42 413 41
1.15andless 194 3.86 .64 -
Sordidness 2.16-25 134 373 55 367 1515 221 - .08
3. 26 and 42 378 .58
1.15and less 194 259 1.06 -
Orientation 2.16-25 134 312 46 367 3.197 .042° 1-2,1-3,2-3 .22
3.26 and 42 455 19
L 1.15andless 194 3.71 .58
Praetorianistic 2;
Behavior 2.16-25 134 363 56 g5, 2693 069 - 17
3. 26 and 42 371 61
(*) p<.05

When Table 5 is examined, it was determined that the 'negative criticism', '‘compelling’, 'helpfulness' and
‘orientation’ dimensions of praetorianism differ significantly according to the professional tenure of the school
principals (p<.05). Similarly, it has been determined that participants with professional tenure of 15 years or less
in the dimension of compelling exhibited more compelling behavior than other groups. Briefly, the increase in the
professional tenure of the participants leads to less praetorianism at the level of negative criticism and compelling
dimensions. In sum, it can be concluded that the increase in professional tenure has increased the demonstration
of behaviors in the dimensions of helpfulness and orientation of praetorianism. Professional tenure, an independent
variable of the research, moderately effects the dimensions of negative criticism, compelling, helpfulness, and
orientation of praetorianism (dcoren>.20). However, it has been determined that the dimensions of restrictiveness,
authoritarianism, and sordidness did not significantly change with professional tenure (p>.05).

Findings related to the level of praetorianistic behaviors and educational status

The findings of the t-test on the presence of praetorianistic behaviors according to the educational status of the
school principals are given in Table 6.
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Table 6. Differentiation of praetorianistic behavior levels of school principals by educational status variable -
Independent Sample t-test Analysis Results

Dimensions Educational N X sd  df t D Cohen’s d
Status
Negative Criticism ~ Undergraduate 291 366 .44 500 5265 g3 61
Graduate 79 2.76 .82
Compelling Undergraduate 291 419 46 555 5150 16 46
Graduate 79 3.05 .96
Restrictiveness Undergraduate 291 3.73 41 368 2.469 .007" .52
Graduate 79 2.59 .05
Helpfulness Undergraduate 291 4.24 .64 55 1575 5 68
Graduate 79 472 .18
Authoritarianism ~ Undergraduate 291 438 .34 450 g 515 qq3 49
Graduate 79 3.86 .58
Sordidness Undergraduate 291 3.67 79 368 2.178 .015" A7
Graduate 79 3.91 .39
Orientation Undergraduate 291 305 .66 558 1555 g1 59
Graduate 79 3.79 .48
Praeto_rianistic Undergraduate 291 3.84 53 368 2152 016" 55
Behavior Graduate 79 352 .63
(*) p<.05

In Table 6, it was determined that the behavior of praetorianism differed significantly according to the
educational status variable (tzss=2.152, p<.05). Praetorianism behaviors moderately alters the educational status
(dconen=.55). According to this, school principals with undergraduate degrees (X=3.84) have more praetorianistic
behaviors than principals with graduate degrees (X=3.52). The 'negative criticism' dimension of the praetorianism
varies significantly according to the educational status of the school principals (tzes=2.763, p<.05). School
principals who hold bachelor degree (X=3.84) have more negative attitudes towards praetorianism than principals
with a graduate degree (X=2.76). The change in educational status has moderately differentiated behaviors of
negative criticism of praetorianism (dconen=-61). Dimensions of compelling and restrictiveness of praetorianism
also differ significantly with the educational status variable. In these dimensions, undergraduates have exhibited
more praetorianistic behaviors than graduates. The educational status affects moderately to the dimensions of
‘compelling’ and 'restrictiveness’ (dcohen<.80).

Findings regarding the level of praetorianistic behaviors and sector

The results of the t-test for the presence of praetorianism behaviors according to the sectors in which the school
principals work are given in Table 7.
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Table 7. Differentiation of praetorianistic behavior levels of school principals by sector variable - Independent
Sample t-test Analysis Results

Dimensions Sector N X sd df t p Cohen’s d

Negative Criticism Public 319 436 31 368 2.763 .003" 71
Private 51 2.06 .95

Compelling Public 319 458 11 368 2.376 .009" .63
Private 51 276 131

Restrictiveness Public 319 323 77 368 1501 .067 14
Private 51 3.09 .69

Helpfulness Public 319 459 32 368 1.456 .073 A1
Private 51 437 54

Authoritarianism Public 319 415 55 368 1.575 .058 .18
Private 51 4.09 .37

Sordidness Public 319 281 103 368 3.112 .001" .81
Private 51 477 .15

Orientation Public 319 465 .18 368 2.589 .005" .66
Private 51 219 .96

Praetorianistic Behavior Public 319 405 47 368 -9/44 .001" A7

Private 51 333 .69

(*) p<.05

When Table 7 was examined, it was determined that the behavior of praetorianism changed meaningfully
according to the sector variable (tes=1.886, p<.05). Sector variable changes moderately the behavior of
praetorianism (dconen=.45). Accordingly, school principals worked in state schools (X=4.05) have more
praetorianistic behaviors than private schools (X=3.33). It has been determined that the 'sordidness' dimension of
the praetorianism has significantly changed according to the working sector of the school principals (tzeg=3.112,
p<.05). Sector change affects sordidness behaviors at a high level (dconen>.80). School principals worked in private
schools (X=4.77) exhibit more beneficial praetorian behavior than principals in public schools (X=2.81).

Findings regarding the level of praetorianistic behaviors and school type

The results of the one-way ANOVA for the behavior of praetorianism according to the type of school attended
by the school principals are given in Table 8.
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Table 8. Differences in praetorianistic behavior attitudes of school principals according to school type variable
- One-way ANOVA Analysis Results

_ Differenc  Cohen’

Dimensions School Type N X sd df F p e sd
(Scheffe)
. o 1. General 173 239 .82 5- 1913
Negative Criticism 2.Voc.and Tec. 124 3.01 .68 36,7 5902 .003 2’_3 46
3. Religious 73 422 .39
. 1. General 173 245 11 5 1913
Compelling 2.Voc.and Tec. 124 3.65 .77 57 5375 .005 2.3 41
3. Religious 73 476 .22
1. General 173 254 1.03 5-
Restrictiveness 2.Voc.and Tec. 124 2.71 1.01 36’7 5.029 .007" 1-3;2-3 37
3. Religious 73 423 .15
1. General 173 457 .35 -
Helpfulness 2.Voc.and Tec. 124 469 .23 a5, 2.961 053 - 12
3. Religious 73 418 .65
1. General 173 391 .59 5-
Authoritarianism 2.Voc.and Tec. 124 443 31 36’7 2.818 .061 - .09
3. Religious 73 4.02 .48
. 1. General 173 328 .86 - 19213
Sordidness 2.\Voc.and Tec. 124 3.83 .55 36,7 4394 013 2’_3 .33
3. Religious 73 426 .36
1. General 173 379 .53 -
Orientation 2.Voc.and Tec. 124 312 .62 36,7 2555 .079 - .06
3. Religious 73 335 .56
L 1. General 173 3.27 .76
Practonianistic 2 Voc.andTec. 124 363 59 ., 3506 03" S 26
3. Religious 73 414 41
(*) p<.05

When Table 8 is examined, the behavior of praetorianism and school type variable differed significantly
(F:367=3.506; p<.05). School principals working in religious education-based schools (X=4.14) were found to
exhibit more praetorianistic behaviors than principals in vocational and technical schools (X=3.63) and in general
secondary schools (X=3.27). It was also found that school principals in vocational and technical schools showed
more praetorianistic behaviors than principals in general secondary schools. The school-type variable differentiates
the behavior of praetorianism in the moderate level (dconen <.80).

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

This study aimed to determine the levels of the praetorianistic behaviors of school principals. As a result of the
research, it was determined that the most praetorianistic behavior of school principals is 'helpfulness'. They also
show, respectively, the behaviors of authoritarianism, sordidness, compelling and orientation. Nevertheless, school
principals have partly to do with 'negative criticism' and 'restrictiveness' dimensions of behavior of praetorianism.
Again as a result of this study, it has been determined that school principals mostly display praetorianistic
behaviors. These findings of the research support the research findings of Ling (2003). However, Cunliffe (2014)
reports that praetorianism can be seen as a consequence of Western cultural values and that this praetorianist
behavior is learned through a unique social interaction. According to Cunliffe (2014), behaviors such as
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‘authoritarianism, negative criticism, compelling, sordidness, and restrictiveness' are the dark side of praetorianism.
Ma and Tsui (2015) argue that praetorianism's 'helpfulness and orienteering' dimensions emphasize its Eastern
cultural forms and that the concept 'bright side' is at the forefront.

Taking the above-mentioned results of this study into consideration, it has been confirmed that it is possible to
show praetorianist features in an organization which continues its activities in a social structure showing
praetorianistic tendencies considering the differentiation between eastern and western cultural values (Archer,
1990; Beehner, 2018). Nevertheless, organizations that are significantly influenced by the collectivist structure
and the broad power range in Turkish culture make praetorianistic behaviors visible in the business world (Dikili,
2014). As the management models within the organization are influenced by organizational culture, praetorianistic
management tendencies can emerge (Giiglii, 2003). As a result, managers are showing close interest to their
employees and employees are showing respect and obedience to their leaders. This mutual or symbiotic
relationship is evolving to power the manager to force his own authority to his employee (Vural, 2018); ultimately,
a cultural leadership approach called praetorianistic leadership arises (Decalo, 1975; Danopoulos & Zirker, 2002).
Taking the results of this study into consideration, it would not be wrong to state that this cultural leadership
approach has both negative and positive impacts on organizational governance and functions. The praetorianistic
management model cannot be considered as a positive effect on the employee since it is based on establishing a
close relationship between the manager and the employee (Giroux, 2018). Thus, employees cannot develop some
positive attitudes, such as high job satisfaction and emotional devotion. Based on the assumption that these
attitudes will also be reflected in the organizational behavior of employees (Cunliffe, 2014), an increase in
employees' performance can be expected. In an environment where employee performance improves,
organizational productivity may not be increase. Hence, both the organization and the employees will not reach
their goals. Moreover, the repressive, critical and compelling attitudes and behaviors of the manager will cause the
increase of the work stress on the employees and the limitation of their freedom (Adams & Balfour, 2014; Harpe,
2015; Vural, 2018).

Another consequence of this study is that behaviors of praetorianism are differentiated by gender. According
to this result, praetorianism is exhibited more in women than men. In the literature, there are different studies
supporting this finding. Raviot (2017) and Jarausch (2014) report that women tend to show more praetorianistic
behavior than men. But there are conflicting results about gender in literature. Rizvi (2015) and Cunliffe (2014)
found that male praetorianistic behaviors were greater than women. Female school principal’s having more
negative behaviors such as compelling, restrictiveness, authoritarianism, and negative criticism than a man is not
only a result of praetorianistic tendencies. Such a result also makes the difference between male and female forms
of administration visible. It is also a dilemma that men prefer more helpfulness behaviors compared to women.
Ma ve Tsui (2015) report that it has become evident that praetorianism has a bittersweet behavioral pattern in a
way that confirms theoretical arguments in the literature as a source of Eastern cultural values. Cunliffe (2014)
and Kowalevski (1991) report that this dilemma in western cultures can be seen as a management flaw or illiberal
attitude.

In similar to the literature, there is no difference between professional tenure which is one of the independent
variables of this study, and praetorianistic behaviors (Raviot, 2017; Cunliffe, 2014; Bowman, 2010). Raviot (2017)
argues that managers with fewer professional tenure or fewer managerial experience do not have enough in-
company discipline; Cunliffe (2014), on the other hand, reports that executives with more vocational seniority
control their employees more. Bowman (2010) argues that the increase in professional tenure does not increase
the tendency of the manager to show praetorianistic behaviors, but managers at younger ages are displaying more
praetorianistic behavior patterns. According to Bowman (2010), this is due to the fact that young managers do not
have the authority to establish authority over older workers or motivate older workers as necessary. In addition,
the difference between the educational status of school principals and the praetorianistic behaviors is parallel to
the results of various studies in literature (Ma ve Tsui, 2015; Rizvi, 2015; Peruzzotti, 2004). Rizvi (2015) argues
that managers at higher education levels have less praetorianistic behaviors; Peruzzotti (2004) reported that
managers at lower levels of education had more repressive and rigid management. At this point, the finding that
‘undergraduate school managers exhibit more praetorianistic behaviors than graduates’ supports the Ma and Tsui’s
idea (2015) that the 'increase in educational level can create cultural transitions, and in particular transitions from
eastern culture to western cultural values'. However, since graduate education is not taken into consideration to be
appointed as school principal, many principals are not interested in this education. Although the importance of
training at the graduate level and the expertise of science-branch it is well known, these trainings are ignored by
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the educational policy makers. Educational policy makers are constantly changing school management training
policies, invalidating school election policy in a widespread and sustainable form. As a result of this study, it is
important to find out that the principals working in the public schools display more praetorianistic behaviors than
their colleagues working in private schools. This study also examined the relationship between school type and
the praetorianistic behaviors of school principals. According to this, it has been found that principals working in
schools of religious education show more praetorianistic behaviors than their colleagues in other types of schools.
This result of the research shows similarities with the results of research conducted by Catholic schools by Jarausch
(2014) and by managers who work in other religious education schools with more praetorianistic behaviors.

