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ARASTIRMA

Ack Erisim

Spor Bilimleri ile Sinif Ogretmenligi Béliimlerinde Okuyan

Ogrencilerin Liderlik Ozelliklerinin Incelenmesi

Adem Poyraz’, Kiibra Giil Kaplan™

Oz

Makale Ge¢misi

Calismanin amact siif 6gretmenleri ile Spor Bilimleri Fakiiltesi'nde (SBF) egitim goren 6grencilerin
liderlik &zelliklerinin farkli degiskenlerini tespit etmektir. Bu calismada nicel arastirma
desenlerinden tarama, model olarak da kesitsel tarama kullanilmigtir. Calismada farkli illerden SBF
(n:168) ve sinif 6gretmenligi boliimiinden (n:153) toplam 321 6grenciden gevrim igi ortamda veri
toplanmistir. Bu Ogrencilerin liderlik 6zelliklerini belirlemede Bolman ve Deal tarafindan
gelistirilen ve Dereli tarafindan Tiirkceye uyarlanan “Liderlik Yonelim Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Elde
edilen veriler istatistiksel olarak SPSS 18 paket programu ile degerlendirilmistir. Verilerin normal
dagilima uygunlugu icin carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilari kullanilmistir. Betimsel istatistik
yontemlerinde frekans (f), ylizde (%), standart sapma (Ss), aritmetik ortalama (X) ve bagimsiz
degiskenler arasindaki iliski t-testi kullanilmistir. Bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliski tek yonlii
Anova testi ile belirlenmis ve ardindan Post hoc test olan tukey testi ile gruplar arasindaki farklar
analiz edilmistir. Arastirma bulgularindan 6grencilerin liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut
puanlarnin cinsiyet degiskenine gore kadinlarda, Ozellikle rekreasyon boliimii olmak iizere beden
egitimi ve spor 6gretmenligi, antrendrliik egitimi 6grencilerinin, daha 6nce liderlik ya da yoneticilik
yapan, farkli kurslara katilan ve spor bransi olan 6grencilerin liderlik gelisim 6zelliklerinin daha
¢ok on planda oldugu goriiliirken, ¢ocuklarin liderlik 6zelliklerinin gelisimlerinde anne ve baba
egitim durumlarinin benzerlik gosterdigi gozlenmistir.
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Giris
Lider, bir hedefe bagh olarak gruptakilere kendisini takip ettiren veya kisilerin belirlenmis hedefler
1s181nda hareket etmesini saglayan kisidir (Sabuncuoglu ve Tiiz, 2001). Liderler, etkileyici giiciinii sosyal
iletisim yollar: ile kazanmaktadir (Yesil, 2013). Lider etkinligini olusturan konular, denetim bigimi ve
planlama, hedef belirleme sekilleri, yetki devri ya da devretmemesi, grubundakilerle kurdugu iletisim
seklidir (Landis,vd., 2014). Biitiin liderlerin ortak bir amaci vardir ve bu amaglar ¢ok sayida 6grencinin

0grenme sansini artirmaktadir (Can, 2006).

Liderlik belirli amaglar etrafinda toplanmus bir toplulugun sistematik olarak hareket edebilmesini
saglayan temel niteliktir (Kaplan ve Giilden, 2017). Liderlik; topluluktaki iiyelerden zeka, yetenek,
karizma bakimindan {istiin olma durumudur (Erdem ve Dikici, 2009). Is yasami ve yonetimle alakali
oldugu kadar, sosyolojik, psikolojik, askeri, politik, felsefi ve tarihi agidan ele alinip analizi yapilabilen
bir olgudur (Sisman, 2002). Liderlik, degisime 6nayak olmaktir (Karakaplan Ozer, 2019). Kisisel ve
grupsal problemleri ortadan kaldirma kabiliyeti gerektiren karisik bir yetenek durumudur (Hedlund,
vd., 2003).

Liderlerin genel 6zelliklerine bakildiginda Gehring (2007)" e gore liderler; basar1 odakli, kaliteyi
onemseyen, bilgiyi arastiran, inisiyatif kullanan, yardimsever, insanlara hizmet etmeyi seven, onlari
anlayan, miisteri odakly, kisilerin ifade edemediklerini analiz edip duygu ve diisiincelerini anlayabilen,
politik yetenek boyutuna sahip, esnek yapida, farkli durumlarda ve kosullarda olay1 anlayip
degerlendirebilen kisilerdir. Cattell (1966) ise liderlerin 6zelliklerini disa doniik, agik, duygusal denge

sahibi, sorumluluk alan, uyumlu kisiler olarak belirtmektedir.

Liderlik egitimde de olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Liderlik kavrami toplumu yoneten okullarda oldugu kadar
(Beycioglu, 2009) smifi yoneten bir 6gretici icin de kullanilmaktadir (Uredi ve Giil, 2018). Egiticiler artik
uygulayict olmaktan daha ¢ok arastiran, sorgulayan, yenilige agik, 6grenmeye istekli bir lider 6zelligini

ortaya koymaktadir (Giiglii ve Kosar, 2016).

Lider ogretmenlerin sahip olmasi gereken birtakim ozellikler bulunmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin
uygulamalarinda sahip olduklar liderlik davraniglarini 6ne ¢ikarmalar: gerekmektedir. Barth’a gore
(1990) liderlik ileri siiren bir egitimci, yonetimsel direng ile karst karsiya gelse de bu egitsel agcidan
olumludur. Béyle egitimcinin kendi aliskanliklar1 ve 6gretim ile gelen duraganlikla basa ¢ikmasi
lazimdir. Boyle bir liderligi baslatmak; belirlenmis ufak bir yerin disina ¢ikmayi gerektirir. Egitimcinin
gorevi sadece siniftan ibaret degildir. Ogretmen liderligi; 6gretmenlerin smifin disinda, her tiirlii

konuda sorumluluk alma istegini cesaretle ilan etmesidir.

Alanyazin incelendiginde liderligi olusturan alt boyutlari tespit edip ortaya koyan pek ¢ok calisma
oldugu goriilmektedir (Edizler ve Akbulut, 2011; Banoglu, 2012). Bu liderligin alt boyutuna dair
siniflandirmalardan biri de Bolman ve Deal‘indir. Bolman ve Deal’e gore (1990) liderligin insan

kaynakli, politik, sembolik ve yapisal olmak iizere dort alt boyutu vardir.

Insan kaynakli yaklagim, grubu ve insan1 makine gibi gérmeyip insani psikolojik ve sosyal ihtiyaglari
ile birlikte dogal varlik olarak algilamaktadir. Burada lider, bireylere destek saglar ve onlari giiglendirir.
Insan, grubun kalbidir. Liderler, grubun ve ¢alisanlarin amaglar1 icin ugrasir. Onlar1 destekleyip
giiclendirir. Grubunda galisanlarina giivenir, ulasilabilen liderdir, bilgi paylasimi yapar, katilimi saglar,

diirtsttiir, sorunlar birlikte ¢oziliir (Bolman ve Deal, 2003).

Politik yaklasim, orgiitleri politik arenalara benzetir. Lider; grubu etkileyen grup disi baska

gruplarla giizel iligkiler gelistirir, catismay1 yonetebilir. Istedigini ve alacagini bilir, aciklama yapar.
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Thtiyag, ilgi ve gii¢ dengesini iyi degerlendirir. Her insana istedigini vermez, gruplarin pazarlig1 icin
ortam hazirlar. Kisileri ve kaynaklar1 harekete geciren, ikna eden, isbirliginde ve destekte etkin ve giiglii
uzlagsmalar olusturan kuvvetli boyut ve toplumsal uyumsuzluklara yanit veren liderlerdir (Bolman ve
Deal, 2003).

Sembolik yaklasimda liderler gruplara istediklerini veremezler ama grup farkhiliklarim
tartisabilecekleri ve mantikli uzlasmalar yapabilecekleri ortamlar: olusturabilirler. Yasanilan karisik
diinyanin nasil anlamli hale getirildigine odaklanirlar (Bolman ve Deal, 2003). Liderlerinin en 6énemli
isi insanlara ilham vermek olduguna inanilir. Insanlar yaptiklar1 isin ne kadar onemli oldugunu
hissettiklerinde heyecan duyup o ortama kendilerini adarlar. Liderler grubu egsiz yapmak adina
hirshidir ve yanindakine de aktarir. Insanlari heyecanlandirmak igin dramatik semboller kullanir,
misyon duygusu asilar. Enerjik yapida liderlerdir. Sloganlar olusturur, 6diil dagitir, hikayeler anlatir,

her yerde ortaya ¢gikip etrafta dolasarak ¢alisirlar (Bolman ve Deal, 2003).

Yapisal liderlik; mantikli ve acik diisiinen, problemlere dikkatli analiz ile yaklasan, detaylara dikkat
eden, ¢ok iyi diizenlenerek anlasilan yontemler olusturan ve onlar1 gerceklestiren, hedeflerinde yon
gosteren ve tutarh liderlik tiirtidiir (Bolman ve Deal, 2003). Yapisal perspektif, iiretken olmay1 ifade
eder ve burokratik 6zelliklerden is boliimiinii, emir komuta zincirini, rollerdeki sorumluluklari belirtir
(Dereli, 2003).

Liderlik 6zelliklerine dair yapilan ¢alismalar incelendiginde ¢alismalarin farkli disiplinlere yonelik
stirdiirtildiigli anlasilmakta ancak sporda liderlik kavrami tizerine yapilan calismalarin nicelik olarak
yetersiz oldugu goriilmektedir. Donuk’un (2006) antrendr ve sporcularin liderlik tarzlarini inceledigi
arastirma sonucuna gore ¢alisma grubundaki antrendrlerin, sporcularin egitimi ve 6gretimine deger
veren, onlar1 sosyal manada destekleyen, yar1 demokratik, yar1 otokratik bir liderlik tarzina sahip
olduklar: goriilmiistiir. Loughead ve Hardy (2005), spor alaninda akran ve kog liderliginin davranig
sekillerini gozlemleme sonucunda antrendrlerin liderlik davranisi igerisinde otokratik liderligi
benimsediklerini ortaya ¢ikarmus, liderlikte akran davranislarindan da sosyal destek, demokratik
liderlik ve olumlu geri bildirimi fazlaca tercih ettiklerini belirtmistir. Bir arastirmada Ogretmen
liderlerin insanlarla saglikli iletisim kurma, grup sorunlarini belirli kilabilme, degisme siireci ile basa
¢ikma, gereken kaynagi temin etme, harekete gecirme, liderlik sorumlulugunu elde etme ve giivenme
alaninda yeterlilik kazanmak zorunda olduklari belirtilmistir (Gehrke, 1991). Gelecekteki liderleri
yetistirmede ytiiksekogretim kurumlari ve tiniversitelerin rolii ¢ok biiyiiktiir (Osiemo, 2012; Coates vd.,
2010). Gliniim{iizde iiniversite 6grencilerinin okulda ve toplumda liderlik davranisi gostermesi gerektigi
belirtilmektedir (Can, 2009).

Arastirma grubunun smif Ogretmenleri, beden egitimi Ogretmenleri, antrenodrliitk egitimi ve
rekreasyon boliimiinden olusmas: dikkate alindiginda bu alanlarin sinif, beden egitimi 6gretmeni,
antrendr ve animatorlitk gibi ¢ok kiymetli meslekleri icra edeceklerini diisiindiigiimiizde liderlik
ozelliklerinin gelistirilmis olmas1 6nem arzetmektedir. Mesleklerini icra ederken cesitli topluluklarda,
ogrenci ve sporcularin yeteneklerini kesfedip onlar1 yonlendirme, ¢ikarimda bulunarak etkili iletisim
becerilerinin gelisimini saglama, motive olmalarim saglayarak meslek edindirme, ozgiiven
kazandirarak {iretime katki saglama gibi daha pek ¢ok konuda toplumun yetismesi, gelismesi ve
bilinglenmesinde biiyiitk 6onem tasimaktadir. Bu kadar kiymetli bir alanda bir de sporda liderlik
kavramina dair ¢alismalarin yetersizligi géz oniinde bulundurulacak olursa, arastirmanin alana katki
saglayacagl kacmnilmaz olmaktadir. Bu nedenle c¢alismadaki amag, smif Ogretmenleri ile spor
bilimlerinde egitim goren &grencilerin liderlik yaklasimlarini tespit etmek ve liderlik 6zelliklerinin

geligtirilmesine yonelik 6nerilerde bulunmaktir.
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Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Spor bilimleri fakiiltesi ve smif 6gretmenligi boliimiinde okumakta olan 6grencilerin sahip olduklar:
liderlik 6zelliklerinin farkli degiskenlere gore belirlenmesinin amaclandig1 ¢alismada nicel arastirma
desenlerinden tarama kullanilmigtir. Model olarak da kesitsel tarama tercih edilmistir. Kesitsel
taramada amag taranan olgunun zaman i¢indeki degisiminden ziyade anlik durumunu tanimlamaktir
(Biiytikoztiirk vd.,2018). Calismada da orneklemin herhangi bir anindaki fotografi cekilerek liderlik

ozellikleri belirlenmistir.
Calisma Grubu

Kesitsel taramalarda arastirmaci evren yerine evreni temsil edecek gruplardan kesit almaktadir
(Biiytikoztiirk vd.,2018). Bu sebeple evren yerine 6rneklem olusturulmustur. Arastirmanin ¢alisma
grubunu bes farkli devlet {iniversitesinde 6grenimlerini siirdiiren birinci, ikinci, {i¢iincii, dérdiincii

smiflardan toplamda 321 6grenci olusturmaktadir.
Veri Toplama Araclarn

Spor bilimleri fakiiltesi ve simif Ogretmenligi boliimiinde 6grenim goren Ogrencilerin liderlik
Ozelliklerini belirlemede Bolman ve Deal ‘in (1990) gelistirilen ve Dereli (2003) tarafindan Tiirkceye
uyarlanan “Liderlik Yonelim Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Arastirma icin veri toplama asamasinda anket ile
veri toplama yontemi kullamlmistir. Tki boliimden olusan anketin birinci boliimiinde demografik

sorular, ikinci boliimiinde ise liderlik 6zelliklerine yonelik sorular bulunmaktadir

Alt boyutlar1 detaylandirilan 51i Likert tipindeki 6lgekte “Hicbir zaman =1", “Nadiren = 2", “Bazen
= 3", “Sik sik = 4 ve “Her zaman = 5” seklinde puanlanmaktadir. Olgegin her bir boyutundan en az 8
puan, en fazla 40 puan alinabilmektedir. Olgegin alt boyutlarindan alinan yiiksek puan kisinin ilgili
liderlik 6zelliklerini siirekli sergiledigini; diisiik puan ise liderlik 6zelliklerini hi¢ sergilemedigini ortaya

koymaktadir.
Verilerin Toplanmasi

Aragtirmanin verileri 29 Kasim-24 Aralik 2021 tarihleri arasinda Google Form ile ¢evrim i¢i ortama
aktarilmis ardindan katilimcilara ¢alisma linkini iceren ileti gdnderilmistir. Online dolduramayanlar
icin de c¢ikti hazirlanmistir. Katilimcilar, arastirmanin amac: ile ilgili bilgilendirmeyi okuyarak
arastirmaya katilmay1 goniillii katilmay1 kabul etmistir. Katilimcilar ¢evrim ici olarak yazili onam

verdikten sonra aragtirma formunu doldurmuslardir.
Veri Analizi

Calismada elde edilen veriler istatistiksel olarak demo SPSS 18 paket programu ile degerlendirilmistir.
Verilerin normal dagilima uygunlugu icin garpiklik ve basiklik katsayilart kullanilmistir. Betimsel
istatistik yontemlerinde frekans (f), yiizde (%), standart sapma (Ss), aritmetik ortalama (X) ve bagimsiz
degiskenler arasindaki iligki t-testi kullanilmistir. Bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliski tek yonlii
Anova testi ile belirlenmis ve ardindan Post hoc test olan tukey testi ile gruplar arasindaki farklar analiz

edilmistir.
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Bulgular

Ogrencilerin liderlik dlgeginden aldiklari toplam puanlarin ve &lgek alt boyutundan elde ettikleri

puanlarin cinsiyete gore farklilasmasi tabloda gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlar: ve liderlik alt boyutlarinin cinsiyete gore degerlendirilmesi.

Liderlik Std. Std. ! P
Ozelligi Cinsiyet N X Sapma Hata
Ort.

Yapisal Kadin 205 31,7561 4,54164 ,31720 ,990 323
Erkek 116 31,1983  5,34744 ,49650

Insan Kadin 205 33,4049  4,36979 ,30520 2,550 ,011

Kaynakl1  Erkek 116 31,9483  5,76171 ,53496

Politik Kadin 205 29,0976 5,25247 ,36685 ,100 ,920
Erkek 116 29,0345 5,69199 ,52849

Sembolik  Kadin 205 30,2390  5,38302 ,37597 -,109 914
Erkek 116 30,3103 6,10547 ,56688

Toplam Kadin 205 124,4976  17,23557  1,20378 ,990 ,357

Erkek 116 122,4914  21,12962  1,96184

Tabloda goriildiigii izere 6rneklemi olusturan 6grencilerin liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut
puanlarinin  6grencilerin cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamlh bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen bagimsiz 6rneklem grubu t testi sonucunda insan kaynaklh alt
boyutu icin gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur

(t=2,550; p<.05). S6z konusu farklilik kadin 6grencilerin lehine gerceklesmistir.

Tablo 2. Ogrencilerin liderlik alt boyutlarmin béliimlere gére degerlendirilmesi.

I:lderl‘{lf Grup N X Ss Kareler Sd. Kareler f P
Ozelligi Toplami Ortalamasi
Beden 37 31,4324 5,09652  Gruplar 190,774 3 63,591 2,751 043
Egitimi Ogr. arast
. 81 31,1605 527839  Gruplar 7328,522 317 23,118
Antrenorliik -
Yapisal Ici

Rekreasyon 50 33,3400 4,58752 Toplam 7519,296 320
Smuf Ogr. 153 31,2092  4,54025
Toplam 321 31,5545 4,84745

Beden 37 33,0811 539227  Gruplar 106,391 3 35,464 1,448 229
Egitimi Ogr. arast
. 1 81 32,0741 5,48812 Gruplar 7763,871 317 24,492
Insan Antrenorliik ici
Kaynaklt g okreasyon 50 33,9000 450057 Toplam 7870262 320
Smuf Or. 153 32,9216  4,67007
Toplam 321 32,8785 4,95929
Beden 37 28,9459 6,09164  Gruplar 519,360 3 173,120 6,212,000
Egitimi Ogr. arast
Antrenorlik 81 29,3210 5,32407 Gruplar 8834,845 317 27,870
Politik Ici
Rekreasyon 50 31,7800 504789  Toplam 9354,206 320
Smif Ogr. 153 28,0915 5,11880
Toplam 321 29,0748 5,40665
Beden 37 29,9459 5,45663 Gruplar 652,898 3 217,633 7,227,000
Egitimi Ogr. arasi
Antrenorliik 81 30,7531 5,58017 Gruplar 9545,594 317 30,112
Sembolik Ici

Rekreasyon 50 33,2000 4,60257 Toplam 10198,492 320
Smif Ogr. 153 29,1242 5,70355
Toplam 321 302648 564538
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Beden 37  123,4054 20,14180  Gruplar 4490,975 3 1496,992 4,404 005
Egitimi Ogr. arast
Antrenorlik 81 123,3086 19,90329  Gruplar  107751,423 317 339,910

Toplam Ici

Rekreasyon 50  132,2200 17,35499  Toplam  112242,399 320
Sif Ogr. 153 121,3464  17,52754
Toplam 321  123,7726  18,72852

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii lizere liderlik olgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin
boliimlerine gore anlamh bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan tek yonlii
varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda 6grencilerin boliimlerine gore yapisal alt boyutu igin dlgekten
elde ettikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur
(F:2,751, p<.05). Yine Ogrencilerin boliimlerine gore politik alt boyutu igin Olgekten elde ettikleri
puanlarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamlhi bulunmustur (F:6,212,
p<.05). Ayrica d6grencilerin boliimlerine gore sembolik alt boyutu i¢in 6lcekten elde ettikleri puanlarin
aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (F:7,227, p<.05). Son
olarak da ogrencilerin boliimlerine gore toplam puan igin Olcekten elde ettikleri puanlarin aritmetik
ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (F:4,404, p<.05). Bu islemin
ardindan ANOVA sonrasi belirlenen anlamli farkliligin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini belirlemek

tizere tamamlayici post-hoc analiz tekniklerine gecilmistir.

Tablo 3. Yapisal Alt Boyutu Gruplar aras: Tukey testi sonuglar:

Gruplar Grup Ortalama Farki  Std. Hata p
Antrenorlik ,27194 ,95406
Beden Egitimi Ogr. Rekreasyon -1,90757 1,04268
Sinuf Ogretmenligi ,22328 ,88086
Beden Egitimi Ogr. -,27194 ,95406
Antrenorliik Rekreasyon -2,17951 ,86474
Sinif Ogretmen}igi -,04866 ,66069 043
Beden Egitimi Ogr. 1,90757 1,04268 ’
Rekreasyon Antrendrlitk 2,17951 ,86474
Sinaf Ogretmenligi 2,13085* ,78324
Beden Egitimi Ogr. -,22328 ,88086
Sinif égretmenligi Antrenorlik ,04866 ,66069
Rekreasyon -2,13085* ,78324

Yapisal alt boyutu puanlarinin boliim degiskenine gore hangi alt gruplar arasinda farklilastigini
belirlemek {izere yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonras1 post-hoc Tukey testi sonucunda
rekreasyon ve sinif 6gretmenligi grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak (p<.05)
diizeyinde anlaml bir farkhilik saptanmistir. Bu durum rekreasyon grubundaki &grencilerin smif
Ogretmenligi grubuna gore daha fazla yapisal alt boyutundaki liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip olduklarinm
ortaya koymaktadir. Diger alt boyutlar arasindaki farklilik istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmamistir
(p>.05).