As a result of this study determining that behaviors of praetorianism are at a higher level in female school
principals have made it clear that female principals are more concerned about their employees and they are also
involved in their work and social life. Establishing social contacts with employees and organizing work
environments for them includes a proactive management model, but also includes praetorianistic behaviors like
intervention and limitations of employees' life and work patterns. Changing behavior in adults is a difficult and
time-consuming process, and behavior can be accomplished by external and internal considerations of external
pressures and the internal desire for change. One of the important results of this research is to reveal the relationship
between school type and praetorianism. It is important that participants in religious education-based schools
exhibit more praetorianistic behaviors than those who work in vocational and technical schools and general
secondary schools. The fact that principals exhibit praetorianistic behaviors on school, in fact, aims to increase the
success or efficiency of the school. It is also the case that principals, who show helpful and orienteering behaviors
towards their employees, make working environments more workable. It is the natural flow of life that satisfies
the needs of employees and expects similar attitudes and behaviors from the employees of the principals, who
show close and warm attention to their employees. However, praetorianism predicts that benefits and interest
relations are exchanged in a rather sociological way from normative patterns. In other words, the principle of
reciprocity in praetorianism foresees a legitimacy of power based on interests and interests. In addition to the
presented debate, this study was conducted within the universe of school principals, and the data presented here
was derived directly from the participant's views. Investigations in which third-party observers are used should
take into consideration that managers or peer colleagues may be prejudiced because of their ability to lead to
praetorianism, tutelage and status quo. Besides, a significant part of the studies on praetorianist behavior in the
literature have been carried out in non-educational organizations. it can be stated that there is not enough
quantitative and qualitative study in the literature about the praetorianistic behavior forms exhibited by the
educational organization principals. For this reason, the frequency with which school principals exhibit
praetorianistic behaviors may turn out to be an important theoretical discussion area for future studies. Likewise,
there are not enough studies in the literature about the effects of demographic and organizational factors on the
praetorianistic behavior patterns of school principals and the causes and consequences of praetorianistic behaviors.
In this study, individual and organizational variables such as gender, professional tenure, education status, school
type and public-private school discrimination were included in the study. The research is limited to the views of
the praetorianism scale of school principals working in public and private high schools in the provinces of Ankara.
Social, and economic changes and unexpected situations in the education system may cause to change the views
of praetorianism and praetorianistic behaviors, and the research may be invalidated. For this reason, it can be
considered as important that the research to be tested with longitudinal studies in different years.

The suggestions developed from the results of this study can be listed as follows:

e Principals who exhibit negative praetorianistic behaviors in order to establish healthy working environments
on schools should be made aware of their own behavior. For this purpose, external supervision mechanisms
should be provided for the school principals at certain times by organizing 'evaluation by employees’, 'self-
assessment' or 'performance evaluation' forms.

e Principals should be aware of their own behavior without external pressure or criticism and be empathized with
the consequences of their behavior. For this purpose, personal development plans should be prepared to support
positive behaviors such as praetorianism, helpfulness and orientation, and to extinguish behaviors that may
have adverse effects such as compelling.

e Principals who demonstrate praetorianistic behaviors should be encouraged to take advantage of mentoring
and coaching approaches in order to direct them to ideal manager behaviors.
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Taking these research results into consideration, it may be suggested that school principals should be directed
to graduate education. Encouragement of school principals to receive education at the graduate level may be
presented as a recommendation to those directing the education policy.

Negative praetorianistic behavior manifestations of principals working in religious instruction-based schools
can be reduced by in-service training or psychosocial development plans for school principals to be organized
in these schools. Significant improvement can be achieved with a sustainable development plan. For this
purpose, regardless of which school type they work in, an applied communication education covering all school
principals and practical education management training can be prepared.

Extension of this study to take account of the different variables (personality traits, different concepts of
organizational behavior, etc.) may be recommended for future research. In future research, it may be advisable
to conduct a deeper examination of the qualifications and understanding of qualitative research methods.
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Praetoryanist Davrams Kaliplari: Okul Miidiirleri Uzerine Bir inceleme

Giris

Yonetim bilimleri alanyazininda son elli yildir dogu ve bati kiiltiirleri arasindaki farkliliklar belirlenmeye
calisilmakta; batinin rasyonel gergekligi 6n planda tutan ¢aligma dinamiklerine karsin dogunun kolektivist
gelenekleri incelenmektedir. Dogu ve bati diinyasi arasinda bir kdprii olarak konumlanan ve ¢aligma yasaminin
yapisal Ozelliklerinin bati tarzinda diizenlendigi iilkemizde, toplumsal ve kiiltiirel olusum dogunun kiiltiirel
ozelliklerini sergilemektedir (Dikili, 2014). Bu baglamda bati1 kaynakli tasarimlarin, dogunun sosyal ve kiiltiirel
dinamikleriyle uyumlu ¢alismasi kendi i¢inde belirli giigliikleri beraberinde getirmektedir. Bununla birlikte bati
kaynakli 6rgiit modelleri ve orgiitsel davranis formlarinin da Tiirkiye gibi dogu desenli geleneksel toplumlarda
islerlik kazanmas gii¢lesecektir (Giiglii, 2003). Siyaset biliminin énemli bir kavrami olan ve Ulkemizde de siklikla
gozlemlenen praetoryanist yonetim anlayisinda yonetici veya lider, ¢alisanin yalnizca is yasantisiyla degil, ayni
zamanda 6zel yasamyla ilgili konularda ¢alisanin1 kosulsuz bir koruma giidiisityle sahiplenmekte (Nordlinger,
1977) ve onun yasaminda basat rol oynamaktadir (Decalo, 1975). Lider, ¢alisanin gerek is ortaminda gerekse 6zel
yasaminda refahini saglamak ve karsilikli yarari miimkiin kilmak i¢in ¢alisanin1 kollamaktadir (Danopoulos ve
Zirker, 2002). Boylesi bir durumda calisan da bu iliskinin karsiliginda, yoneticisine saygi, baghlik ve itaat
gostermektedir (Egretau, 2016). Diger taraftan, bati diinyasinda hakim olan bireyci kiiltiirlerde yonetici veya
liderin, astinin 6zel hayatini ilgilendiren konularla ilgilenmesi ve ona karsi siirekli koruyucu bir tutum iginde
olmasi arzu edilen bir durum degildir (Jarausch, 2014). Tiirkiye’nin de kolektivist bir kiiltiir karakteristigine sahip
oldugu diistiniildiigiinde, practoryanizmin okullarimiz i¢in 6nemli bir kavram oldugu belirlenebilir.

Bati kaynakli alanyazinda praetoryanist okul yonetim modelleri, baskici (Rizvi, 2015), antidemokratik
(Cunliffe, 2014) ve illiberal (Raviot, 2017; Hansen ve King, 2000) bir durum olarak belirlenirken, dogu kaynakli
caligmalarin praetoryanizmi olumlu bir iliski bi¢cimi veya karsilikli yardimseverlik (Ma ve Tsui, 2015),
koruyuculuk ve kollayicilik (Ling, 2003) baglaminda degerlendirdigi goriilmektedir. Siyaset bilimi alanyazininda
demokrasi karsiti bir yonetim big¢imi olarak tartigilan praetoryanizm (Bowman, 2002; Decalo, 1975), egitim
bilimleri alanyazininda yeni ve giincel bir kavram olarak belirmektedir. Ulagilan Tiirk yonetim ve egitim bilimleri
alanyazininda genelde yoneticilerin ve 6zelde ise okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranis 6zelliklerini inceleyen
aragtirmalara rastlanmamis olmasi, bu arasgtirmanin yiriitiilmesinde énemli bir giidii kaynagidir. Bu ¢aligmada,
praetoryanizm kavrami ve egitim orgiitlerinde okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranislari sergileme diizeylerine
odaklanilmaktadir.

Praetoryanizm Kavram

Orgiit yonetimi, orgiit ici siyaset ve giic dengeleri iizerine kuruludur. Orgiit i¢i siyaset calisanlarin birbirleri ile
iliskileri iken, giic dengesi ise bu iliskinin bicimidir. Orgiitteki gii¢ dengesi, literatiirde tartisma konusu olmustur.
Siyaset biliminin de 6nemli kavramlarindan biri, Orgiitteki giic dengesine odaklanan 'praetoryanizm'dir.
Praetoryanizm, genel anlamda, bir kisi veya grubun, baska bir birey ya da bireylerin 6zgiirliiklerini hige sayarak
devlet veya Orgiit yonetimine el koymasidir. Praetoryanizmde iktidar1 ele geciren, yalnizca insanlarin refahini
diisiinen ve onlar1 koruma giidiisiiyle hareket eden bir gii¢ vardir (Bowman, 2010). Latince “muhafiz, lejyoner vb.”
anlamina gelen praetoryan kelimesi, Roma Imparatorlugu déneminde, imparatoru korumakla gérevli dzel egitimli
muhafizlara verilen isimdir. Muhafizlar, imparatoru korurken, ayni zamanda ona yagamsal konularda kosulsuz bir
destek sunmaktadirlar. Praetoryanizm kavrami, zamanla doniisiime ugramis askeri vesayetin devlet organlarini
kontrol altina almas1 anlaminda kullanilmistir. Asker veya sivil bir grubun devlet yonetimini antidemokratik bir
bicimde ele gegirmesi veya illiberal demokrasi aygiti olarak da adlandirilan praetoryanizm, devletin veya bir
grubun, vatandaslar1 korumak ve onlara yardim saglamak roliinii tistlendigi ‘toplumsal refah’ diisiincesinin bir
sonucu olarak, Roma Imparatorlugu déneminde ortaya ¢ikmustir. Esasinda Toplumsal refahin saglanmasi igin
devlet, vatandaslarinin yasam alanlarina miidahale ederek onlar sinirlarken, bir yandan da onlarin yasamlarini
devam ettirmelerine imkan saglamaktadir (Ben-Eliezer, 1997). Praetoryanizm, koruyucu veya kollayic1 bir
muhafiz gibi davranarak g¢evresindekilerin salt iyiligini gézeten bir kavramdir. Dahasi kavram, felsefi olarak
bagkasinin 1iyiligi igin, onun rizasi olmadan, onun Ozgirliiginin kisitlayict sekilde davranmasi olarak
tamimlanmigtir (Hen-Tov ve Gonzalez, 2011). Praetoryanizm, bir kisinin, kendisi digindaki insanlarin iyiligi ya da
yararina olabilecek durumlara odaklanarak yasamlarina miidahil olma, onlar1 yasami pahasina koruma ve
insanlarin istek ve diigiincelerini goz ardi ederek ¢esitli kararlar alma veya diizenlemelere gitme durumudur
(Herspring, 1992). Bu noktada alinan kararlar ve diizenlemeler ile koruma ydntemlerinin, kisi i¢in en dogru
secenek olacagi inanci da praetoryanizm kavramiyla birlikte incelenmektedir. Praetoryanizm, kendisi digindaki
kisileri yetersiz gérme ve elestirmeyi de igermektedir. Practoryanizmde elestiri genellikle bir vesayet durumunun
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habercisidir; elestiri diizeyi arttik¢a 6zgiirliiklere miidahale ihtimali de artmaktadir. Baskalar1 adina, onlarin iyiligi
i¢cin koruma eylemini gerekg¢eklestiren kisi ise practoryanist (koruyucu); practoryanistin korudugunu diisiindigii
kisi ise ‘pretoryad’ (korunan) olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Peruzzotti, 2004).