Tablo 4. Politik Alt Boyutu Gruplar aras1 Tukey testi sonuclar:

Gruplar Grup Ortalama Farki Std. Hata p
Antrenorliik -,37504 1,04753
Beden Egitimi Ogr. Rekreasyon -2,83405 1,14484
Struf Ogretmeg}igi ,85444 96716 o
Beden Egitimi Ogr. ,37504 1,04753
Antrenorlik Rekreasyon -2,45901* ,94946
Smif Ogretmenligi 1,22948 ,72542
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Beden Egitimi Ogr. 2,83405 1,14484

Rekreasyon Antrendrliik 2,45901* ,94946
Sinuf Ogretmenligi 3,68850* ,85998

Beden Egitimi Ogr. -,85444 ,96716

Sinif Ogretmenligi Antrenérliik -1,22948 ,72542
Rekreasyon -3,68850* ,85998

Politik alt boyutu puanlarmin boliim degiskenine gore hangi alt gruplar arasinda farklilastigim
belirlemek {izere yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonras1 post-hoc Tukey testi sonucunda
rekreasyon ile smif 6gretmenligi ve antrendrlitk grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine istatistiksel
olarak (p<.05) diizeyinde anlamli bir farklihk saptanmistir. Bu durum rekreasyon grubundaki
ogrencilerin siif 6gretmenligi ve antrendrliik grubuna gore daha fazla politik alt boyutundaki liderlik
ozelliklerine sahip olduklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Diger alt boyutlar arasindaki farklilik istatistiksel

olarak anlamli bulunmamistir (p>.05).

Tablo 5. Sembolik Alt Boyutu Gruplar arasi Tukey testi sonuglart

Gruplar Grup Ortalama Farki Std. Hata p
Antrenorlik -,80714 1,08885
Beden Egitimi Ogr. Rekreasyon -3,25405* 1,19000
Sinuf Ogretmenligi ,82176 1,00531
Beden Egitimi Ogr. ,80714 1,08885
Antrenoérlik Rekreasyon -2,44691 ,98692
Sinif Ogretmerﬂigi 1,62890 ,75404 000
Beden Egitimi Ogr. 3,25405% 1,19000 ’
Rekreasyon Antrenorlik 2,44691 ,98692
Sif Ogretmenligi 4,07582* ,89390
Beden Egitimi Ogr. -,82176 1,00531
Sinif égretmenligi Antrenorlik -1,62890 ,75404
Rekreasyon -4,07582* ,89390

Sembolik alt boyutu puanlarinin boliim degiskenine gore hangi alt gruplar arasinda farklilastiginm
belirlemek {izere yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonrasi post-hoc Tukey testi sonucunda
rekreasyon ile siif 6gretmenligi ve beden egitimi 6gretmenligi grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine
istatistiksel olarak (p<.05) diizeyinde anlamli bir farkliik saptanmistir. Bu durum rekreasyon
grubundaki 6grencilerin smif 6gretmenligi ve beden egitimi 6gretmenligi grubuna gore daha fazla

sembolik alt boyutundaki liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip olduklarin ortaya koymaktadir.

Tablo 6. Toplam Puanin Gruplar arast Tukey testi sonuclar

Gruplar Grup Ortalama Farki  Std. Hata p
Antrendrliik ,09676 3,65830
Beden Egitimi Ogr. Rekreasyon -8,81459 3,99812
Simf Ogretmenligi 2,05900 3,37763
Beden Egitimi Ogr. -,09676 3,65830
Antrenérlik Rekreasyon -8,91136* 3,31581
Sinif Ogretmerﬂigi 1,96224 2,53339 005
Beden Egitimi Ogr. 8,81459 399812 7
Rekreasyon Antrenorliik 8,91136* 3,31581
Simf Ogretmenligi 10,87359* 3,00330
Beden Egitimi Or. -2,05900 3,37763
Sinif (")gretmenligi Antrendrlik -1,96224 2,53339
Rekreasyon -10,87359* 3,00330
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Liderlik 6lgegi toplam puanlariin boliim degiskenine gore hangi alt gruplar arasinda farklilagtigini
belirlemek tizere yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonrasi post-hoc Tukey testi sonucunda
rekreasyon ile siif 6gretmenligi ve antrendrlitk grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine istatistiksel
olarak (p<.05) diizeyinde anlamli bir farklihk saptanmistir. Bu durum rekreasyon grubundaki
ogrencilerin sinif 6gretmenligi ve antrenorlitk grubuna gore daha fazla sembolik alt boyutundaki
liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip olduklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Spor bilimleri fakiiltesi ile siif 6gretmenligi
boliimiindeki 6grencilerin liderlik 6l¢eginden aldiklar1 toplam puanlarin ve 6lgek alt boyutundan elde

ettikleri puanlarin boliimlere gore farklilasmasi tabloda gosterilmistir.

Tablo 7. Ogrencilerin Liderlik Alt Boyutlarinin Simf Ogretmenligi Ile SBF Ogrencilerinin Degerlendirilmesi

Liderlik Ozelligi Grup N X Std. Sapma Std. Hata Ort. t p
Yapisal SBF 168 31,8690 5,10437 ,39381 1,219 224
Siuf Ogr. 153 31,2092 4,54025 ,36706

insan Kaynakl SBF“ 168 32,8393 5,22240 ,40292 -,148 ,882
Smif O. 153 32,9216 4,67007 ,37755

Politik SBF 168 29,9702 5,52016 42589 3,153 ,002
Simf O. 153 28,0915 5,11880 41383

Sembolik SBF 168 31,3036 5,40211 41678 3,515 ,001
Smif O. 153 29,1242 5,70355 46111

Toplam SBF 168 125,9821  19,54956 1,50828 2,229 027
Simif O. 153 121,3464 17,52754 1,41702

Tablo 7’de goriildiigii lizere 6rneklemi olusturan dgrencilerin liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt
boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin boliim degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bagimsiz 6rneklem grubu t testi sonucunda politik, sembolik alt
boyutu ve toplam puan i¢in gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlaml
bulunmustur (t=3,153; p<.05), (t=3,515; p<.05), (t=2,229; p<.05). S6z konusu farklilik beden egitimi ve spor

ogretmenligi, antrendrliik egitimi ve rekreasyon boliimii 6grencilerin lehine gerceklesmistir.

Tablo 8. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlari ve liderlik alt boyutlarinin spor brang: olup olmama durumuna

gore farklilagmasin gosteren bagimsiz 6rneklem grubu t testi sonuglar:

Liderlik  Spor Std. Std. t P
Ozelligi Bransi N X Sapma Hata
& 3 P Ort.
Evet 184 31,5652 4,95070 ,36497 ,012 ,991
Yapisal
Hayir 136 31,5588 4,73562 ,40608
insan Evet 184 32,6087 5,11177 ,37684 -1,090 ,276
Kaynakl1 Hayir 136 33,2206 4,75269 ,40754
Politik Evet 184 29,4891 5,33981 ,39366 1,658 ,098
Hayir 136 28,4779 5,46500 ,46862
Sembolik Evet 184 30,8478 5,43805 ,40090 2,143 ,033
Hayir 136 29,4853 5,86261 ,50271
Evet 184 124,5109 1896156  1,39786 ,833 ,405
Toplam

Hayir 136 122,7426  18,49604  1,58602

Tablo 8'de goriildiigii tizere drneklemi olusturan 6grencilerin liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt
boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin spor bransi olup olmama durumuna goére anlaml bir farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bagimsiz 6rneklem grubu t testi sonucunda
sembolik alt boyutu icin gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli

bulunmustur (t=2,143; p<.05). S6z konusu farklilik spor bransi olan 6grencilerin lehine gerceklesmistir.
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Tablo 9. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlar: ve liderlik alt boyutlarimin yasa gore farklilasmasini gosteren tek

yonlii varyans analizi sonuglar

Liderlik Kareler Sd. Kareler f
Ozelligi Grup N X S5 Toplam1 Ortalamasi i
18-20 150 31,6333 4,89955 Gruplar 4,342 3 1,447 ,061 ,980
arasl
21-23 129 31,4341 4,90670 Gruplar 7505,959 315 23,828
Yapisal Ici
24-26 13 31,6923 4,21079 Toplam 7510,301 318
27+ 27 31,7778 4,94067
Toplam 319 31,5674 4,85976
18-20 150 32,7000 4,96802 Gruplar 75,852 3 25,284 1,027,381
arast
insan 21-23 129 33,2713 4,60935 Grltlplar 7758,223 315 24,629
Ici
Kaynallt 5106 13 309231 708827  Toplam  7834,075 318
27+ 27 32,6296 5,40049
Toplam 319 32,8527 4,96341
18-20 150 29,2667 5,60161 Gruplar 24,950 3 8,317 282,839
arast
21-23 129 28,8605 5,18071 Gruplar 9303,796 315 29,536
Politik igi
24-26 13 29,7692 7,11985 Toplam 9328,746 318
27+ 27 28,5556 4,74206
Toplam 319 29,0627 541624
18-20 150 30,4733 5,93556 Gruplar 13,124 3 4,375 ,135 939
arast
21-23 129 30,1550 5,58660 Gruplar 10178,600 315 32,313
Sembolik ici
24-26 13 29,7692 4,85032 Toplam 10191,724 318
27+ 27 30,0000 5,00769
Toplam 319 30,2759 5,66122
18-20 150 124,0733 19,34675 Gruplar 65,612 3 21,871 ,061 ,980
arasi
21-23 129 123,7209 18,22729 Gruplar 112158,802 315 356,060
Toplam Ici
24-26 13 122,1538 20,96364 Toplam 112224,414 318
27+ 27 122,9630 18,17539
Toplam 319 123,7586 18,78582

Tablo 9'da goriildiigii tizere liderlik Olgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin

yaslarma gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan tek yonli

varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda o6grencilerin yaslarina gore yapisal alt boyutu (F: 061, p>.05),
insan kaynakli alt boyutu (F:1,027, p>.05), politik alt boyutu (F:,282, p>.05), sembolik alt boyutu (F:, 135,
p>.05) ve toplam puanlar (F:061, p>.05), icin Olgekten elde ettikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamalar:

arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmamustir.

Tablo 10. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlart ve liderlik alt boyutlarnm liderlik ya da yoneticilik yapip

yapmama durumuna gore farklilagmasini gosteren bagimsiz drneklem grubu t testi sonuglar:

Liderlik  Liderlik/ Std. Std. t P
Ozellizi  Yonetici X Sapma Hata
8 P Ort.
Evet 131 31,9313 505841 4419 1,140 255
Yapisal
Hayir 188 31,3032  4,68227 34149
insan Evet 131 32,7481 547209 47810 -361 718
Kaynakl1 Hayir 188 32,9521 457181 ,33343
Politik Evet 131 30,1145 530550 46354 2,875 004
Hayir 188 283617 539231 39327
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Sembolik Evet 131 31,0458 5,85316 ,51139 2,094 ,037
Hayir 188 29,7074 5,44438 ,39707
Evet 131 125,8397  20,00031  1,74744 1,654 ,099
Toplam

Hayir 188 122,3245 17,69093  1,29024

Tablo 10’da goriildiigii {izere drneklemi olusturan 6grencilerin Liderlik Olgegi toplam puan ve alt
boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin liderlik ya da yoneticilik yapip yapmama durumuna gore anlaml bir
farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bagimsiz 6érneklem grubu t testi
sonucunda sembolik alt boyutu ve politik alt boyutu igin gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki
fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (t=2,094; p<.05), (t=2,875; p<.05). S6z konusu farklilik

liderlik ya da yoneticilik yapan 6grencilerin lehine gerceklesmistir.