Kisiler arasi iligkilerde veya orgiitsel davranis agisindan praetoryanizmden bahsedebilmek igin, praetoryanist
davranistan etkilenen bireyin 6zerk tercihlerinin, eylem ve secimlerinin engellenmesi gereklidir. Bu noktada
praetoryanizm gerek zarardan kaginma ve gerekse yararli olma istegiyle, baska birisinin segimlerine, istek ve
ihtiyaclar ile faaliyetlerine raz1 olmamak, miidahale etmek ve onu sosyal yasamdan izole edercesine korumaktir
(Archer, 1990). Praetoryanizm literatiirde ‘koruyucu diktatorlikk’, ‘mesrulastirilmis gii¢’, ‘koruyucu melek’,
‘askeri vasi’ gibi ¢esitli kavramlarla iligkilendirilmektedir. Practoryanizm, insanlara sicak fakat gizli niyetlerle
yaklagmak ve bunun onlarin yararina olacagini hissettirmektir. Bununla birlikte kavram, tamamen yardimsever bir
giidii ile, insanlar1 kontrol etme niyetini de icerir (Decalo, 1975). Bu yoniiyle praetoryanizm, iktidar1 ele gecirmek
icin bagvurulan bir taht oyununa benzemektedir. Praetoryanizmin dayanagini “birey veya grubun zarar gormemesi
ya da daha az zarar gérmesi niyetiyle, birey veya grup adina yarar saglayacak sekilde karar alinabilir, kurallar ve
siirlamalar konulabilir ve yonetime el konulabilir” varsayimi olusturmaktadir (Raviot, 2017). Ancak birey ya da
gruplar kendilerine bu sekilde koruyucu ve smirlayici davranilmasini istemedikleri durumlarda, praetoryanist
uygulamalarin mesruiyeti tartismalidir (Nordlinger, 1977). Ozellikle askeri darbe sonras1 normallesmeye baslayan
kamusal alanlarda praetoryanizm karsiti eylem ve sdylemlere siklikla rastlanmaktadir. Giinliik hayatta, 6zel ve
kamusal alanda ve c¢ogunlukla ¢alisma hayatinda praetoryanist uygulama ornekleri sik¢a goriilebilmektedir.
Burada kast edilen askeri vesayet olmasa da her tiirden vasilik davranisi, eger yogun bir koruma igeriyorsa,
praetoryanist davranig kalib1 olarak adlandirilir (McLauchlin, 2010). Ayrica praetoryanizm, siyaset bilimi ve
uygulamali etigin tartismali alanlarindan biri olmasi sebebiyle dnemlidir. Bu noktada bireysel 6zerklik ve onun
siirlari, bagkalarinin kisilik haklarina saygi, bagkalarinin yarari, kiginin kendi kararlarini alabilme &zgiirliigii,
Ozgiirligiin sinirlart gibi konular arasinda olusacak gerilimler de 6nem arz etmektedir (Bowman, 2002).

Askeri ve sivil bir otoritenin, mesru iktidar1 ele gecirme c¢abasi olarak ele alindiginda praetoryanizm, dogast
geregi cesitli sorunlar1 beraberinde getiren oldukga girift ve tartigmali bir kavrama déntismektedir. Bu noktada, bir
taraftan ‘yararli olma’ niyeti s6z konusuyken diger taraftan ‘baski, zorlama veya tahakkiimii' igermesi, kavramin
anlagilmasimi zorlagtirmaktadir (Danopoulos, 1984). Praetoryanist, korudugu kisinin ¢ikarlarini, sagligini, yagsami
veya giivenligini gézetir ancak, ozgirliikklerine ve se¢imlerine miidahale eder. Bdylece bireyin kisitlanmasi
mesrulastirilmaktadir (Adeniran, 1985). Kisilerin kendi kararlarim1 verme 6zgiirligii ile baskalarinin yararini
gozetme ve koruma sorumlulugu, practoryanizm kavraminin temel ¢atigma alanidir. Bununla birlikte kisi kendi
yararinin veya ¢ikarinin aksine bir tercih yapma veya eylem sergilemede 6zgiir olursa; onun kararlarina miidahil
olma durumu, praetoryanizmi akla getirmektedir (Cann ve Danopoulos, 1998). Ancak praetoryanizm yogun bir
koruma davranisi ile birlikte, kisinin temel haklariin bir vasi kontroliine ge¢mesine de vurgu yapar. Bunun
yaninda sosyal sistem igindeki pek ¢ok kisi, fizyolojik veya psikolojik hastalik ve rahatsizliklar, engellilik gibi
durumlar ile bireysel se¢im yapmalart dogrudan veya dolaylt olarak sinirli olan kisilerin (tutuklu ve hiikiimliiler,
uyusturucu kullananlar vb.) 6zgiirliikklerine miidahil olunmasini, onlarin korunup kollanmasini yani praetoryanizmi
hakli gérmektedir (Adams ve Balfour, 2014). Burada devletin idaresinin askeri veya sivil bir grup tarafindan ele
gecirmesine benzer bir durum s6z konusu degildir. Kisi, 6zglir iradesi ile hareket edecek ve kendini koruyacak bir
glice sahip degildir. Ayrica kiginin yararina olsa bile se¢im yapma yeterligi olan kisilerin 6zgiirliiklerinin
engellenmesi veya sinirlanmasinin hakli goriillemeyecegine iliskin goriislerinde praetoryanizm kavrami i¢inde yer
almas1 dikkat gekicidir. Alanyazindaki s6z konusu tartigmalardan hareketle praetoryanizmin felsefi kdkenlerinin,
Oznelerin dzgiirliiklerini yararci bir bakis agisiyla kisitlayabilecek yontemi (imperium praetoriane) elestiren Kant’a
dayandig1 sdylenebilir (Baltaci, 2018; Danopoulos ve Zirker, 2002).

Askeri vesayeti daha kolay kabullenen toplumsal yapilarda praetoryanizm, sosyal bir gelenek olarak belirse de
bat1 kiiltiirii icinde yerlesik liberal diisiinceye yenik diigmiistiir. Bu noktada dogu kiiltiiriiniin 6nemli bir parcasi
olan praetoryanist iligki bicimi, dogunun kiiltiirel ve toplumsal yapisinin kolektivist olusum bigimi ve genis giic
mesafelerine sahip olmasindan kaynaklanan illiberak bir forma sahiptir (Ling, 2003). Batinin bireyci kiiltiirel
dinamiklerinin olumsuz anlamlar yiikledigi ve antidemokratik bir aygit olarak goérdiigii praetoryanist iliski bi¢imi,
dogu felsefesinin temelinde yer alan Konfiigyiis 6gretisinin ana ilkelerinden olan yol gostericilik, otoriteye itaat
ve sadakat gibi tutum ve davranislari icermektedir (Kovalewski, 1991). Tiirk kiiltliriiniin de dogu kiiltiirleriyle
benzesim icinde oldugu ve onlar gibi kolektivist bir yapiya ve genis giic mesafelerine sahip oldugu soylenilebilir.
Bu bakimdan Tiirk sosyal ve ¢alisma yasantisinin da praetoryanist iligki bigimini benimsedigi ifade edilebilir.
Batmin bireyci toplumsal diizleminde praetoryanizm kavrami, kisilerin hak ve 6zgiirlerini sinirlayan, onlarin
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yasam bicimlerine ve &zel hayatlarina miidahale eden ve onlari kamusal alanda elestirip yetersiz goren
yoneticilerle es tutulmaktadir. Bati kaynakli alanyazinda olumsuz bir anlam yiiklenen praetoryanizm kavramu,
koruyucu diktatorlik veya ayrimciligin gizli ve sinsi bir formu ve otoriter yonetim anlayisi olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Bowman, 2010). Oysa praetoryanizm kavrami comertlik, iyi niyet, koruma ve kollama gibi
otoriterlikle bagdasmayan davranislart da icermektedir. Bununla birlikte disiplin ve kontrol etkenlerinin bati
kaynakli alanyazinda 6ne ¢ikarilmasi, dogu ve bat1 arasindaki kiiltiirel farkliliklara baglanmaktadir (Egreteau,
2016).

Praetoryanizm, Tiirkiye gibi askeri geleneklere bagli, dogu desenli kolektivist toplum yapilariyla oldukca
uyumlu bir kavramdir. YOneticinin, ¢alisanlarin yasantilarina miidahil olmasi, ¢aliganlara yardimci olmaya
calismasi, onlar admna en iyisi olacagini diislindiigli kararlar almas1 ve onlar1 ne pahasina olursa olsun koruyup
kollamasi Tiirk gelenekleriyle de uyumludur. Ancak 6zellikle kolektivist kiiltiirlerde son donemlerde gelisen
teknoloji ile birlikte kisilerin bireysel yasantilara ve bireycilige yoneldikleri, bu baglamda praetoryanizm
kavraminin igeriginin degismeye basladigi belirtilmektedir (Raviot, 2017). ilerleyen bdliimde praetoryanizmin
davraniginin alt boyutlar1 incelenmistir.

Praetoryanist Davramisinin Alt Boyutlar:

Practoryanizm kavraminin agiklanabilmesi i¢in bu davranisin altinda yatan temel davranis kaliplarinin
belirlenmesi gereklidir. Alanyazinda praetoryanizme iliskin ilk donem ¢aligmalarda kavram, alt boyutlar1 olmayan
bir yapida incelenmistir. Bat1 kaynakli ilk donem calismalarinda praetoryanizm, askeri vesayete dayali otoriter bir
yonetim anlayisi olarak goriilmiistiir. Ancak praetoryanizme iliskin kavramsal gergeve tartismalar1 dogu kiiltiirlinii
de icerecek sekilde gelistikce cesitli alt boyutlardan bahsedilmeye baslanmistir. Adams ve Balfour (2014)
praetoryanizmi: koruyucu, yardimsever ve totaliter olmak {izere ii¢ alt boyutta incelemislerdir. Gaub (2017) ise
yardimsever, zorlayici, yararci ve ¢ikarci practoryanizm olarak belirledigi dort alt boyutta kavrami incelemistir.
Bunun yaninda praetoryanizm kavrami: olumsuz elestiri, ydnlendiricilik ve sinirlayicilik olarak
kavramsallastirilan {i¢ alt boyutta daha incelenmistir (Cunliffe, 2014). Bu ¢alismada s6z konusu boyutlar ana
hatlartyla ele alinacaktir.

Olumsuz Elestiri. illiberal demokrasinin bir aygit1 olan praetoryanist baglamda elestiri, calisanin potansiyeli
ve performansi arasindaki farkliliga vurgu yapan sOylemler veya edimler dizgesidir. Calisanlar1 strekli olarak
olumsuz elestiren bir Orgilit yoneticisi, Orgiitin amaclarimi gerceklestirebilmek ve orgiit i¢i disiplini
saglayabilmenin tek yolunun bu oldugunu diisiinmektedir. Elestirinin, bireyi gelistiren dogasina vurgu yapsa da,
calisanlarin eksikliklerini 6n plana ¢ikaran olumsuz elestiriler, bireysel potansiyelin gelistirilmesine imkéan
tamimamaktadir. Orgiit yoneticisi, calisanlarin yaptiklari isleri onlardan daha iyi bildigini diisiinmekte ve bunu
calisanlara hissettirmektedir. Is ortaminda gergin bir hava hakimdir. Yoneticinin, bir calisaninin faaliyetlerini
yakindan izlemesi veya zaman zaman c¢aligsanlara bir muhafiz gibi sert ve kaba davranmasi bu alt boyuta iliskin
davranigin 6nemli bir 6zelligidir (Baron, 1988).

Zorlayicilik. Yoneticilerin, yonettiklerine kars1 zorlayict bir tutum sergilemeleri ve yonetilenleri belli degerleri
kabul etmeye zorlamalar1 olarak ifade edilen zorlayicilik, kamusal alanin siirekli denetlenmesi ve kamusal
alanlarin yonetim lehine manipiile edilmesidir (Egreteau, 2016). Zorlayic1 praetoryanizmin temelinde ydnetimin
benimsedigi ana akim goriiglerin, yonetilenlerce degistiriimeden kabul edilmesi yatmaktadir. Yonetilenler, belirli
davraniglar1 yapmaya zorlanmakta ve bir siire onlarin tiim davranislari istendik yonde manipiile edilmekte; boylece
yonetilenlerde bir davranis degisikligi saglanmaktadir. Praetoryanist yonetici genel olarak “Zorlayici Diplomasi
Stratejisi”, uygular. Bu stratejiye gore, demokratik bir drgiit sistemi icerisinde, yonetsel sorumlulugu bulunan karar
alictya farkli ¢dziim ydntemleri arasinda bir alternatif sunulur. Orgiite yeni katilan veya uyumsuz bir galisanin,
yonetici tarafindan istenen Orgiitsel degerleri kazanmas: igin belirli diizeyde bir sosyal baski olusturulur.
Zorlayicilik, yonlendiricilige benzese de aslinda tahakkiimiin goriiniir bir formudur (Jarausch, 2014).