Tablo 11. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlari ve liderlik alt boyutlarmin herhangi bir kursa katilip katilmama

durumuna gore farklilasmasini gisteren bagimsiz orneklem grubu t testi sonuclar:

Liderlik  Kursa Std. Std. t P
Ozelligi Katilma N X Sapma Hata
& P Ort.
Evet 150 31,9733 4,62840 ,37791 1,452 ,147
Yapisal
Hayir 171 31,1871 5,01645 ,38362
insan Evet 150 33,3467 4,91947 ,40167 1,588 ,113
Kaynakl1 Hayir 171 32,4678 4,97202 ,38022
Politik Evet 150 29,9733 4,88381 ,39876 2,819 ,005
Hayir 171 28,2865 5,72557 ,43785
Sembolik Evet 150 30,9867 5,34826 ,43668 2,158 ,032
Hayir 171 29,6316 5,83589 ,44628
Evet 150 126,2800 17,84088 1,45670 2,261 ,024
Toplam

Hayir 171 121,5731  19,25767 1,47267

Tablo 11'de goriildiigii tizere 6rneklemi olusturan 6grencilerin liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt
boyut puanlarmin grencilerin herhangi bir kursa katiip katilmama durumuna gore anlamli bir
farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bagimsiz 6rneklem grubu t testi
sonucunda sembolik alt boyutu, politik alt boyutu ve toplam puan icin gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar:
arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (t=2,158; p<.05), (t=2,818; p<.05), (t=2,261; p<.05).

S6z konusu farklilik herhangi bir kursa katilan 6grencilerin lehine gergeklesmistir.

Tablo 12. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlar: ve liderlik alt boyutlarimn anne egitim durumuna gore

farklilasmasin gosteren tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuclar

I:1derl‘1vlf Brans Yl N X ss Kareler Sd. Kareler f p
Ozelligi Toplam1 Ortalamas1
kogretim 177 31,6384 4,62015 Gruplar 235,397 3 78,466 3426 ,018

arast
Ortadgretim 65 32,4923* 4,56934 Gruplar 7192,052 314 22,905
Yapisal Igi
Lise 57 30,9474 5,37661 Toplam 7427,450 317
Universite 19 28,6842* 5,16454

Toplam 318 31,5126 4,84050

[k gretim 177 32,9322 4,68750 Gruplar 183,211 3 61,070 2,513,059
arast
Ortadgretim 65 33,9385* 4,66328 Gruplar 7630,239 314 24,300
Ici
Lise 57 31,8772 5,82197 Toplam 7813,450 317

Universite 19 31,2105 512704

Toplam 318 32,8459 4,96469

insan
Kaynakl1
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Tkdgretim 177 29,0056 5,02663 Gruplar 389,611 3 129,870 4,596 004
arast
Ortadgretim 65 30,7385* 5,44942 Gruplar 8872,075 314 28,255
Politik ici
Lise 57 28,1053 6,03171 Toplam 9261,686 317
Universite 19 26,2105 5,20234
Toplam 318 29,0314 5,40525
Mkdgretim 177 30,2316 518713 Gruplar 379,599 3 126,533 4,098 ,007
arast
Ortadgretim 65 31,8308* 5,56656 Gruplar 9694,992 314 30,876
Sembolik Ici
Lise 57 29,3333 6,32832 Toplam 10074,591 317
Universite 19 27,2632 6,38437
Toplam 318 30,2201 5,63747
[kdgretim 177 123,8079 17,12611  Gruplar 4526,705 3 1508,902 4,449 004
arast
Ortadgretim 65 129,0000* 18,36267  Gruplar 106490,943 314 339,143
Toplam Ici
Lise 57 120,2632 21,86119  Toplam 111017,648 317
Universite 19 1133684*  19,04151

Toplam 318 123,6101 18,71399

Tablo 12’de goriildiigii tizere liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarimin 6grencilerin anne
egitim durumlarina goére anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan tek
yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda 6grencilerin anne egitim durumlarina gore yapisal, politik,
sembolik ve toplam alt puan boyutu igin Slgekten elde ettikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamalar:
arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Bu islemin ardindan ANOVA sonrasi
belirlenen anlaml farkliligin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini belirlemek iizere tamamlayici post-hoc
analiz tekniklerine gecilmistir. Anne egitim durumu degiskenine gore hangi alt gruplar arasinda
farklilastigimi belirlemek iizere yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizi sonrasi post-hoc Tukey testi
sonucunda Yapisal alt boyutu, puanlarinin ortaokul ve iiniversite mezunu grubu arasinda ortaokul
mezunu grubu lehine, Politik alt boyutu puanlarinin ortaokul ile lise ve {iniversite grubu arasinda
ortaokul grubu lehine, Sembolik alt boyutu puanlarinin ortaokul ile iiniversite mezunu grubu arasinda
ortaokul mezunu grubu lehine ve Liderlik 6l¢egi toplam puanlarinin ortaokul ile lise ve iiniversite
grubu arasinda ortaokul mezunu grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak (p<.05) diizeyinde anlamli bir farklilik
saptanmistir. Bu durum annesi ortaokul mezunu grubundaki 6grencilerin lise ve iiniversite grubuna

gore daha fazla liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip olduklarini ortaya koymaktadir.

Tablo 13. Ogrencilerin liderlik toplam puanlari ve liderlik alt boyutlarmin baba egitim durumuna gore

farklilasmasim gOsteren tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglart

Liderlik Kareler Sd. Kareler f P
Ozelligi Grup N X SS Toplamu Ortalamasi
flkokul 100 31,4700 4,65682 Gruplar 91,385 4 22,846 ,978 ,420

arast
Ortaokul 80 31,6500 4,98885 Gruplar 7336,301 314 23,364

Ici
Yapusal Lise 95 31,9053 495098  Toplam  7427,687 318
Universite 38 30,1842 4,84827
Lisansiisti 6 32,6667  3,14113
Toplam 319 315141 4383296
flkokul 100 329300 492213  Gruplar 30,641 4 7,660 309 872
arasi
Ortaokul 80 326125 523255  Gruplar 7784136 314 24790
Insan Ici
Kaynaklh Lise 95 331474 487933  Toplam 7814777 318

Universite 38 32,2632 4,99559
Lisanstistii 6 33,6667 3,50238
Toplam 319 32,8495 4,95729
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Ilkokul 100 28,5100 5,33427 Gruplar 124,277 4 31,069 1,067  ,373
arasi
Ortaokul 80 29,5625 5,49763 Gruplar 9146,193 314 29,128

. Ici
Politik Lise 95 295368 561686  Toplam 9270470 318
Universite 38 27,9474 4,91521
Lisansiisti 6 30,0000  4,04969
Toplam 319 29,0408 539930
ilkokal 100 30,1300 499829  Gruplar 201,155 4 50,289 1,599 174
arasi
Ortaokul 80 305625 579359  Gruplar 9874920 314 31,449
. Ici
Sembolik Lise 95 30,6632 598866  Toplam 10076075 318
Universite 38 28,2632 6,00308
Lisanstistii 6 32,3333 3,01109
Toplam 319 30,2163 5,62901
ilkokul 100  123,0400 1766405 Gruplar 1422453 4 355613 1,019 398
arasi
Ortaokul 80 1243875  19,80378  Gruplar 109606650 314 349,066
Ici
Toplam Lise 95 1252526  19,33741  Toplam  111029,103 318

Universite 38 118,6579 18,02292
Lisanstistii 6 128,6667 10,63328
Toplam 179 124,7095 18,94328

Tablo 13’te goriildiigii tizere liderlik lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlariin 6grencilerin baba
egitim durumuna gore anlaml bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan tek
y6nlii varyans analizi sonucunda 6grencilerin baba egitim durumlarina gore yapisal alt boyutu (F:,978,
p>.05), insan kaynakl1 alt boyutu (F:,309, p>.05), politik alt boyutu (F:1,067, p>.05), sembolik alt boyutu
(F:1,599, p>.05) ve toplam puanlar (F:1,019, p>.05), icin Olgekten elde ettikleri puanlarin aritmetik

ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmamustir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Calismada orneklemi olusturan Ogrencilerin liderlik Olgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarmin
ogrencilerin cinsiyet degiskenine gore insan kaynakli alt boyutu i¢in gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar:
arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak kadin 6grencilerin lehine anlamli bulunmustur. Mutlu ve ark (2020),
kadin 6grencilerin is goren, {iretim ve degisim odakl liderlik alt boyut puanlari erkeklerden yiiksek
oldugunu tesbit etmislerdir. Yine Mutlu ve ark. (2019), antrendr adaylar1 iizerinde yaptiklar
arastirmada kadin adaylarin insana yonelik liderlik puanlarinin erkeklere oranla daha yiiksek oldugu
belirtmislerdir. Sarikaya ve Bilir (2019) de liderlik o6zelliklerinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore kadin
ogrenciler lehine anlamli farkhilik gosterdigini belirlemistir. Ozdenk (2015), insana yonelik liderlik
boyutlarinda kadin katilimcilarin puanlarimin erkek katilimcilara oranla daha yiiksek oldugu tespit
etmistir. Oztiirk Karatas (2017), calismasinda &grencilerin cinsiyetleri ile liderlik yonelimleri arasda
anlamli bir fark olmadigimi belirlemistir. Atar ve Ozbek (2009), BESYO ogrencilerinin liderlik
davraniglariyla ilgili calismasinda; Semiz (2011), ortadgretim &grencilerinde sporun liderlik {izerine
etkisini ele aldig1 arastirmasinda; Giingor (2016) beden egitimi Ogretmen adaylarmin liderlik
ozelliklerine dair c¢alismasinda liderlik ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasinda anlaml bir farkliigin
bulunmadigini belirlemistir. Kadin 6grenciler lehine anlaml farkliligin olusmasinda iiniversite egitimi
alan kadin 6grenci sayisindaki artisin etkili oldugu soylenebilir. Bununla beraber son dénemde
kadinlarin toplumsal ve ekonomik hayatin énemli bir pargas1 haline gelerek ¢alisma hayatina biiyiik
oranda katilmalari, erkeklere oranla daha aktif rol almalari ve girisimcilik faaliyetlerinde

bulunmalarinin da etkili oldugu ifade edilebilir.
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Calismadan elde edilen sonuglara gore liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarmin 6grencilerin
yaslarina gore aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmamuistir. Alan
calismlarinda az da olsa farkli sonuglar elde eden bulgular da mevcuttur. Ergen’in (2009) Manisa ilinde
yuriittigli ve okul miidiirlerin liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmen motivasyonu {iizerine etkisini
inceledigi c¢alismanin sonucunda ise yas diizeyinin anlaml farklilik olusturdugu goriilmiistiir.
Olgunlasma ile liderlik 6zelligi arasinda iliski olacag: diisiintilse de geng yasina ragmen 6nemli liderlik
gorevi iistlenen Fatih Sultan Mehmet gibi tarihi sahsiyetlerin varlig1 yas degiskeni ile lider davranist
arasinda anlamli farkliigin ¢itkmamasini agiklar niteliktedir. Ayrica geng liderlerin kendilerini her
alanda (teknolojiye hakimiyet, disa doniikliik, rekabetci olma vb.) yetistirmeleri de yiiksek beklenti

olusturan ¢aligmalarda basarili olmalarin saglamaktadir.

Liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin boliimlerine gore yapisal alt boyutu,
politik alt boyutu, sembolik alt boyutu ve toplam puan icin 6lgekten elde ettikleri puanlarin aritmetik
ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Yapisal alt boyutu puanlarmin
boliim degiskenine gore rekreasyon ve sinif dgretmenligi grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine,
politik alt boyutu puanlarinin boliim degiskenine gore rekreasyon ile sinif 6gretmenligi ve antrenorliik
grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine, sembolik politik alt boyutu puanlarmin béliim degiskenine
gore rekreasyon ile sinif 6gretmenligi ve beden egitimi 6gretmenligi grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu
lehine, toplam puanlarmnin boliim degiskenine gore rekreasyon ile smif 6gretmenligi ve antrenorliik
grubu arasinda rekreasyon grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir farklilik saptanmistir. Ozmutlu
da (2008), BESYO o&grencilerinin liderlik diizeylerinde boliim degiskenine gore anlamh bir farklilik
bulmustur. Aydin (2016) ise BESYO’da egitim goriip bireysel ve takim sporlariyla mesgul olan
ogrencilerin liderlik 6zelliklerinin boliim degiskenine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugunu
bulmustur. Bu arastirma sonuglar: ile bulgularimiz paralellik gostermektedir. Rekreasyon boliimii
lisans programinda yer alan iletisim ve halkla iliskiler, kamu ve yerel yonetim rekreasyonu, rekreasyon
liderligi, rekreasyonda kriz yonetimi, rekreasyonda takim biitiinliigii gibi derslerin 6grencilerin liderlik

6zelliklerini olumlu yonde etkiledigi sdylenebilir.

Liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin SBF 6grencileri ile simif 6gretmenligi 6greciler
acisindan da politik, sembolik alt boyutu ve toplam puan igin gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar:
arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. S6z konusu farklilik beden egitimi ve spor
ogretmenligi, antrendrliik egitimi ve rekreasyon boliimii 6grencilerin lehine gerceklesmistir. Goriiliiyor
ki spor bilimleri fakiiltesinde okuyan 6grencilerinin liderlik 6zellikleri, sinif 6gretmenligi boliimiinde
okuyan 6grencilere gore daha belirgindir. Sporun ugrasanlar tizerinde kisilik 6zelliklerinin gelisiminde
onemli Olciide etki ettigi bir gergektir. Sporcularin sorumluluk duygusunun gelisimi, ¢abuk karar
verme, sabirli olma, centilmenlik, takim i¢i uyumu, kazanma azmi, iistiin gelme istegi gibi pek ¢ok
meziyetleri kazandirmada sporun giiclii bir kdprii olmasinin liderlik gelisimine 6énemli 6lgiide etki

ettigi soylenebilir.

Orneklemi olusturan 6grencilerin liderlik 6lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin spor
bransi olup olmama durumuna gore sembolik alt boyutu i¢in gruplarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasinda
spor bransi olan Ogrencilerin lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmustur. Semiz (2011),
sporun liderlik {izerine etkisi ile ilgili arastirmasinda brans degiskenine gore farklilasmasim
incelediginde ¢alismamizin sonuglarimiza benzer sonuglar elde ederken Car (2013), spor egitimi alan
tiniversite dgrencilerinin liderlik 6zelliklerinin tespitiyle ilgili arastirmasinda liderlik yonelimleri ile
brans degiskeni arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark tespit etmemistir. Bireylerin herhangi bir
brans ile ilgilenmesi; takim ya da bireysel sporlarda kendini gostermesini, grup psikolojisi ile hareket

etme becerisini kazanmasini desteklemektedir. Bu destek, anlamli farkliigin gerekcesi olarak

OJCES, 2023, 1(2), 225-258



238 A. Poyraz ve K. Giil Kaplan

gosterilebilir. Atletizm, basketbol, buz hokeyi, giires, ok¢uluk, voleybol gibi spor dallariyla ilgilenen
sporcularin zihinde canlandirma becerilerinin gelismis olmasi da anlamli farkliligin bir bagka nedeni

olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Ogrencilerin liderlik lgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin liderlik ya da yoneticilik
yapip yapmama durumuna gore sembolik alt boyutu ve politik alt boyutu i¢in gruplarin aritmetik
ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark liderlik ya da yoneticilik yapan 6grencilerin lehine istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bulunmustur. Yoneticilik ile liderlik 6zelliklerindeki ortakliklar (Miicevher ve Erdem, 2018),
liderlik ya da yoneticilik yapan ogrencilerin lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliligin gerekgesi
olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ayrica bireylerin yoneticiligi deneyimlemeleri, deneyimleri sirasinda
karsilagtiklar1 durumlarda sahip olduklari liderlik 6zelliklerini ortaya koyabilmeleri de farklilig:

etkileyen durum olarak kabul edilebilir.

Ogrencilerin liderlik dlgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin 6grencilerin herhangi bir kursa katilip
katilmama durumuna gore sembolik alt boyutu, politik alt boyutu ve toplam puan icin gruplarin
aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Kurs sirasinda
Ogreticinin ortaya koydugu liderlik becerilerine doniik performansin bireyleri etkileme, bireylerin

ogreticileri rol model almalarini saglama olasiligr anlamli farklilig1 kismen de olsa agiklayabilir.

Liderlik dlgegi toplam puan ve alt boyut puanlarinin dgrencilerin baba egitimlerinin anlamh bir fark
goriinmezken, anne egitim durumlarina gore yapisal alt boyutu aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark
iiniversite, politik alt boyutnda lise ve iiniversite, sembolik alt boyutunda {iniversite, toplam aritmatik
ortalamalarinda ise lise ve {iniversite mezunlarina gore ortaokul mezunu grubu lehine anlamh
farkliliklar saptanmistir. Anne ve baba egitim durumlarin arasinda politik liderlik 6zelliginde ortaokul
seviyesinde annenin, biraz yiiksek oldugu goézlemlenirken, Babanin insan kaynakli yaklasiminda lise
diizeyinde ve Yapisal liderlik alt boyutunda iiniversite mezunlariin daha etkili oldugu goriilmektedir.
Diger liderlik boyutlar1 Anne ve babanin egitim durumlarinda birbirne benzerlik gosterdigi
gozlemlenmistir. Ozetle buradan anlasiliyor ki ortaokul mezunu annelerin ¢ocuklarinin liderlik
ozelliklerini gelisiminde daha etkili oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu durum ortaokul mezunu annelerin,
liniversite mezunu annelerin sayilarindan daha fazla olmasindan da kaynaklanabilir. ~Cansoy,
Tiirkoglu ve Parlar (2016), anne egitim durumuna gore liderlik 6zellikleri puanlar1 ortalamalarinin
annenin egitim durumuna gore anlamh bir farklilik gostermedigini belirlemistir. Durmus da (2011)
arastirmasinda ogrencilerin liderlik 6zelliklerinin anne ve baba egitim diizeyine gore farklilasmadigin
tespit etmistir. Cansoy, Tiirkoglu ve Parlar (2016), baba egitim durumuna gore liderlik 6zellikleri
puanlar1 ortalamalarinin annenin egitim durumuna gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigini
belirlemistir. Tiirk toplumunda kadin kendi aile grubu ve toplulugu {izerinde mutlak otorite sahip
olmamasmma ragmen nesil yetistirmedeki baskin misyonu, bireylerin liderlik 6zelliklerini

etkileyebilmektedir.

Sonug olarak, insan kaynakli liderlik o6zelliklerinin erkeklere gore kadinlarda, basta Rekreasyon
boliimii olmak iizere spor boliimiinde okuyan &grencilerin sinif 6gretmenligine gore, insan kaynakl
liderlik ozelliklerin kadin 6grencilerde, sembolik liderlik 6zelliklerin sporla ugrasanlar da yine daha
once  yoneticilikle ugrasanlarda sembolik ve politik liderlik Ozelliklerin 6n plana ¢gktig
gozlemlenmistir. Anne ve babanin egitim durumlariin ¢ocuklarin lidrlik &zelliklerinin gelisimi

agisindan birbirne benzerlik gosterdigi soylenebilir.

.....

(mesleki, orgiitsel vb.) farkli degiskenlere gore tespit edilebilir. Ayrica 6gretmen yetistiren fakiiltelerin
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farkli boliimleriyle spor bilimleri bolimii Ogrencilerinin liderlik Ozellikleri kiyaslanabilir. Sinif
ogretmenlig boliimlerinde okuyan 6grencilerin liderlik 6zelliklerinin gelisimi acisinda sosyal kiiltiirel,

sanatsal ve sportif etkinliklere katilimlarini artiracak 6nlemler alinabilir.

Catisma Beyam

Aragtirmacilar arasinda ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmamaktadir.
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Calismaya yazarlar esit oranda katki saglamistir.
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Introduction

A leader is a person who makes the people in a group follow him or her depending on a goal or who
makes people act in the light of determined goals (Sabuncuoglu & Tiiz, 2001). Leaders gain their
influential power through social communication (Yesil, 2013). The issues that constitute leader
effectiveness are the form of supervision and planning, goal setting, delegation of authority or not, and
the way of communication with those in the group (Landis, et al., 2014). All leaders have a common

purpose and these purposes increase the chances of learning for a large number of students (Can, 2006).

Leadership is the basic quality that enables a community gathered around certain goals to act
systematically (Kaplan & Giilden, 2017). Leadership is the state of being superior to the members of the
community in terms of intelligence, ability and charisma (Erdem & Dikici, 2009). It is a phenomenon
that can be analyzed from sociological, psychological, military, political, philosophical and historical
perspectives as well as business life and management (Sisman, 2002). Leadership is leading change
(Karakaplan Ozer, 2019). It is a complex skill that requires the ability to eliminate personal and group
problems (Hedlund, et al., 2003).

Looking at the general characteristics of leaders, Gehring (2007) states that leaders are success-
oriented, care about quality, seek knowledge, take initiative, are helpful, love to serve people,
understand them, are customer-oriented, can analyze what people cannot express and understand their
feelings and thoughts, have political skills, are flexible, and can understand and evaluate events in
different situations and conditions. Cattell (1966) describes the characteristics of leaders as extroverted,

open, emotionally balanced, responsible, and adaptable.

Leadership is also very important in education. The concept of leadership is used in schools that
manage the society (Beycioglu, 2009) as well as for a teacher who manages the classroom (Uredi & Giil,
2018). Educators now reveal the characteristics of a leader who is researching, questioning, open to

innovation and willing to learn rather than being a practitioner (Giiglii & Kosar, 2016).

There are some characteristics that leader teachers should have. Teachers need to emphasize their
leadership behaviors in their practices. According to Barth (1990), an educator who asserts leadership
may face administrative resistance, but this is educationally positive. Such an educator has to overcome
his or her own habits and the stagnation that comes with teaching. Initiating such leadership requires
going beyond a small designated place. The educator's task is not limited to the classroom. Teacher
leadership is the courageous declaration of teachers' willingness to take responsibility for all kinds of

issues outside the classroom.