Sinirlayicilik. Praetoryanizmin sinirlayicilik alt boyutunda, yoneticinin c¢alisanlarin temel 6zgiirliiklerini
gozetse de bu ozgiirliikleri sinirlama durumu s6z konusudur. Sinirlayici davranislar sergileyen yonetici, ¢calisanlar
arasindaki gorev dagiliminda adil davranmaya g¢alisir (Alexander, 2001). Smirlayicilik yalnizca g¢aliganin is
ortamlarinin kisitlanmasini degil, ayn1 zamanda 6zel hayatinin da belli 6l¢iilerde kisitlanmasini da icerir. Caligma
ortamindaki giyim tarzi, mola siireleri ve izinler, yonetici tarafindan sinirlanir. Hatta yonetici, is arkadaslar
arasindaki iletisime de miidahale eder (Hansen ve King, 2000).
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Yardimseverlik, Olumluluk veya Iyi Niyetlilik. Practoryanist bir iliskide taraflarin, 6nceleri genellikle iyi
niyetli, olumlu ve yardimsever davraniglar i¢inde oldugu bilinmektedir. Daha sonra praetoryanist lider, bu olumlu
durumu kullanarak tahakkiimiinii mesru kilar (Maier ve Seligman, 1976). Yardimsever yoneticiler, ¢alisanlarin
calisma ve 6zel yasamlarinda karsilastiklari sorunlart ¢6zmede onlara yardimci olurlar. Calisma zamanlarini, is
ortamini ve diger degiskenleri ¢alisanlarin lehine esnetmeye ve c¢aliganlara karst comert 6diil ve 6zendiriciler
sunmaya meyillidirler. Bu noktada ¢aligsana gosterilen comertlik ve 6zenin arkasindaki motive edici giig, ¢alisan
iyiligine yonelik bir endise hali olsa da praetoryanizmde kisinin kontrolii esas oldugundan, yonetici ile ¢alisan
arasinda siirekli bir gerginlik s6z konusu olabilmektedir. Caliganlar a¢isindan praetoryanist igverene gosterilen
baglilik, onun samimi comertligi ve 6zenine bir karsilik verme yolu olarak goriilmekte, cogu durumda yoneticiden
ortiik bir sekilde korku veya ¢ekinme tutumu da gézlenmektedir (Seligman, 2005).

Otoriterlik. Otoriter praetoryanist davranis kalibinda yonetici, orgiitteki mutlak giiciin hakimidir. Orgiit ici
tiim iletisim ve is siirecleri kat1 bir sekilde izlenmekte ve siirekli kontrol edilmektedir. Ozellikle ¢alisma
ortamlarmin gorsel kaydediciler (kamera vb.) ile kontrol edilmesi veya ise giris ¢ikislarin elektronik
denetleyicilerle takip edilmesi gibi sinirlayici uygulamalar otoriter davranig kalibinin bir sonucudur. Otoriter
yonetici, ¢alisanindan kendisine ve orgiite mutlak baglilik isteme hakkina da sahip oldugunu disiiniir. Otoriter
praetoryanist davraniglara maruz kalan calisanlarin, yoneticilere bagliligi ve itaati goniilsiiz ve is tatminleri
distiktiir. Otoriter practoryanizm, c¢alisanlarin kati ¢alisma disiplinine uymalarint da zorunlu kilar. Calisanlar
lizerinde kesin otorite ve kontrol sistemi olusturulmasinin nedeni, ¢alisanlarin mutlak iyiliginin diislinildigii ve
onlarin siirekli korunmasi gerektigi varsayimidir. Otoriter praetoryanist yonetici, kararlari tek basina alir; drgiit ici
demokratik siirecleri igletmez ve calisanlarin siirekli korunmasi gereken bir acizlik i¢inde oldugunu diisiiniir
(Altemeye, 1988; Giroux, 2018).

Yonlendiricilik. Preatoryanist yonlendiricilik, literatiirde yaygin olarak kullanilan temel alistirma veya uyum
(oryantasyon) kavramlarindan farklidir. Yoneticinin mutlak iradesi ile yiiriitiilen bir yonlendirme s6z konusudur.
Orgiit yoneticisinin yapilan islere, alinan kararlara ve orgiit i¢indeki sosyal siireclere dogrudan miidahil olmast,
tim eylemlerin yiiriitiilmesini kendisinin kontrol etmesi s6z konusudur. Yonetici, ¢alisanlarin kendi aralarinda
¢Ozebilecekleri sorunlara miidahale eden ve ¢atigmalari manipiile eder. Calisanlari kendi istedigi dogrultuya
yonelten yonetici, c¢alisanlarin kariyer gelisimlerine miidahale eder ve onlari kendi istegince yonlendirir.
Calisanlarinin kendi belirledigi ilkelere gore ¢alismasini isteyen yonetici, orgiit i¢indeki tiim siiregleri kontrol eder.
Yonetici, kendisini ¢alisanlarin koruyucusu gibi goriirken, ¢alisanlarin da kendisine itaat etmesini istemektedir
(Gaub, 2017).

Yararcilik veya Cikarcihik. Yoneticinin igin tamamlanmasiyla ilgili endisesi geregi ¢alisanlara iyi davranir.
Yararc1/Cikarci praetoryanist yoneticiler, kendi amaglarina hizmet edilmesini arzu etmekte ve makyavelist kisilik
ozellikleri gostermektedirler. Bu 6zellige sahip bireyler, diger ¢alisanlarla arasina mesafe koyar ve galisanlarin
yaptiklar1 igin sonuglarma gore hareket ederler. Calisanlar1 kendi amaglar i¢in kullanmayi severler, iginde
bulunduklari durumun sartlarina gére hareket ederler. Bu iliski biciminde ilkin kazan-kazan stratejisine benzer bir
durum s6z konusu olsa da sonralar1 kazanan tarafin yonetici oldugu c¢alisan tarafindan anlagilmaktadir (Bowman,
2010).

Okul Yonetiminde Praetoryanizm

Liberal demokrasinin bir geregi olarak karar alma siireglerinin ve mali hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalarinin
giderek ademi merkeziyetgi bir yapiya biiriinmesi, okullar arasi rekabetin tesvik edilmesi ve okul performansina
iligkin tartigmalarin yogunlagsmas:t (Mulford, 2003), 6grenci merkezli ve etik degerler konusunda hassas ve
dontigiimcii liderlik 6zelliklerine haiz praetoryanist miidiirlerin 6ne ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Praetoryanist
yonetici davraniglarinin gerisinde yatan bireysel ve orgiitsel nedenlerin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi, praetoryanizmi
okullardaki degisme, yenilesme ve girisimcilik faaliyetlerinin onciilii olarak goren aragtirmacilar i¢in dnemli bir
ugrastya donligmiistiir (Eyal ve Kark, 2004). Ancak bat1 toplumlarinda, praetoryanizm gibi antidemokratik ve
illiberal yonelimler hog karsilanmamaktadir.

Egitim Sisteminin giderek karmagiklagmasi, ¢alisanlarin uyumunu zorlagtirmaktadir. Boylesi bir karmasada,
calisanlarin daha etkili etik degerler gozetilerek yonetilmelerini zorunludur. Okullarda asir1 koruyucu praetoryanist
davramglar ile karsilasmak olasidir. Ozellikle ilk gocukluk dénemlerindeki okullar, diger okullara gére daha
karmagik praetoryanist davraniglar sergileyebilmektedir. Okul oOncesi egitim ve ilkokullar, biiylik oranda
praetoryanist davranis kaliplarina biiriinmiis 6gretmen ve yoneticileri barindirmaktadirlar. Ogretmenler, okul
yoneticileri ve okuldaki diger ¢aligsanlarin, cocuga yonelik praetoryan davranis dizgeleri gostermesinin ¢ikarci bir
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praetoryanizmden ¢ok yararci bir praetoryanizm olarak adlandirilmasi olasidir. Bunun yaninda okul yoneticilerinin
ogretmenler ve diger calisanlar iizerinde praetoryanist bir yaklagim sergilemesi de zorlayici, otoriter ve sinirlayici
praetoryanizmi akla getirmektedir (Beehner, 2018).

Alanyazinda ozellikle 20. yiizyil igerisinde okul oOrgiiti ve okul Orgiitiinlin yonetimi {izerine ydnelik
yaklagimlarin daha cok teknik, ekonomik ve sosyal sorunlari dikkate aldigi, praetoryanizm durumuna iliskin
yonelimin fazla incelenmedigi veya farkli kavramlarla karistirildig1 goriilmektedir. Oysa praetoryanizm, siyaset
ve yonetim biliminin 6nemli kavramlarindandir ve sosyal etkisi son derece belirgindir. Buna karsin praetoryanist
davraniglar egitim sistemi icinde yeni degildir. Toplumsal yapinin dnemli bir pargasi olan okullarda praetoryanist
davraniglar siklikla goériilmektedir. Gerek okul yoneticisi gerekse ogretmenlerin farkli tiirden praetoryanist
davranislari, farkli amaclarla sergiledigi bilinmektedir. Tiirk sosyal bilimler alanyazininda, praetoryanizmi egitim
bilimleri 6zelinde ele alan bir ¢alismaya rastlanilamamistir. Yine Tiirk egitim bilimleri alanyazininda okul
miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davraniglarinin belirlendigi bir arastirma ile karsilagilmamigtir. Bu bakimdan
arastirmanin bu alanda yapilan 6ncii aragtirmalardan biri olacagi diisiiniilmektedir.

Bu c¢alisma okul midirlerinin goriislerine gore praetoryanizm davraniginin sergilenme durumuna
odaklanmaktadir. Calisma ile yalnizca kamu kurumlarinda degil, 6zel kurumlardaki yoneticilerin goriisleri de
aragtirmaya dahil edilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, okul miidiirlerinin practoryanist davranig bigimlerini gosterme
diizeylerini belirlemektir. Ayrica ¢aligma ile genelde yonetim bilimleri ve 6zelde ise egitim bilimleri alanyazinina
farkli ve 6zgiin veriler sunulmasi ve yeni ¢aligma alanlar1 agilmast da hedeflenmektedir. Aragtirmanin 6lgiilebilir
amagclar1 asagida gosterilmektedir:

1. Okul miidiirleri praetoryanizm davranisini ne diizeyde gostermektedirler?

2. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanizmin alt boyutlarina iliskin goriisleri ile cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, egitim
durumu, egitim kolu (sektor) ve gorev yapilan okul tiirii degiskenleri anlamli bir sekilde farklilagmakta midir?

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirma, nicel arastirma paradigmasi iginde yer alan, betimsel tarama modeli ile tasarlanmigtir. Betimsel
tarama modelinde aragtirma problemi, kendi baglami i¢inde belirlenmeye ¢alisilmaktadir. Betimsel tarama modeli,
gecmiste ya da halen var olan bir durumu var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi amaglayan arastirma yaklagimidir
(Vogt, 2006).

Calisma Grubu

On Uygulama Orneklemi. Bu arastirmada gelistirilen praetoryanist davranis 6lgeginin ana uygulama igin
kullanilabilir oldugunu belirlemek {izere bir &n uygulama grubu olusturulmustur. Olgegin &n uygulamasi arastirma
ornekleminde yer almayan ve Milli Egitim Bakanhigi insan Kaynaklari Genel Miidiirliigiiniin Antalya’da
diizenledigi bir hizmet i¢i egitim faaliyetine katilan ve basit tesadiifi 6rnekleme yontemi ile belirlenen ortadgretim
okul miidiirleri iizerinde yiiriitiilmiistiir. On uygulama kapsamindaki okul miidiirleri Trabzon, Rize, Artvin, Ordu,
Giresun, Bayburt, Giimiishane ve Samsun Illerinde gorev yapan, rneklemle benzerlik gdsteren ve ana uygulamaya
katilmayan 159 okul miidiiriinden olusmaktadir. Uygulama kapsaminda, arastirmaci tarafindan okul miidiirleri
(katilimer) ile yiiz yilize goriisilmiistiir. Katilimeilardan dlgekleri doldurmalar: istenmis ve doldurulan &lgekler
arastirmaci tarafindan toplanmustir.