When the literature is examined, it is seen that there are many studies that identify and reveal the
sub-dimensions of leadership (Edizler & Akbulut, 2011; Banoglu, 2012). One of the classifications of the
sub-dimensions of leadership is Bolman and Deal. According to Bolman and Deal (1990), leadership has

four sub-dimensions: human, political, symbolic and structural.

The human-centered approach does not see groups and people as machines but as natural beings
with psychological and social needs. Here the leader provides support and empowers individuals.
People are the heart of the group. Leaders strive for the goals of the group and employees. They support
and empower them. They trust their employees in the group, are accessible leaders, share information,

ensure participation, are honest, and solve problems together (Bolman & Deal, 2003).
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The political approach likens organizations to political arenas. The leader develops good relations
with other groups outside the group that affect the group, and can manage conflict. He/she knows what
he/she wants and will get, and makes explanations. He/she evaluates the balance of needs, interests and
power well. He/she does not give what he/she wants to every person, he/she prepares the environment
for the bargaining of groups. They are leaders who mobilize and persuade people and resources, are
effective in cooperation and support, and respond to strong dimensions and social incompatibilities that

create strong compromises (Bolman & Deal, 2003).

In the symbolic approach, leaders cannot give groups what they want, but they can create
environments where they can discuss group differences and make logical compromises. They focus on
how to make sense of the complex world (Bolman & Deal, 2003). It is believed that the most important
job of leaders is to inspire people. When people feel how important their work is, they are excited and
committed to that environment. Leaders are ambitious to make the group unique and pass it on to
others. They use dramatic symbols to excite people and instill a sense of mission. They are energetic
leaders. They create slogans, distribute rewards, tell stories, and work by showing up everywhere and

moving around (Bolman & Deal, 2003).

Structured leadership is a type of leadership that thinks logically and clearly, approaches problems
with careful analysis, pays attention to details, creates and implements well-organized and well-
understood methods, provides direction and consistency in its goals (Bolman & Deal, 2003). Structural
perspective refers to being productive and bureaucratic characteristics such as division of labor, chain

of command and responsibilities in roles (Dereli, 2003).

When the studies on leadership characteristics are examined, it is understood that the studies are
carried out for different disciplines, but it is seen that the studies on the concept of leadership in sports
are insufficient in terms of quantity. According to the results of Donuk's (2006) study on the leadership
styles of coaches and athletes, the coaches in the study group were found to have a semi-democratic,
semi-autocratic leadership style that values the education and training of athletes, supports them
socially, and has a semi-democratic, semi-autocratic leadership style. Loughead and Hardy (2005), as a
result of observing the behavioral patterns of peer and coach leadership in the field of sport, revealed
that coaches adopted autocratic leadership among leadership behaviors, and stated that they preferred
social support, democratic leadership and positive feedback from peer behaviors in leadership. In a
study, it was stated that teacher leaders have to gain competence in the areas of healthy communication
with people, making group problems specific, coping with the process of change, providing the
necessary resources, mobilizing, taking leadership responsibility and trusting (Gehrke, 1991). The role
of higher education institutions and universities in training future leaders is very important (Osiemo,
2012; Coates et al., 2010). Today, it is stated that university students should show leadership behavior
at school and in society (Can, 2009).

Considering that the research group consists of classroom teachers, physical education teachers,
coaching education and recreation departments, when we consider that these fields will perform very
valuable professions such as classroom teachers, physical education teachers, coaches and animators, it
is important to develop leadership qualities. ~While performing their professions in various
communities, discovering the talents of students and athletes and directing them, ensuring the
development of effective communication skills by making inferences, providing them with a profession
by motivating them, contributing to production by gaining self-confidence, and many other issues are

of great importance in the growth, development and awareness of the society. Considering the
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insufficiency of studies on the concept of leadership in sports in such a valuable field, it is inevitable
that the research will contribute to the field. For this reason, the aim of the study is to determine the
leadership approaches of classroom teachers and students studying in sports sciences and to make

suggestions for the development of leadership characteristics.

Method
Research Model

In the study, in which it was aimed to determine the leadership characteristics of the students studying
in the departments of sports sciences faculty and classroom teaching according to different variables, a
survey, one of the quantitative research designs, was used. A cross-sectional survey was preferred as a
model. In a cross-sectional survey, the aim is to define the instantaneous state of the phenomenon rather
than its change over time (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018). In the study, leadership characteristics were

determined by taking a photograph of the sample at any moment.
Study Group

In cross-sectional surveys, the researcher takes cross-sections from groups that will represent the
universe instead of the universe (Biiyilikoztiirk et al., 2018). For this reason, the sample was formed
instead of the population. The study group for the research consists of 321 students from the first,

second, third, and fourth grades of five different state universities.
Data Collection Tools

The "Leadership Orientation Scale," developed by Bolman and Deal (1990) and adapted into Turkish by
Dereli (2003), was used to determine the leadership characteristics of the students studying in the
departments of sports sciences faculty and classroom teaching. In the data collection phase of the
research, a questionnaire was used. The first part of the questionnaire, which consists of two parts,
includes demographic questions, and the second part includes questions about leadership

characteristics.

The 5-point Likert-type scale with detailed sub-dimensions is scored as "Never = 1", "Rarely = 2",
"Sometimes = 3", "Frequently = 4", and "Always = 5". A minimum of 8 points and a maximum of 40
points can be obtained from each dimension of the scale. A high score in the sub-dimensions of the scale
indicates that the person exhibits the relevant leadership characteristics continuously, while a low score

indicates that the person does not exhibit leadership characteristics at all.
Data Collection

The study data were transferred online with a Google Form between November 29 and December 24,
2021, and then a message containing the study link was sent to the participants. A printout was also
prepared for those who could not fill it out online. Participants read the information about the
purpose of the study and agreed to participate voluntarily. Participants completed the research form
after giving written consent online.

Data Analysis

The data obtained in the study were statistically evaluated with the demo SPSS 18 package program.
Skewness and kurtosis coefficients were used for the normal distribution of the data. Frequency (f),
percentage (%), standard deviation (SD), arithmetic mean (X), and t-test were used in descriptive
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statistics methods. The relationship between the independent variables was determined by a one-way

ANOVA test, and then the differences between the groups were analyzed by a tukey test, which is a

post hoc test.

Findings

The differentiation of the students' total scores from the leadership scale and the scores obtained from

the sub-dimensions of the scale according to gender is shown in the table.

Table 1. Evaluation of students’ leadership total scores and leadership sub-dimensions according to gender.

Leadershi Std. Std.Error t

Characteril;tic Gender N X Deviation Mean F

Structural Female 205 31,7561 4,54164 ,31720 ,990 323
Male 116 31,1983 5,34744 ,49650

Human Female 205 33,4049 4,36979 ,30520 2,550 ,011

Resources Male 116 31,9483 5,76171 ,53496

Politics Female 205 29,0976 5,25247 ,36685 ,100 ,920
Male 116 29,0345 5,69199 ,52849

Symbolic Female 205 30,2390 5,38302 ,37597 -,109 ,914
Male 116 30,3103 6,10547 ,56688

Total Female 205 124,4976 17,23557 1,20378 ,990 ,357
Male 116 122,4914  21,12962 1,96184

As seen in the table, as a result of the independent sample group t test conducted to determine

whether the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale of the students constituting the

sample show a significant difference according to the gender variable of the students, the difference

between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the human resource sub-dimension was found

statistically significant (t=2,550; p<.05). This difference was in favor of female students.

Table 2. Evaluation of students’ leadership sub-dimensions according to departments.

LeadershiP ‘ Group N X ss Sum of Sd.  Mean of f P
Characteristic Squares Squares
Physical 37 31,4324 5,09652  Between 190,774 3 63,591 2,751 ,043
Education Groups
Teacher.
. 81 31,1605 527839  Within 7328,522 317 23,118
Coaching
Structural Groups
Recreation 50 33,3400 4,58752  Total 7519,296 320
Classroom 153 31,2092 4,54025
Teacher
Total 321 31,5545 4,84745
Physical 37 33,0811 5,39227  Between 106,391 3 35,464 1,448 ,229
Education Groups
Teacher.
. 81 32,0741 5,48812 Within 7763,871 317 24,492
Human Coaching Groups
Resources .
Recreation 50 33,9000 4,50057 Total 7870,262 320
Classroom 153 32,9216 4,67007
Teacher
Total 321 32,8785 4,95929
Physical 37 28,9459 6,09164  Between 519,360 3 173,120 6,212,000
Education Groups
. Teacher.
Politics . 81 293210 532407  Within 8834845 317 27,870
Coaching
Groups
Recreation 50 31,7800 5,04789 Total 9354,206 320
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Classroom 153 28,0915 5,11880

Teacher
Total 321 29,0748 5,40665
Physical 37 29,9459 5,45663 Between 652,898 3 217,633 7,227,000
Education Groups
Teacher.
. 81 30,7531 5,58017 Within 9545,594 317 30,112
. Coaching
Symbolic Groups
Recreation 50 33,2000 4,60257 Total 10198,492 320
Classroom 153 29,1242 5,70355
Teacher
Total 321 30,2648 5,64538
Physical 37 123,4054 20,14180 Between 4490,975 3 1496,992 4,404 ,005
Education Groups
Teacher.
. 81 123,3086  19,90329 Within 107751,423 317 339,910
Coaching
Total Groups

Recreation 50  132,2200 17,35499 Total 112242,399 320
Classroom 153 121,3464 17,52754
Teacher
Total 321 123,7726  18,72852

As seen in Table 2, as a result of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine
whether the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale showed a significant difference
according to the departments of the students, the difference between the arithmetic averages of the
scores obtained from the scale for the structural sub-dimension according to the departments of the
students was found statistically significant (F: 2,751, p<.05). Again, the difference between the arithmetic
averages of the scores obtained from the scale for the political sub-dimension according to the
departments of the students was found statistically significant (F:6,212, p<.05). In addition, the
difference between the arithmetic averages of the scores obtained from the scale for the symbolic sub-
dimension according to the departments of the students was found statistically significant (F:7,227,
p<.05). Finally, the difference between the arithmetic averages of the scores obtained from the scale for
the total score according to the departments of the students was found statistically significant (F:4,404,
p<.05). After this process, complementary post-hoc analysis techniques were used to determine which

groups were responsible for the significant difference determined after ANOVA.