Ana Uygulama Orneklemi. Arastirmanin hedef evrenini, Ankara ilinin 25 ilgesinde resmi ve 6zel ortadgretim
okullarinda gorev yapmakta olan 370 okul miidiirii olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada evrenin tamamina ulagilarak,
“tam sayim” teknigi kullanilmistir. Katilimeilara iliskin bilgiler Tablo 1°de goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 1. Okul miidiirlerinin demografik bilgileri

Degiskenler Alt Kategoriler N % Toplam
L K 23,24
Cinsiyet admn 86 3 370
Erkek 284 76,76
15 y1l ve alt1 194 52,43
Mesleki Kidem 16-25 y1l 134 36,22 370
26 yil ve iizeri 42 11,35
Li 291 7
Egitim Durumu Isans 9 8,65 370
Lisanstisti 79 21,35
Egitim Kolu Kamu 319 86,22
i . 370
(Sektor) Ozel 51 13,78
Genel Ortadgretim 173 46,76
Okul Tiri Mesleki ve Teknik Ortadgretim 124 33,51 370
Din (")gretimi 73 19,73

Tablo 1’e gore katilimcilarin %76,76’s1 erkektir ve %78,65’1 lisans seviyesinde egitime sahiptir. Katilimcilarin
%52,43’1intin mesleki kideminin 15 y1l ve daha az oldugu, ayrica %86,22’sinin kamu okullarinda gorev yaptigi
belirlenmistir. Katilimcilarin %46,76’sinin genel ortadgretim okullarinda (Anadolu lisesi, Fen lisesi, Sosyal
Bilimler lisesi), %33,51’inin mesleki ve teknik ortadgretim okullarinda (Meslek lisesi, Anadolu meslek lisesi,
Saglik Meslek lisesi, Cok Programli lise, Giizel Sanatlar lisesi, Spor lisesi vb.) ve %19,73liniin din 6gretimi yapan
okullarda (Imam-Hatip lisesi, Anadolu Imam-Hatip lisesi, imam-Hatip Fen ve Sosyal Bilimler lisesi ve proje
okullar1) gorev yaptiklart belirlenmistir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Arastirmada kullanilan “Praetoryanist Davranis Olgegi” alanyazindaki ilgili calismalardan (Bowman, 2010;
McLauchlin, 2010; Jarausch, 2014; Egreteau, 2016; Raviot, 2017; Giroux, 2018) yararlanilarak arastirmact
tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Alanyazinda hali hazirda praetoryanist davranig 6zelliklerini konu edinen bir dlgegin
bulunmadig1 belirlenmistir. Bu durum, aragtirmada kullanilmak iizere yeni bir dlgek gelistirilmesini zorunlu hale
getirmistir. Bu noktada aragtirmaci tarafindan praetoryanist davranigin tiim alt boyutlarini igerek sekilde bir madde
havuzu olusturulmus ve bu madde havuzundan 81 maddelik bir taslak 6lgek hazirlanmistir. Hazirlanan 81
maddelik taslak Olgek, ‘kapsam gecerliligini’ saglamak icin bilim alani uzmanlarina sunulmustur. Kavramin
disiplinler aras1 bir diizlemde oldugu bilindiginden 6l¢ek ayrica, 1 sosyolog, 1 psikolog, 3 okul miidiirii ve 1 Tiirk
Dil Bilimi alan uzmanlarindan olusan bir gruba daha iletilmis, aliman doniitlere gére 14 maddenin Olcekten
c¢ikarilmasina karar verilmistir. Acimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA) faktorlesmeyi belirleyebilmek i¢in yapilmustir.
Bu noktada, Analiz i¢in Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degeri 0,968 ve Barlett’s testi anlamli (p<0.01) bulunmustur.
On uygulama verilerinin faktdr analizi i¢in uygun oldugu belirlenmistir. Daha sonra veri setine agimlayici faktor
analizi uygulanmistir. Faktor analizinde bir degiskenin sahip olmasi gereken en diisiik faktor yiik degeri .30 olarak
onerilmektedir (Sijtsma, 2009). Olcekten faktor yiik degeri .30’dan diisiik olan 11 madde ile binisik olan 4 madde
cikarilmigtir. Agimlayici faktor analizinde (AFA), faktorleri olusturan maddelerin madde toplam korelasyonlarinin
en az .20 olmasi onerilmektedir. Buna gore, 3 madde de madde toplam korelasyonu .20’den daha kii¢iik oldugu
i¢in ¢ikarilmistir. Sonugta 49 maddenin yedi faktére dagildigi ve bu faktorlerin toplam varyansin %78,37’ini
acikladig saptanmistir.

Praetoryanist Davranis Olgeginin alt boyutlar1 alanyazindaki tartismalara uygun olarak isimlendirilmistir
(olumsuz elestiri, zorlayicilik, sinirlayicilik, yardimseverlik, otoriterlik, yararcilik, yonlendiricilik). Olumsuz
elestiri boyutu i¢in 6rnek madde: “Calisanlara yonelik elestirilerimin, aslinda onlarin kendilerini gelistirmesi i¢in
bir firsat oldugunu diisiiniiriim”. Zorlayicilik boyutu i¢in 6rnek madde: “Calisanlari, érgiitiin degerlerine ve

kurallarina uymalart konusunda zorlarim”. Sinirlayicilik boyutu igin 6rnek madde: “Calisanlarin is ortamlarinda
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istedikleri gibi ¢alismalarina izin vermem”. Yardimseverlik boyutu i¢in 6rnek madde: “Calisanlarimin yasadigi
maddi ve manevi sorunlarda onlara destek olur, sorunlarin ¢éziimii i¢in yardimer olmaya ¢alisurim”. Otoriterlik
boyutu i¢gin 6rnek madde: “Calisanlarimin emirlerimi kosulsuz yerine getirmelerini beklerim”. Yararcilik boyutu
icin 6rnek madde: “Benim yararim, ¢alisanlarimin yararlarindan énce gelir”. Yonlendiricilik boyutu i¢in 6rnek
madde: “Calisanlarimin benim belirledigim sekilde ¢alismalart benim igin onemlidir”.

Praetoryanist Davrams Olgeginin giivenirligi Cronbach’s Alfa (o) ve bilesik giivenirlik katsayilariyla
belirlenmistir. Cronbach’s Alfa katsayisinda 6lgekte yer alan maddelerin faktor yiikleri ve hata varyanslarinin esit
oldugu; bilesik giivenirlik katsayisindaysa faktor yiiklerinin ve hata varyanslarmin farklilastigi durumlarda
kullanilmas1 6nerilmektedir (Bland ve Altman, 1997). Bu sebeple ¢cok boyutlu 6l¢eklerin giivenirlik sinamalarinda
bilesik giivenirlik katsayisi, Cronbach’s Alfa katsayisina gore daha dengeli sonu¢ vermektedir (Rodriguez, Reise
ve Haviland, 2016). Bu noktada, her bir faktor i¢in hesaplanan Cronbach’s Alfa degerlerine ek olarak bilesik
giivenirlik degerlerinin de belirlenmesine karar verilmistir. Praetoryanizm Olgeginin hesaplanan Cronbach’s Alfa
katsayis1 ve dogrulanan Bilesik giivenirlik katsayisi degerleri Tablo 2’de goriilmektedir.

Tablo 2. Praetoryanizm 6lgeginin giivenilirlik katsayilari

Toplam Aciklanan Cronbach’s Bilesik
Faktorler Madde Varyans Alfa (o) Giivenirlik
Sayisi Oram (%) Katsayisi Katsayisi
1. Olumsuz elestiri 7 12.26 .83 .86
2. Zorlayicilik 8 12.13 .82 .85
3. Swmurlayicilik 7 12.28 .84 .89
4. Yardimseverlik 6 10.45 .81 .83
5. Otoriterlik 9 11.46 .85 87
6. Yararcilik 5 10.01 .82 .84
7. Yonlendiricilik 7 9.78 .81 .85
Toplam 49 78.37 .83 .86

Tablo 2’de incelenecegi iizere, Praetoryanist Davranis Olgeginin ‘olumsuz elestiri’ boyutu icin i¢ tutarhilik
katsayisi (o) .83 ve bilesik giivenirlik katsayisi .86; ‘zorlayicilik’ boyutu igin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi (o) .82 ve bilesik
giivenirlik katsayisi .85 ve ‘sinirlayicilik’ boyutu igin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi (o) .84 ve bilesik giivenirlik katsayisi
.89 olarak belirlenmistir. Olgegin ‘yardimseverlik’ boyutunun i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 (o) .81 ve bilesik giivenirlik
katsayisi1 .83; ‘otoriterlik” boyutu i¢in i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 (o) .85 ve bilesik giivenirlik katsayis1 .87; ‘yararcilik’
boyutu i¢in i¢ tutarlilik katsayist (o) .82 ve bilesik giivenirlik katsayisi .84 ve ‘ydnlendiricilik’ boyutu i¢in i¢
tutarlilik katsayisi () .81 ve bilesik giivenirlik katsay1si .85 olarak belirlenmistir. Praetoryanist Davrams Olgeginin
tiim alt boyutlari igin belirlenen giivenirlik katsayilarinin tamamu bir dlgekte bulunmasi tavsiye edilen giivenirlik
stir1 olan .70 (Cortina, 1993; Sijtsma, 2009) sartin1 karsilagsmaktadir. Olgegin tamamina iliskin toplam Cronbach’s
Alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .83 ve bilesik giivenirlik katsayis1 .86 olarak hesaplanmistir. Ayrica dlgekte yer alan
degiskenler arasinda ¢oklu baglantilik (multicollinearatiy), igsellik (endogeneity) ve digsallik (exogeneity)
problemine rastlanmamustir.

Praetoryanist Davranis Olgeginin yedi faktorlii yapisini dogrulamak igin ana uygulama verileri {izerinde
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. DFA sonucunda, yapisal modelin l¢limlenen verilerle oldukea iyi
bir uyuma sahip oldugu belirlenmistir (y%z96=786.48; p>0.01). Karsilastirma uyum gostergelerinin de (y*/sd=1.98,
p=0.01, CFI=0.96, NFI= 0.95, SRMR= 0.05, RMSEA = 0.05, GF1=0.94, AGFI=0.93) olduk¢a uyumlu bir modeli
isaret ettigi sonucuna varilmistir.  Praetoryanist Davrams Olceginin yamt secenekleri  besli
likert tipi olarak tasarlanmigtir. Likert tipi 6lgekte yer alan maddeler: (5) “Her zaman” ve (1) “higbir zaman”
seklinde puanlanmaktadir.
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Verilerin Toplanmasi

Arastirmanin ana uygulamasinda kullanilan 6lgek Ankara ilinin 25 ilgesinde yer alan okullara arastirmaci
tarafindan elden veya e-posta ile ulastirilmig ve katilimcilara arastirma konusu hakkinda bilgi verilerek yeterli siire
i¢cinde O6l¢me araglarini doldurmalart istenmistir. Doldurulan 6lgekler, yine elden aragtirmaci tarafindan veya e-
posta kanaliyla toplanmigtir.

Verilerin Analizi

Olgme araciyla elde edilen veriler, SPSS ve AMOS programiyla analiz edilmistir. Parametrik testler
uygulanmadan 6nce, bu testlerin temel varsayimlari sorgulanmistir. Oncelikle ¢alisma grubunun normal dagilim
gosterip gostermedigi (skewness ve kurtosis degerleri) incelenmistir. Bu caligmada yapilan normal dagilim
analizleri skewness (¢arpiklik)= -.613; kurtosis (basikitk)= .409 olarak bulunmustur. Elde edilen bu degerler -1 ile
+1 arasinda oldugu i¢in ¢alisma grubunun normal dagilim gosterdigi bulunmustur. Parametrik testlerin diger
varsayimi, varyanslarin homojen olmasidir. Calisma grubunun homojenligi Levene testi ile incelenmis; cinsiyet,
egitim durumu, egitim kolu (sektor), mesleki kidem ve okul tiirii degiskenlerine gore yapilan analizde anlamlilik
(p) degerleri .05’ten yiiksek ¢ikmustir. Elde edilen bu bulgulara dayanarak parametrik testlerin kullanilmasi uygun
goriilmiistiir. Faktorlerin incelenmesinde oncelikle kiiresellik testleri yapilmis, ardindan 6n uygulama verileri
tizerinde A¢imlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) ve ana uygulama verileri lizerinde Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA)
yapilmigtir.

Degiskenler arasindaki farkliligin sadece istatistiksel degil pratikte de anlamli olup olmadiginin incelenmesi
amactyla anlamli bulunan degerlerin etki biiylikliigi de hesaplanmigtir. Bu calismada etki biiyiikliigiiniin
hesaplanmasinda Cohen tarafindan gelistirilen hesaplama (d) kullanilmigtir (Lakens, 2013). Cohen, d degerinin
0.2’den kiigiik olmast durumunda, etki biiyiikligiiniin zay1f, 0.5 olmas1 durumunda orta ve 0.8’den biiyiik olmasi
durumunda ise kuvvetli olarak tanimlanabilecegini bildirmektedir (Cohen, 1992). iliski testleri icin etki biiyiikliigii
(effect size) hesaplamalarinda Cohen’s d formiilii (Kotrlik ve Williams, 2003) kullanilmigtir. Yapilan istatistiksel
analizlerin tiimiinde anlamlilik diizeyi (p)<.05 olarak belirlenmistir. Demografik degiskenlerin ¢6ziimlenmesinde
ve bagimli degiskenlerle olan iligkilerinin belirlenmesinde: cinsiyet, egitim durumu ve okul tiirii degiskenleri igin
t-testi ile mesleki kidem degiskeni igin tek yonlii varyans analizi yapilmistir. Cinsiyet, egitim durumu ve egitim
kolu (sektor) degiskenlerinin, praetoryanizm davranisi ile farklilagsma diizeyi t-testi; mesleki kidem ve okul tiirii
degiskenleri ise tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) analizi ile yapilmustir. Iliskisel karsilastirmalardaki
farkliliklar1 incelemek icin post-hoc testlerinden Scheffe testi kullanilmistir. Tiim bulgular, p<.05 anlamlilik
diizeyi temelinde yorumlanmigtir. Arastirmada kullanilan besli derecelendirme 6l¢eklerinden elde edilen agirlikl
ortalama puanlarin yorumlanmasi i¢in asagidaki araliklar kullanilmistir (Harpe, 2015): 4.20-5.00 ¢ok yiiksek
(praetoryanist davranisa ¢ok yiiksek diizeyde sahip), 3.40-4.19 yiiksek (praetoryanist davranisa yiiksek diizeyde
sahip), 2.60-3.39 orta (praetoryanist davranisa orta diizeyde sahip), 1.80-2.59 diisiik (praetoryanist davranisa diisiik
diizeyde sahip), 1.00-1.79 ¢ok diisiik (praetoryanist davranisa ¢ok diisiik diizeyde sahip)

Bulgular

Aragtirmaya katilan okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranmis boyutlarina iligkin goriislerinin betimsel
istatistikleri Tablo 3’te 6zetlenmistir.

Tablo 3. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranis diizeylerine iligkin betimsel istatistikler

Boyutlar N X SS
1. Olumsuz elestiri 370 3.21 .63
2. Zorlayicilik 370 3.62 71
3. Sinirlayicilik 370 3.16 73
4. Yardimseverlik 370 4.48 41
5. Otoriterlik 370 4.12 46
6. Yararcilik 370 3.79 .59
7. Yonlendiricilik 370 3.42 .57
Toplam 370 3.68 .58
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Tablo 3’e gore okul miidiirlerinin en ¢ok sahip olduklar1 ve sergiledikleri praetoryanist davranig bigimi
‘yardimseverlik’ (X=4.48) olarak belirlenmistir. Yardimseverlik boyutundaki standart sapma degerinin (.41)
olmasi, ortalama degerin 4.89 ile 4.07 degeri arasinda degismekte oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum okul
miidiirlerinin ¢ok yiiksek diizeyde yardimseverlik davranigini gosterdiklerini belirlemektedir. Bununla birlikte
otoriterlik davramsimn (X=4.12; ss=.46) okul miidiirlerinin sergiledigi énemli bir praetoryanist davranis oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Buna ek olarak yararcilik (X=3.79; ss=.59) ve zorlayicilik (X=3.62; ss=.71) davranislarinin da
yiiksek diizeylerde oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu noktada okul miidiirleri yonlendiricilik davranisini yiiksek diizeyde
gostermektedir denilebilir (X=3.42; ss=.57). Ancak katilimcilarin, praetoryanizmin ‘olumsuz elestiri’ (X=3.21;
ss=.63) ile ‘smirlayicilik’ (X=3.16; ss=.73) boyutlarindaki davramslara orta diizeyde sahip olduklar1 belirlenmistir.
Olgekten alinan toplan puan dikkate alindiginda katilimcilarin, yiiksek diizeyde praetoryanist davramslar icinde
oldugu belirlenmistir (X=3.68; $s=.58). Arastirmamin bagimsiz degiskenleri konumundaki cinsiyet, mesleki
kidem, egitim durumu, egitim kolu (sektdr) ve okul tiiriine gore katilimeilarin praetoryanist davranis diizeylerine
iliskin bulgular ilerleyen bdliimlerde yer almaktadir.

Praetoryanist davrams diizeyleri ile cinsiyet degiskenine iliskin bulgular

Okul miidiirlerinin cinsiyete gore praetoryanizm davraniglarini sergileme sikliklarina iligkin t-testi sonuglari
Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranis diizeylerinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore farklilagsmasi —
Bagimsiz Orneklem t-testi Analiz Sonuglar

Boyutlar Cinsiyet N X s sd t p Cohen’s d

Olumsuz elestiri Kadm 86  3.79 48 450 131 031" 38
Erkek 284 262 .78

Zorlayicilik Kadin 86 335 63 355 5935 013 72
Erkek 284 329 .79

Smirlayicilik Kadin =~ 86 342 62 350 541 039* 63
Erkek 284 2.89 .84

Yardimseverlik Kadin 86 4.09 .66 368 2.469 .007" 54
Erkek 284 483 .15

Otoriterlik Kadn 86 427 31 468 5150 016 47
Erkek 284 3.97 .61

Yararcilik Kadn 86 330 .71 468 5763 003" 52
Erkek 284 428 .44

Yoénlendiricilik Kadm 86 366 42 450 5021 022 38
Erkek 284 317 .71

Praetoryanizm Davranisi Kadn 86 3.78 .55 368 2.104 .018" 52

Erkek 284 3.58 .62

(*) p<.05

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, olumsuz elestiri boyutunun cinsiyete gére anlamli bir sekilde degistigi belirlenmistir
(te8)=-13,1, p<.05). Praetoryanizmin ‘olumsuz elestiri’ boyutunda kadinlar (X=3.79), erkeklere gore (X=3.21)
daha fazla oranda olumsuz elestirel praetoryanist davranislara sahiptirler. Arastirmanin bagimsiz degiskeni olan
cinsiyet, olumsuz elestiri davranigini (dconen=.38) orta diizeyde farklilagtirmaktadir. Benzer sekilde ‘zorlayicilik’,
‘stnirlayicilik’, ‘yardimseverlik’, ‘otoriterlik’, ‘yararcilik’ ve ‘yonlendiricilik’ boyutlarinin da okul midiirlerinin
cinsiyetleriyle anlamli bir sekilde farklilastigi belirlenmistir (p<.05). Bununla birlikte ‘zorlayicilik’,
‘stnirlandiricilik’, “otoriterlik’, ‘yonlendiricilik’ boyutlarinda okul miidiirleri daha fazla praetoryanist davranislar
sergilemekteyken; erkekler, praetoryanizmin ‘yardimseverlik’ ve ‘yararcilik’ boyutlarindaki davranislar1 daha
fazla gostermektedirler. Praetoryanizm davramgmm kadimlar (X=3.78), erkeklere gore (X=3.58) daha fazla
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sergilemektedirler. Aragtirmanin bagimsiz degiskeni olan cinsiyet, praetoryanizm davraniglarini (dconen=.52) Orta
diizeyde farklilagtirmaktadir.

Praetoryanist davrams diizeyleri ile mesleki kidem degiskenine iliskin bulgular

Okul miidiirlerinin mesleki kidemlerine gére praetoryanizm davramiglarina iligkin tek yonlii varyans analizi
sonuglar1 Tablo 5°te verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranig diizeylerinin mesleki kidem degiskenini gore farklilagmasi
— Tek Yonlii Varyans (ANOVA) Analiz Sonuglari

Boyutlar MeslekiKidem N X s sd F p  AnlamhFark  Cohe
(Schaffa) s d
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 376 .37 5. )
Olumsuz elestiri 2.16-25 y1l 134 316 .59 36,7 5.187 .006 1-2,1-3, 2-3 .32
3.26 yil veiizeri 42 271 .93
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 411 29 -
Zorlayicilik 2.16-25 y1l 134 3.69 .87 36’7 4.006 .019" 1-2,1-3,2-3 .26
3.26 yilveiizeri 42 3.06 .98
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 342 49 5.
Sinirlayicilik 2.16-25 y1l 134 312 .68 36,7 2961 .053 - .03
3.26 yil veiizeri 42 294 1.03
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 417 .73 -
Yardimseverlik 2.16-25 y1l 134 4.46 .38 36’7 3.856 .022" 1-2,1-3,2-3 24
3.26 yil veiizeri 42 481 .13
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 409 51 -
Otoriterlik 2.16-25 yil 134 415 .46 36,7 2.083 .126 - .09
3.26 yil veiizeri 42 413 41
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 386 .64 -
Yararcilik 2.16-25 y1l 134 3.73 55 36’7 1515 221 - .08
3.26 yil veiizeri 42 3.78 .58
1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 259 1.06 -
Yonlendiricilik 2.16-25 y1l 134 3.12 .46 36,7 3.197 .042° 1-2,1-3,2-3 22
3.26 yil veiizeri 42 455 .19
. 1. 15 y1l ve alt1 194 371 58
Praetoryanizm 2;
Davranisi 2.16-25 y1l 134 363 .56 47 2693 .069 - 17
3.26 yil veizeri 42 371 .61
(*) p<.05

Tablo 5 incelendiginde, praetoryanizm davraniginin ‘olumsuz elestiri’, ‘zorlayicilik’, ‘yardimseverlik’ ve
‘yonlendiricilik’ boyutlarinin, okul miidiirlerinin mesleki kidemine goére anlamli bir sekilde farklilagtigi
belirlenmistir (p<.05). Benzer sekilde zorlayicilik boyutunda mesleki kidemi 15 yil ve daha az olan katilimcilarin,
diger mesleki kidem gruplarina gore daha fazla zorlayici davranislar sergiledikleri belirlenmistir. Aragtirmanin
bagimsiz degiskeni olan mesleki kidem, praetoryanizm davranisinin olumsuz elestiri, zorlayicilik, yardimseverlik
ve yonlendiricilik boyutlarini (dconen>.20) orta diizeyde farklilagtirmaktadir. Ancak sinirlayicilik, otoriterlik ve
yararcilik boyutlariin, mesleki kidem ile anlamli bir sekilde degismedigi belirlenmistir (p>.05).