Table 3. Structural subdimension tukey test results between groups

Groups Group Mean Difference Std. Error p
Coaching ,27194 ,95406
Physical Education Teacher Recreation -1,90757 1,04268
Classroom Teacher ,22328 ,88086
Physical Education Teacher -27194 ,95406
Coaching Recreation -2,17951 ,86474
Classroom Teacher -,04866 ,66069 043
Physical Education Teacher 1,90757 1,04268 ’
Recreation Coaching 2,17951 ,86474
Classroom Teacher 2,13085* ,78324
Physical Education Teacher -22328 ,88086
Classroom Teacher Coaching ,04866 ,66069
Recreation -2,13085* ,78324

As a result of the post-hoc Tukey test after the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
between which subgroups the structural sub-dimension scores differed according to the department
variable, a statistically significant difference was found between the recreation and classroom teaching

groups in favor of the recreation group at the level of (p<.05). This situation reveals that students in the
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recreation group have more leadership characteristics in the structural sub-dimension than in the

classroom teaching group. The difference between the other sub-dimensions was not statistically

significant (p > 0.05).
Tablo 4. Political subdimension intergroup tukey test results
Groups Group Mean Difference Std. Error p
Coaching -,37504 1,04753
Physical Education Teacher Recreation -2,83405 1,14484
Classroom Teacher ,85444 ,96716
Physical Education Teacher ,37504 1,04753
Coaching Recreation -2,45901* ,94946
Classroom Teacher 1,22948 ,72542 000
Physical Education Teacher 2,83405 1,14484
Recreation Coaching 2,45901* ,94946
Classroom Teacher 3,68850* ,85998
Physical Education Teacher -,85444 ,96716
Classroom Teacher Coaching -1,22948 ,72542
Recreation -3,68850* ,85998

As a result of the post-hoc Tukey test after one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
between which subgroups the political sub-dimension scores differed according to the department
variable, a statistically significant difference was found at the level of (p<.05) in favor of the recreation
group between the recreation group and the classroom teaching and coaching group. This situation
reveals that the students in the recreation group have leadership characteristics in the political sub-
dimension more than the students in the classroom teaching and coaching groups. The difference

between the other sub-dimensions was not statistically significant (p>.05).

Table 5. Symbolic subdimension tukey test results between groups

Groups Group Mean Difference Std. Error p
Coaching -,80714 1,08885
Physical Education Teacher Recreation -3,25405* 1,19000
Classroom Teacher ,82176 1,00531
Physical Education Teacher ,80714 1,08885
Coaching Recreation -2,44691 ,98692
Classroom Teacher 1,62890 ,75404 000
Physical Education Teacher 3,25405% 1,19000 7
Recreation Coaching 2,44691 ,98692
Classroom Teacher 4,07582* ,89390
Physical Education Teacher -,82176 1,00531
Classroom Teacher Coaching -1,62890 ,75404
Recreation -4,07582* ,89390

As a result of the post-hoc Tukey test after one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
between which subgroups the symbolic sub-dimension scores differed according to the department
variable, a statistically significant difference was found at the level of (p<.05) in favor of the recreation
group between the recreation group and the classroom teaching and physical education teaching group.
This situation reveals that the students in the recreation group have more leadership characteristics in
the symbolic sub-dimension than the students in the classroom teaching and physical education

teaching groups.
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Table 6. Tukey test results of total score between groups

Groups Group Mean Difference Std. Error p
Coaching ,09676 3,65830
Physical Education Teacher Recreation -8,81459 3,99812
Classroom Teacher 2,05900 3,37763
Physical Education Teacher -,09676 3,65830
Coaching Recreation -8,91136* 3,31581
Classroom Teacher 1,96224 2,53339 005
Physical Education Teacher 8,81459 3,99812 7
Recreation Coaching 8,91136* 3,31581
Classroom Teacher 10,87359* 3,00330
Physical Education Teacher -2,05900 3,37763
Classroom Teacher Coaching -1,96224 2,53339
Recreation -10,87359* 3,00330

As a result of the post-hoc Tukey test after one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
between which subgroups the total scores of the leadership scale differed according to the department
variable, a statistically significant difference was found at the level of (p<.05) in favor of the recreation
group between the recreation group and the classroom teaching and coaching group. This situation
reveals that the students in the recreation group have more leadership characteristics in the symbolic
sub-dimension compared to the classroom teaching and coaching group. The differentiation of the total
scores and the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the leadership scale by the students in the

faculty of sport sciences and the department of classroom teaching are shown in the table.

Table 7. Assessment of leadership subdimensions of classroom teaching and SBF students

Leadership Group N X Std. Std.Error t P
Characteristic Deviation Mean
Structural SBF 168 31,8690 5,10437 ,39381 1,219 224
Classroom 153 31,2092 4,54025 ,36706
Teacher
SBF 168 32,8393 5,22240 ,40292 -, 148 ,882
Human Resources Classroom 153 32,9216 4,67007 ,37755
Teacher
Politics SBF 168 29,9702 5,52016 ,42589 3,153 ,002
Classroom 153 28,0915 5,11880 ,41383
Teacher
Symbolic SBF 168 31,3036 5,40211 41678 3,515 ,001
Classroom 153 29,1242 5,70355 ,46111
Teacher
Total SBF 168 125,9821 19,54956 1,50828 2,229 ,027
Classroom 153 121,3464 17,52754 1,41702
Teacher

Asseenin Table 7, as a result of the independent sample group t test conducted to determine whether
the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale of the sampled students showed a
significant difference according to the department variable of the students, the difference between the
arithmetic averages of the groups for the political, symbolic sub-dimension, and total score was found
statistically significant (t = 3,153; p<.05), (t = 3,515; p<.05), (t = 2,229; p<.05). This difference was in favor
of the students in the physical education and sports teaching, coaching education, and recreation

departments.
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Table 8. Independent sample group t test results showing the difference between students’ leadership total scores

and leadership sub-dimensions according to whether they have a sport branch or not

Leadership Sport N X Std. Std.Error t P

Characteristic Branch Deviation Mean

Structural Yes 184 31,5652 4,95070 ,36497 ,012 ,991
No 136 31,5588 4,73562 ,40608

Human Yes 184 32,6087 5,11177 ,37684 -1,090 ,276

Resources No 136 33,2206 4,75269 ,40754

Politics Yes 184 29,4891 5,33981 ,39366 1,658 ,098
No 136 28,4779 5,46500 ,46862

Symbolic Yes 184 30,8478 5,43805 ,40090 2,143 ,033
No 136 29,4853 5,86261 ,50271

Total Yes 184  124,5109 18,96156 1,39786 ,833 ,405

No 136  122,7426  18,49604 1,58602

Asseenin Table 8, as a result of the independent sample group t test conducted to determine whether
the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale of the sampled students showed a
significant difference according to whether the students had a sport branch or not, the difference
between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the symbolic sub-dimension was found statistically

significant (t = 2,143; p<.05). This difference was in favor of the students with a sports branch.

Table 9. One-way analysis of variance results showing the difference of students’ leadership total scores and

leadership sub-dimensions according to age

Leadershi.p . Group N X Ss Sum of Sd. Mean of f P
Characteristic Squares Squares
18-20 150 31,6333 4,89955 Between 4,342 3 1,447 ,061  ,980
Groups
21-23 129 31,4341 4,90670 Within 7505,959 315 23,828
Structural Groups
24-26 13 31,6923 4,21079 Total 7510,301 318
27+ 27 31,7778 4,94067
Total 319 31,5674 4,85976
18-20 150 32,7000 4,96802 Between 75,852 3 25,284 1,027 ,381
Groups
21-23 129 33,2713 4,60935 Within 7758,223 315 24,629
Human
Resources Groups
24-26 13 30,9231 7,08827 Total 7834,075 318
27+ 27 32,6296 5,40049
Total 319 32,8527 4,96341
18-20 150 29,2667 5,60161 Between 24,950 3 8,317 ,282  ,839
Groups
21-23 129 28,8605 5,18071 Within 9303,796 315 29,536
Politics Groups
24-26 13 29,7692 7,11985 Total 9328,746 318

27+ 27 28,5556 4,74206
Total 319 29,0627 541624

18-20 150 30,4733 5,93556 Between 13,124 3 4,375 ,135 ,939
Groups
21-23 129 30,1550 5,58660 Within 10178,600 315 32,313
Symbolic Groups
24-26 13 29,7692 4,85032 Total 10191,724 318

27+ 27 30,0000 5,00769
Total 319 30,2759 5,66122

18-20 150  124,0733 19,34675  Between 65,612 3 21,871 061,980
Total Groups
21-23 129 123,7209 18,22729 Within 112158,802 315 356,060
Groups
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24-26 13 122,1538 20,96364 Total 112224,414 318
27+ 27 122,9630 18,17539
Total 319 123,7586 18,78582

As seen in Table 9, as a result of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine
whether the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale show a significant difference
according to the age of the students, the structural sub-dimension (F:,061, p>.05), human resource sub-
dimension (F: 1,027, p>.05), political sub-dimension (F:282, p>.05), symbolic sub-dimension (F:,135,
p>.05), and total scores (F: 061, p>.05), there was no statistically significant difference between the

arithmetic means of the scores obtained from the scale.

Table 10. Independent sample group t-test results showing the difference between students’ leadership total scores

and leadership sub-dimensions according to whether they have been a leader or a manager

Leadership Leader/ N X Std. Std.Error t P

Characteristic Manager Deviation = Mean

Structural Yes 131 31,9313  5,05841 ,44196 1,140 ,255
No 188 31,3032  4,68227 ,34149

Human Yes 131 32,7481 5,47209 ,47810 -,361 ,718

Resources No 188 32,9521 4,57181 ,33343

Politics Yes 131 30,1145  5,30550 ,46354 2,875 ,004
No 188 28,3617  5,39231 ,39327

Symbolic Yes 131 31,0458  5,85316 ,51139 2,094 ,037
No 188 29,7074  5,44438 ,39707

Total Yes 131 125,8397  20,00031 1,74744 1,654 ,099
No 188 122,3245 17,69093  1,29024

As seen in Table 10, as a result of the independent sample group t test conducted to determine
whether the total score and sub-dimension scores of the Leadership Scale of the sampled students
showed a significant difference according to whether the students were in leadership or management,
the difference between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the symbolic sub-dimension and the
political sub-dimension was found statistically significant (t = 2,094; p<.05), (t = 2,875; p<.05). This

difference was in favor of the students who were in leadership or management positions.

Table 11. Independent sample group t test results showing the difference between students’ leadership total scores

and leadership sub-dimensions according to whether they attended any course or not

Leadership Course Std. Std.Error t p
. c e N X o

Characteristic Participation Deviation = Mean

Structural Yes 150 31,9733 4,62840 37791 1,452,147
No 171 31,1871 5,01645 ,38362

Human Yes 150 33,3467  4,91947 40167 1,588 ,113

Resources No 171 32,4678 4,97202 ,38022

Politics Yes 150 29,9733 4,88381 ,39876 2,819,005
No 171 28,2865 5,72557 ,43785

Symbolic Yes 150 30,9867  5,34826 43668 2,158 032
No 171 29,6316 5,83589 ,44628

Total Yes 150  126,2800 17,84088 1,45670 2,261 024

ota No 171 121,5731 19,25767  1,47267

As seen in Table 11, as a result of the independent sample group t test conducted to determine
whether the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale of the students in the sample

showed a significant difference according to whether the students attended any course or not, the
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difference between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the symbolic sub-dimension, political sub-
dimension, and total score was found statistically significant (t =2,158; p<.05), (t=2,818; p<.05), (t=2,261;

p<.05). This difference was in favor of the students who participated in any course.