Praetoryanist davrams diizeyleri ile egitim durumu degiskenine iliskin bulgular

Okul miidiirlerinin egitim durumuna gore praetoryanist davraniglara sahip olma durumlarina iligkin t-testi
sonuglar1 Tablo 6’da verilmistir.
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Tablo 6. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranis diizeylerinin egitim durumu degiskenine gore farklilasmasi —
Bagimsiz Orneklem t-testi Analiz Sonuglari

Boyut Egitim N X S sd t p Cohen’s d
Durumu
Olumsuz clestiri Lisans 291 366 44 58 5763 003 61
Lisansiistii 79 276 .82
Zorlayicilik Lisans 291 419 46 68 5150 016° 46
Lisansiistii 79 3.05 .96
Smirlayicilik Lisans 291373 AL 968 5469 007" 52
Lisanstistii 79 259 .05
Yardimseverlik Lisans 291 424 .64 68 1575 058 68
Lisansiistii 79 472 .18
Otoriterlik Lisans 291 438 .34 a68 1217 113 49
Lisansiistii 79 3.86 .58
Yararcilik Lisans 291 367 .79 a6 5178 015° 47
Lisanstistii 79 391 .39
Yénlendiricilik Lisans 291305 66 568 1550 061 59
Lisansiistii 79 3.79 .48
Praetoryanizm Lisans 291 384 53 368 2152 016" 55
Davranist Lisansiistii 79 352 63
(*) p<.05

Tablo 6’da praetoryanizm davranisinin egitim durumu degiskenine gore anlamli bir sekilde farklilastigt
belirlenmistir (tzse)=2.152, p<.05). Praetoryanizm davranisi egitim durumu degiskenine goére orta diizeyde
farklilastirmaktadir (dconen=.55). Buna gore lisans mezunu okul miidiirleri (X=3.84), lisansiistii mezuniyet
derecesine sahip olanlara gore (X=3.52) daha fazla praetoryanist davranislara sahiptirler. Praetoryanizmin
‘olumsuz elestiri’ boyutu, okul miidiirlerinin egitim durumuna gére anlaml olarak degismektedir (tzes)=2.763,
p<.05). Lisans diizeyinde mezun olan okul miidiirleri (X=3.84), lisansiistii mezuniyet derecesine sahip olanlara
gdre (X=2.76) praetoryanizmin olumsuz elestiri boyutundaki davramslara daha fazla sahiptirler. Egitim Durumu
degiskeni, praetoryanizmin olumsuz elestiri boyutundaki davraniglar1 orta diizeyde etkilemektedir (dconen=.61).
Praetoryanizmin ‘zorlayicilik’ ve ‘sinirlayicilik’ boyutlari da egitim durumu degiskeniyle anlamli bir sekilde
farklilagmaktadir. Anilan boyutlarda lisans diizeyinde mezuniyet derecesine sahip okul miidiirleri, lisansiistii
mezuniyet derecesine sahip olanlara gore daha fazla praetoryanist davraniglara sahiptirler. Egitim durumu
degiskeni ‘zorlayicilik’ ve ‘sinirlayicilik’ boyutlarini orta diizeyde etkilemektedir (dcohen<.80).

5.4. Praetoryanist davrams diizeyleri ile egitim kolu (sektor) degiskenine iliskin bulgular

Okul miidiirlerinin gorev yaptiklar1 egitim koluna (sektdr) goére praetoryanizm davraniglarina sahip olma
durumlarina iligkin t-testi sonuglar1 Tablo 7°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 7. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranig diizeylerinin egitim kolu (sektor) degiskenine gore
farklilasmasi — Bagimsiz Orneklem t-testi Analiz Sonuglar

Boyut Egitim N X ss sd t p Cohen’s d

Kolu

Olumsuz clestiri Kamu 319 436 31 a58 5763 003" 71
Ozel 51 206 .95

Zorlayicilik Kamu 319 458 11 358 5376  .009" 63
Ozel 51 276 131

Smirlayicilik Kamu 319 323 77 358 1501 067 14
Ozel 51 309 .69

Yardimseverlik Kamu 319 459 .32 a58 456 073 11
Ozel 51 437 54

Otoriterlik Kamu 319 415 .55 a68 1575 058 18
Ozel 51 409 .37

Yararcilik Kamu 319 281 103 558 3112 o01* 81
Ozel 51 477 .15

Yonlendiricilik Kamu 319 465 18 358 559 .005* 66
Ozel 51 219 .96

Praetoryanizm Ifamu 319 4.05 47 400 -9.,44 001" 47

Davranist Ozel 51 333 .69

(*) p<.05

Tablo 7 incelendiginde praetoryanizm davranisinin, egitim kolu (sektdr) degiskenine gére anlami bir sekilde
farklilastig1 belirlenmistir (tz68y=1.886, p<.05; dconen=.45). Buna gore kamu okullarinda gorev yapan okul
miidiirleri (X=4.05), 6zel okullarda gérev yapanlara gére (X=3.33) daha yiiksek diizeyde praetoryanist
davranislara sahiptirler. Praetoryanizmin ‘yararcilik’ boyutunun okul midiirlerinin gérev yaptig1 egitim koluna
gore anlamli bir sekilde degistigi belirlenmistir (t@essy=3.112, p<.05). Egitim kolu degiskeni, yararci praetoryanist
davramglar yiiksek diizeyde etkilemektedir (dconen>.80). Ozel okullarda ¢alisan okul miidiirleri (X=4.77), kamu

okullarinda ¢alisanlaragore (X=2.81) daha fazla yararci praetoryanist davramslar sergilemektedirler.
Praetoryanist davrams diizeyleri ile okul tiirii degiskenine iliskin bulgular

Okul miidiirlerinin goérev yaptiklari okul tiirline gore praetoryanizm davranislarina iliskin tek yonlii varyans
analizi sonuglar1 Tablo 8’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 8. Okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranig diizeylerinin okul tiirii degiskenini gore farklilasmas1 — Tek
Yonlii Varyans (ANOVA) Analiz Sonuglari

. _ Anlamh Cohen’s
Boyutlar Okul Tiirii N X ss sd F p Fark d
Olumsuz 1. Genel Ort. 13 239 82 ] 12 13
elestiri 2. Mesleki Tek. 124 301 .68 45, 5902 .003 23 46
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.22 .39
Zorlayicilik 1. Genel Ort. 173 2.45 11
. 2, «  1-2;1-3
2. Mesleki Tek. 124 3.65 TT 367 5.375 .005 2.3 41
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.76 22
Sinirlayicilik 1. Genel Ort. 173 254 1.03 5.
2. Mesleki Tek. 124 271 101 ¢ 5029 .007" 1-3;2-3 37
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.23 A5
Yardimseverlik 1. Genel Ort. 173 457 .35 5-
2. Mesleki Tek. 124 4.69 .23 36,7 2961 .053 - 12
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.18 .65
Otoriterlik 1. Genel Ort. 173 391 .59 -
2. Mesleki Tek. 124 443 31 5, 2818 061 - .09
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.02 A48
Yararcilik 1. Genel Ort. 173 3.28 .86
. 2 «  1-2;1-3
2. Mesleki Tek. 124 383 55 4/, 4394 .013 2.3 33
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.26 .36
Yonlendiricilik 1. Genel Ort. 173 3.79 .53 -
2. Mesleki Tek. 124 312 .62 36,7 2.555 .079 - .06
3. Din Ogretimi 73 3.35 .56
Praetoryanizm 1. Genel Qrt. 173 3.27 .76 2: . 1213
Davranisi 2. Meslfkl Tek. 124 3.63 59 367 3.506 .031 2.3 .26
3. Din Ogretimi 73 4.14 41
(*) p<.05

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, practoryanizm davranist okul tiirii degiskenine gore anlamli olarak farklilagmaktadir
(F:367=3.506; p<.05). Din &gretimi temelli okullarda ¢aligan okul miidiirleri (X=4.14), mesleki ve teknik temelli
(X=3.63) okullar ile genel ortadgretim (X=3.27) okullarinda galisanlara gore daha fazla praetoryanist davranislar
sergilemektedirler. Ayrica mesleki ve teknik temelli okullarda g¢aligan katilimcilarin da genel ortadgretim
okullarinda ¢alisanlara gére daha fazla praetoryanist davraniglar gosterdikleri saptanmigtir. Okul tiirii degiskeni
praetoryanizm davranigini orta diizede etkilemektedir (dconen <.80).

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu calisma, okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist davranis bigimlerini gosterme diizeylerini belirlemeyi
amaglamigtir. Arastirma sonucunda, okul miidiirlerinin en ¢ok sahip olduklari praetoryanist davranisin,
‘yardimseverlik’ oldugu belirlenmistir. Ayrica sirasiyla otoriterlik, yararcilik, zorlayicilik ve yonlendiricilik
davranislarin1 da gostermektedirler. Bununla birlikte okul miidiirleri, praetoryanizmin ‘olumsuz elestiri’ ile
‘stnirlayicilik’ boyutlarindaki davramislara kismen sahiptirler. Yine arasgtirma sonucunda okul miidiirlerinin
cogunlukla praetoryanist davranislar iginde oldugu belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin bu bulgular1 Ling’in (2003)
aragtirma bulgularim1 desteklemektedir. Ancak Cunliffe (2014) ozellikle bati kiiltiirel degerlerinin bir sonucu
olarak praetoryanist davranislarin goriilebilecegini ve bu praetoryanist davranigin, 6zgiin bir sosyal etkilesimle
Ogrenilen bir davranis oldugunu bildirmektedir. Cunliffe’e gore (2014), otoriterlik, olumsuz elestiri, zorlayicilik,
yararcilik ile sinirlayicilik gibi davranislar, praetoryanizmin karanlik yoniidiir. Ma ve Tsui (2015) praetoryanizmin
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yardimseverlik ve yonlendiricilik boyutlarimin dogu kiiltiirel formlarma vurgu yaptigini ve kavramin aydinlik
yoniinii 6n plana ¢ikardigini savunmaktadirlar.

Arastirmanin yukarida anilan sonuglarindan hareketle, dogu ve bati kiiltiirel degerleri arasindaki farklilagsmada
g0z oniinde bulundurularak, praetoryanist egilimler gosteren bir toplumsal yap1 igerisinde faaliyetlerini siirdiiren
bir orgiitiin de praetoryanist 6zellikler gostermesinin olast oldugu diistincesi (Archer, 1990; Beehner, 2018)
dogrulanmustir. Bununla birlikte Tiirk kiiltiirtindeki kolektivist yap1 ve genis gii¢ mesafesinden 6nemli dl¢lide
etkilenen orgiitler, praetoryanist davraniglarin ¢alisma yasamindaki varligini goriiniir kilmaktadir (Dikili, 2014).
Orgiit icerisindeki yonetim modellerinin, drgiit kiiltiiriiniin etkisinde kalmasi sonucunda, praetoryanist yonetim
egilimleri ortaya cikabilmektedir (Giiclii, 2003). Bunun neticesinde, yoneticiler calisanlarina karst yakin ilgi
gostermekte ve calisanlar da bunun karsiliginda liderlerine karsi saygi ve itaat gostermektedir. Bu karsilikli iliski
yOneticinin, kendi otoritesini ¢alisanina zorla kabul ettirmesine evirilmekte (Vural, 2018); sonugta, praetoryanist
liderlik adinda kiiltiirel bir liderlik yaklagimi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Decalo, 1975; Danopoulos ve Zirker, 2002).
Arastirma sonuglarini dikkate alarak bu kiiltiirel liderlik yaklagiminin, 6rgiit yonetim ve fonksiyonlarina hem
negatif hem pozitif etkisi oldugunu belirtmek yanlis olmayacaktir. Practoryanist yonetim modeli, temelde yonetici
ile c¢alisanin yakin iligki kurmasini esas aldigindan, c¢alisan {izerinde olumlu bir etkisi olmadigt
diigiiniilebilmektedir (Giroux, 2018). Boylece, ¢alisanlar yiiksek is tatmini, duygusal baglilik gibi birtakim pozitif
tutumlar gelistirememektedirler. Bu negatif tutumlarin g¢alisanlarin orgiitsel davramislarina da yansiyacagi
(Cunliffe, 2014) varsayimindan hareketle, ¢alisanlarin performansinda onemli bir artis beklenilmemektedir.
Calisanlarin performansinin artmadigi bir ortamda drgiitiin verimliliginin de artmayacag agikardir. Dolayisiyla
hem orgiit hem de ¢aliganlar amaglarina ulasmamis olacaklardir. Bunun yaninda yoneticinin baskici, elestirel ve
zorlayict tutum ve davranmslari, calisanlar iizerindeki is stresinin artmasina ve onlarin ozgiirliiklerinin
smirlandirilmasina da neden olacaktir (Adams ve Balfour, 2014; Harpe, 2015; Vural, 2018).

Arastirmanin diger bir sonucu da praetoryanist davraniglar ile cinsiyetin farklilagsmasi durumudur. Arastirmaya
gore praetoryanizm davranisini kadinlarin, erkeklere gore daha fazla sergiledikleri bulunmustur. Alanyazinda bu
calisma bulgusunu destekleyen farkli ¢aligmalar bulunmaktadir. Raviot (2017) ve Jarausch (2014) kadinlarin,
erkeklere gore daha fazla praetoryanist davranig gésterme egiliminde olduklarini bildirmektedirler. Praetoryanist
davranigin cinsiyetle iligkisinin incelendigi ¢esitli arastirma sonuglari, bu arastirmanin sonuglariyla farklilik
gostermektedir. Rizvi (2015) ve Cunliffe (2014), erkeklerin praetoryan davramiglarinin kadinlara gore daha fazla
oldugunu bulgulamislardir. Kadin okul miidiirlerinin, practoryanizmin zorlayicilik, sinirlayicilik, otoriterlik,
olumsuz elestiri gibi negatif davranislara erkeklere gore daha fazla sahip olmasi, yalnizca praetoryanist egilimlere
iligkin bir sonug degildir. Bdylesi bir sonug, kadin ve erkek yonetim bigimleri arasindaki farklilasmay1 da goriiniir
kilmaktadir. Bunun yaninda erkeklerin yardimsever davranislar kadinlara gére daha fazla tercih etmeleri de bir
ikilem olarak belirmektedir. Ma ve Tsui (2015), praetoryanist yoneticinin ayni zamanda yardimsever veya otoriter
olabilecegini ve bu durumun dogu kiiltiirel degerleri i¢in aligildik oldugunu bildirmislerdir. Cunliffe (2014) ve
Kowalevski (1991) ise bati Kkiiltirlerinde bu ikilemin bir yonetim kusuru veya illiberal tutum olarak
goriilebilecegini bildirmektedirler.

Bagimsiz degigskenlerden mesleki kidem ile praetoryanizm davraniglari arasindaki farklilasma olmadigi sonucu
alanyazindaki gesitli caligmalarla benzerlik gostermektedir (Raviot, 2017; Cunliffe, 2014; Bowman, 2010). Raviot
(2017), mesleki kidemi az veya yoneticilik tecriibesi az olan yoneticilerin, 6rgiit i¢i disiplini yeterince
saglayamadigini; Cunliffe (2014) ise mesleki kidemi fazla olan yoneticilerin, ¢aliganlarimi daha fazla kontrol
ettiklerini bildirmektedir. Bowman (2010), mesleki kidemdeki artigin yOneticinin praetoryanist davranislar
gosterme egilimini arttirmadigin1 ancak daha geng yaslarda olan yodneticilerin daha fazla praetoryanist davranis
kaliplar1 sergiledigini bildirmektedir. Bowman’a gore (2010) bu durumun sebebi geng yaslardaki yoneticilerin,
kendilerinden daha yash calisanlar iizerinde otorite kurmakta zorlanmalar1 veya daha yagl ¢alisanlar1 gerektigi
kadar motive edememeleridir. Bunun yaninda okul miidiirlerinin egitim durumlari ile praetoryanist davranislari
arasindaki farklilik da alanyazinda ¢esitli arastirma sonuglariyla paralellik gostermektedir (Ma ve Tsui, 2015;
Rizvi, 2015; Peruzzotti, 2004). Rizvi (2015), daha iist egitim seviyesindeki yoneticilerin, daha az praetoryanist
davraniglara sahip oldugunu; Peruzzotti (2004), diisiik egitim seviyesindeki yoneticilerin daha baskici ve sert
yonetim sergilediklerini bildirmiglerdir. Bu noktada arastirmanin, lisans mezunu okul midiirlerinin, lisansiistii
mezunlarina gore daha fazla praetoryanist davranislar sergiledikleri bulgusu, Ma ve Tsui’nin (2015) ‘egitim
seviyesindeki artisin kiiltiirel gecisler yaratabilecegi ve 6zellikle dogu kiiltiiriinden bat1 kiiltiirel degerlerine
gecislerin olabilecegi’ diisiincesini destekler niteliktedir. Ancak lisansiistii 6grenimler, okul yoneticisi olarak
gorevlendirilmede dikkate alinmadigindan pek ¢ok okul yoneticisi adayr tarafindan bu egitime ilgi
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gosterilmemektedir. Lisansiistii seviyelerde egitim almanin ve alanda uzmanlagsmanin 6nemi bilinse de egitim
politikas1 belirleyici tarafindan bu egitimler dnemsenmemektedir. Egitim politikas1 belirleyicilerinin, okul
yoneticisi yetistirme politikalarini siirekli degistirmeleri, yaygin ve siirdiiriilebilir bir diizlemde okul yodneticisi
secme siyasalarini gegersiz kilmaktadir. Bu arastirma sonucuyla belirlenen kamu okullarinda ¢alisan yoneticilerin,
0zel okullarda calisan meslektaslarina gore daha fazla practoryanist davranislar sergiledikleri bulgusu dnemlidir.
Bu arastirma ile ayrica okul miidiirlerinin ¢aligtig1 okul tiirii ile praetoryanist davranislar arasindaki iliskiler de
incelenmistir. Buna gore din Ogretimi yapan okullarda calisgan miidiirlerin, diger okullarda goérev yapan
meslektaslarina gore daha fazla praetoryanist davranmislar sergiledigi bulunmustur. Arastirmanin bu sonucu,
Jarausch (2014) tarafindan yapilan Katolik okullarinda ve diger din 6gretimi yapan okullarda ¢aligan yoneticilerin
daha fazla praetoryanist davranislar sergilediklerine yonelik aragtirma sonuglariyla benzerlikler gostermektedir.

Bu ¢alisma sonucunda praetoryanizm davranislarinin erkeklerden ziyade, kadin okul yoneticilerinde daha
yiiksek diizeyde oldugunun belirlenmesi, kadin yoneticilerin ¢alisanlarini daha fazla gozettikleri, bunun yaninda
calisanlarin ig ve sosyal yasantilarina da daha fazla miidahil olduklarini belirginlestirmistir. Caligsanlar ile sosyal
iletisimler kurmak ve galisma ortamlarini ¢alisanlar lehine diizenlemek proaktif bir yénetim modeli olsa da
practoryanist davraniglar, c¢alisanlarin yasam ve c¢aligma bigimlerine miidahale ve sinirlandirmalari da
icermektedir. Yetiskinlerde davrams degisikligi yapilabilmesi oldukga zor ve uzun siireli ¢alisma gerektiren bir
stirectir ve davraniglar digsal baskilardan ziyade kisinin igsel ve 6znel farkindaligi ve degisim istegi ile
gerceklestirilebilir. Bu arastirmanin énemli sonuglarin biri de okul tiirii degiskeni ile praetoryanizm arasindaki
iligkinin ortaya ¢ikarilmasidir. Din dgretimi temelli okullarda galisan katilimcilarin, mesleki ve teknik temelli
okullar ile genel ortadgretim okullarinda calisan katilimcilara gore daha fazla praetoryanist davranislar
sergilemeleri dnemlidir. Okullarda miidiirlerin praetoryanist davraniglar sergilemesi, gercekte, okulun basarisi
veya verimini arttirma amaci tagir. Ayrica, ¢alisanlarina kars1 yardimsever ve yonlendirici davraniglar sergileyen
miidiirlerin, ¢aligma ortamlarini daha calisilabilir kilmasi da s6z konusudur. Calisanlarin ihtiyaglarini karsilayan
ve c¢aliganlarina yakin ve sicak bir 6zen gdsteren yoneticinin, ¢alisanlarindan benzer bir tutum ve davranig
beklemesi yasamin dogal akisidir. Ancak praetoryanizm, yarar ve ¢ikar iliskilerinin normatif kaliplardan ¢ok
sosyolojik bir bigimde takasini 6ngériir. Yani praetoryanizmdeki karsiliklilik ilkesi, yarar ve ¢ikar iligkilerine
dayali bir iktidarin mesrulagsmasini ngormektedir. Sunulan tartismalara ek olarak bu ¢alisma, okul miidiirlerinden
olusan evren ¢ergevesinde yliriitiilmiis ve burada sunulan veriler, dogrudan katilimci goriislerinden elde edilmistir.
Farkl1 evrenlerle elde edilen veriler kullanilarak yiiriitiilen aragtirmalarda farkl1 bulgulara ulasilabilir. Ugiincii taraf
gozlemcilerin kullanildi1 aragtirmalarda praetoryanizmin, vesayet ve statiikoya yol agma 6zelligi nedeniyle
yOnetici veya es diizey meslektaslarin 6nyargili davranabilecekleri hususu goz 6niinde bulundurulmalidir. Ayrica
alanyazindaki praetoryanist davranis bigimleriyle ilgili ¢aligmalarin 6nemli bir kismi egitim dis1 Orgiitlerde
gerceklestirilmigtir. Alanyazinda egitim orgiitii yoneticilerinin sergiledikleri praetoryanist davranis bigimlerine
iliskin heniiz yeterli nicel ve nitel ¢alismanin bulunmadigi ifade edilebilir. Bu nedenle okul miidiirlerinin hangi tiir
praetoryanist davramigi hangi siklikla sergiledikleri konusu gelecekteki g¢aligmalar i¢in 6nemli bir kuramsal
tartisma alanina doniigebilir. Ayni sekilde demografik ve orgiitsel faktorlerin okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanist
davranig bigimleri tizerinde etkili olup olmadigi, praetoryanist davranislarin nedenleri ve sonuglari gibi konularla
ilgili alanyazinda yeterli sayida ¢aligma bulunmamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, egitim durumu,
okul tiiri ve kamu-6zel okul ayrimi gibi bireysel ve orgiitsel diizeydeki degiskenler ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir.
Arastirma, Ankara {line bagl ilgelerdeki kamu ve 6zel liselerde gorevli okul miidiirlerinin praetoryanizm &lgegine
iliskin gortsleri ile smirlidir. Toplumsal, sosyal ve ekonomik degisiklikler ile egitim sisteminde olusabilecek
beklenmedik durumlar, praetoryanizm davranisa iliskin goriislerin degismesine neden olabilir ve arastirmanin
giincelligini gegersiz kilabilir. Bu sebeple arastirmanin farkli yillarda boylamsal ¢alismalarla sinanmasi dnemli
goriilebilir.

Aragtirma sonuglarindan hareketle gelistirilen 6neriler asagidaki gibi siralanabilir:

e Okullarda saglikli ¢alisma ortamlarinin olusturulmas: i¢in olumsuz praetoryanist davraniglar sergileyen
yoneticilerin, kendi davraniglarini fark etmeleri saglanmalidir. Bu amacla belirli zamanlarda okul yoneticileri
icin ‘calisanlar tarafindan degerlendirilme’, ‘kendini degerlendirme’ veya ‘performans degerlendirme’ formlari
diizenlenerek dis denetim mekanizmalarinin islerligi saglanmalidir.

e Yoneticilerin digsal bir baski veya elestiri olmaksizin kendi davraniglarinin farkinda olmalar1 ve davraniglarinin
sonuglarina iligkin empati yapmalari saglanmalidir. Bu amagla, praetoryanizmin, yardimseverlik ve
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yonlendiricilik gibi olumlu yondeki davraniglari destekleyen ve zorlayicilik gibi olumsuz etkileri olabilecek
davraniglari sondiirmeye yonelik kisisel gelisim planlart hazirlanmalidir.

Praetoryanist davranis sergileyen yoneticilerin, ideal yonetici davraniglarina yonlendirilmesi amaciyla
mentorluk ve kogluk yaklasimlarindan yararlanmalar1 saglanmalidir.

Bu arastirma sonuglar1 dikkate alinarak okul yoneticilerinin lisansiistii egitimlere yonlendirilmesi onerilebilir.
Lisansiistii seviyede egitim almalari i¢in okul yoneticilerinin tesvik edilmesi, egitim politikasina yon verenlere
bir 6neri olarak sunulabilir.

Din 6gretimi temelli okullarda ¢alisan miidiirlerin olumsuz praetoryanist davraniglar sergilemeleri bu okullarda
diizenlenecek hizmet i¢i egitimler veya okul miidiirlerine yonelik psikososyal gelisim planlari ile azaltilabilir.
Siirdiiriilebilir bir gelisimin plani ile kayda deger gelisim saglanabilir. Bu amagla hangi okul tiiriinde gorev
yaptigina bakilmaksizin tiim okul yoneticilerini kapsayacak uygulamali bir iletisim egitimi ile yine uygulamali
egitim yonetimi egitimleri hazirlanabilir.

Bu c¢alismanin farkli degiskenleri (kisilik 6zellikleri, 6rgiitsel davranigin farkli kavramlar1 vb.) de dikkate
alacak sekilde genisletilmesi ileride yapilacak arastirmalar icin Onerilebilir. Ayrica ileride yapilacak
aragtirmalarda, nitel arastirma yontemlerinin ise kosulmasi ile kavrama iliskin daha derin incelemelerin
yapilmasi Onerilebilir.
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