Table 12. One-way analysis of variance results showing the difference in students’ leadership total scores and

leadership sub-dimensions according to mother’s education level

Leadership Educational Sum of Sd.  Mean of f p
. ae N X SS
Characteristic Level Squares Squares
Primary 177 31,6384 4,62015 Between 235,397 3 78,466 3,426 ,018
Education Groups
Secondary 65  3p49p3* 456934  Within 7192,052 314 22,905
Structural Education Groups
High School 57 30,9474 5,37661 Total 7427,450 317
University 19 28 6842* 5,16454
Total 318 31,5126 4,84050
Primary 177 32,9322 4,68750  Between 183,211 3 61,070 2,513,059
Education Groups
Secondary 65  339385% 4,66328 Within 7630,239 314 24,300
Human . 4
Resources Education Groups
High School 57 31,8772 5,82197 Total 7813,450 317
University 19 31,2105 5,12704
Total 318 32,8459 4,96469
Primary 177 29,0056 502663  Between 389,611 3 129,870 4,596,004
Education Groups
Secondary 65 30,7385* 5,44942 Within 8872,075 314 28,255
Politics Education Groups
High School 57 28,1053 6,03171 Total 9261,686 317
University 19 26,2105 5,20234
Total 318 29,0314 5,40525
Primary 177 30,2316 5,18713 Between 379,599 3 126,533 4,098 007
Education Groups
Secondary 65  31g308* 556656  Within 9694992 314 30,876
Symbolic Education Groups

High School 57 29,3333 6,32832 Total 10074,591 317
University 19 27,2632 6,38437

Total 318 30,2201 5,63747
Primary 177 123,8079  17,12611 Between 4526,705 3 1508,902 4,449 ,004
Education Groups
Secondary 65 129,0000%* 1836267  Within 106490,943 314 339,143
Total Education Groups

High School =~ 57  120,2632  21,86119 Total 111017,648 317
University 19 113,3684* 19,04151

Total 318  123,6101 18,71399

As seenin Table 12, as a result of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine
whether the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale showed a significant difference
according to the educational status of the students' mothers, the difference between the arithmetic
averages of the scores obtained from the scale for structural, political, symbolic, and total sub-scores
was found to be statistically significant. After this process, complementary post-hoc analysis techniques
were used to determine which groups were responsible for the significant difference determined after
ANOVA. As a result of the post-hoc Tukey test after the one-way analysis of variance to determine
which subgroups differed according to the mother's educational status variable, a statistically
significant difference (p<. 05) was found between the Structural sub-dimension scores between the
middle school and university graduate group in favor of the middle school graduate group, the Political
sub-dimension scores between the middle school and high school and university group in favor of the

middle school group, the Symbolic sub-dimension scores between the middle school and university
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graduate group in favor of the middle school graduate group, and the total scores of the Leadership
scale between the middle school and high school and university group in favor of the middle school
graduate group. A significant difference was found at the level of (05). This situation reveals that the
students whose mothers graduated from middle school have more leadership qualities than the high

school and university groups.

Tablo 13. One-way analysis of variance results showing the difference in students’ leadership total scores and

leadership sub-dimensions according to father’s education level

Leadership Educational Sum of Sd.  Mean of f P
L N X SS
Characteristic Level Squares Squares
Primary 100 31,4700 4,65682  Between 91,385 4 22,846 978 420
Education Groups
Secondary 80 31,6500 4,98885 Within 7336,301 314 23,364
Structural .
H Education Groups
uman High School 95 31,9053 4,95098 Total 7427,687 318
Resources

University 38 30,1842 4,84827
Postgraduate 6 32,6667 3,14113

Total 319 31,5141 4,83296
Primary 100 32,9300 492213  Between 30,641 4 7,660 ,309 872
Education Groups
insan Secondary 80 32,6125 5,23255 Within 7784,136 314 24,790
Kaynakls Education Groups
Politics High School 95 33,1474 4,87933 Total 7814,777 318
University 38 32,2632 4,99559
Postgraduate 6 33,6667 3,50238
Total 319 32,8495 4,95729
Primary 100 28,5100 533427  Between 124,277 4 31,069 1,067 ,373
Education Groups
Secondary 80 29,5625 5,49763 Within 9146,193 314 29,128
Politik Education Groups
Symbolic High School 95 29,5368 5,61686 Total 9270,470 318
University 38 27,9474 4,91521
Postgraduate 6 30,0000 4,04969
Total 319 29,0408 5,39930
Primary 100 30,1300 4,99829  Between 201,155 4 50,289 1,599 174
Education Groups
Secondary 80 30,5625 5,79359 Within 9874,920 314 31,449
Sembolik Education Groups
Total High School 95 30,6632 5,98866 Total 10076,075 318
University 38 28,2632 6,00308
Postgraduate 6 32,3333 3,01109
Total 319 30,2163 5,62901
Primary 100 123,0400  17,66405  Between 1422,453 4 355,613 1,019 ,398
Education Groups
Secondary 80  124,3875  19,80378  Within 109606,650 314 349,066
Education Groups
Toplam

High School 95 125,2526 19,33741 Total 111029,103 318
University 38 118,6579 18,02292
Postgraduate 6 128,6667 10,63328
Total 179  124,7095 18,94328

As seen in Table 13, as a result of the one-way analysis of variance conducted to determine whether
the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale show a significant difference according
to the father's education level of the students, the structural sub-dimension (F:978, p>.05), human
resource sub-dimension (F:309, p>.05), political sub-dimension (F: 1,067, p>.05), symbolic sub-
dimension (F: 1,599, p>.05), and total scores (F: 1,019, p>.05), there was no statistically significant
difference between the arithmetic means of the scores obtained from the scale.
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Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

In the study, the difference between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the human resource sub-
dimension of the leadership scale total score and sub-dimension scores of the students constituting the
sample according to the gender variable of the students was found to be statistically significant in favor
of female students. Mutlu et al. (2020) found that female students had higher scores than male students
in the sub-dimensions of employee, production, and change-oriented leadership. Again, Mutlu et al.
(2019), in their research on coach candidates, stated that the human-oriented leadership scores of female
candidates were higher than those of men. Sarikaya and Bilir (2019) also determined that leadership
characteristics showed a significant difference in favor of female students according to gender variables.
Ozdenk (2015) found that the scores of female participants were higher than those of male participants
in human-oriented leadership dimensions. Oztiirk Karatas (2017) determined that there was no
significant difference between the gender of the students and their leadership orientations. Atar and
Ozbek (2009), in their study on the leadership behaviors of BESYO students; Semiz (2011), in his research
on the effect of sports on leadership in secondary school students; and Giingor (2016), in his study on
the leadership characteristics of prospective physical education teachers, determined that there was no
significant difference between leadership and gender variables. It can be said that the increase in the
number of female university students is effective in forming a significant difference in favor of female
students. In addition, it can be stated that the fact that women have recently become an important part
of social and economic life, participating in working life to a great extent, taking a more active role

compared to men, and engaging in entrepreneurial activities is also effective.

According to the results obtained from the study, no statistically significant difference was found
between the arithmetic averages of the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership scale
according to the age of the students. There are also findings in the field studies that have slightly
different results. As a result of the study conducted by Ergen (2009) in Manisa province and examining
the effect of the leadership behaviors of school principals on teacher motivation, it was seen that age
level created a significant difference. Although it is thought that there will be a relationship between
maturation and leadership characteristics, the existence of historical figures such as Fatih Sultan
Mehmet, who undertook an important leadership role despite his young age, explains the absence of a
significant difference between age and leadership behavior. In addition, the fact that young leaders train
themselves in every field (mastery of technology, extroversion, competitiveness, etc.) enables them to

be successful in studies that create high expectations.

The difference between the arithmetic averages of the total score and sub-dimension scores of the
leadership scale and the scores obtained from the scale for the structural sub-dimension, political sub-
dimension, symbolic sub-dimension, and total score of the students according to their departments was
found to be statistically significant. Structural sub-dimension scores are between recreation and
classroom teaching groups in favor of the recreation group according to the department variable;
political sub-dimension scores are between recreation and classroom teaching and coaching groups
according to the department variable in favor of the recreation group; symbolic political sub-dimension
scores are between recreation and classroom teaching and physical education groups according to the
department variable. A statistically significant difference was detected between the education teaching
group in favor of the recreation group and between the recreation and classroom teaching and coaching
groups in favor of the recreation group according to the department variable of their total scores.

Ozmutlu (2008) also found a significant difference in the leadership levels of BESYO students according
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to the departmental variable. Aydin (2016) found that the leadership qualities of students who studied
at BESYO and engaged in individual and team sports were statistically significant according to the
department variable. Our findings are parallel to the results of this research. It can be said that courses
such as communication and public relations, public and local government recreation, recreation
leadership, crisis management in recreation, and team integrity in recreation in the recreation

department undergraduate program have a positive impact on the leadership qualities of the students.

The difference between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the political, symbolic sub-
dimension, and total score of the leadership scale total score and sub-dimension scores for SBF students
and classroom teaching students was found to be statistically significant. The difference in question was
in favor of the students of the physical education and sports teaching, coaching education, and
recreation departments. It can be seen that the leadership qualities of students studying at the faculty
of sports sciences are more evident than those of students studying at the primary school teaching
department. It is a fact that sports have a significant impact on the development of personality traits in
those who engage in sports. It can be said that sports being a strong bridge in providing athletes with
many virtues, such as the development of their sense of responsibility, quick decision-making, patience,
sportsmanship, harmony within the team, determination to win, and desire to excel, has a significant

impact on leadership development.

A statistically significant difference was found between the groups' arithmetic averages for the
symbolic sub-dimension of the leadership scale total score and the sub-dimension scores of the students
in the sample, depending on whether they were in a sports branch or not. The students in the sports
branch had higher scores on this sub-dimension. Semiz (2011) looked at how differentiation by branch
variable affected the effect of sports on leadership and found results similar to ours. Car (2013), on the
other hand, found a statistically significant difference between leadership orientations and the branch
variable when he studied how leadership traits of college students who took part in sports education
were determined. It didn't. Individuals are interested in any branch; it supports students to show
themselves in team or individual sports and to gain the ability to act with group psychology. This
support can be cited as a justification for the significant difference. The improved mental visualization
skills of athletes interested in sports such as athletics, basketball, ice hockey, wrestling, archery, and

volleyball can be considered another reason for the significant difference.

There was a statistically significant difference between the groups' arithmetic averages for the
symbolic sub-dimension and the political sub-dimension of the students' leadership scale total score
and sub-dimension scores, depending on whether the students were leaders or managers. This
difference was in favor of the leaders or managers students. The commonalities between management
and leadership characteristics (Miicevher and Erdem, 2018) can be considered as the reason for the
statistically significant difference in favor of students who are leaders or managers. In addition,
individuals' experience in management and their ability to demonstrate their leadership qualities in the

situations they encounter during their experiences can be considered factors that affect the difference.

The difference between the arithmetic averages of the groups for the symbolic sub-dimension,
political sub-dimension, and total score of the students' leadership scale total score and sub-dimension
scores, depending on whether the students attended any course or not, was found to be statistically
significant. The possibility that the performance of the instructor's leadership skills demonstrated
during the course will influence individuals and enable individuals to take the instructors as role

models may partially explain the significant difference.
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While there is no significant difference in the total score and sub-dimension scores of the leadership
scale according to the students' father's education, the difference between the arithmetic averages of the
structural sub-dimension according to the educational status of the mother is university, high school,
and university in the political sub-dimension, university in the symbolic sub-dimension, and high
school and university graduates in the total arithmetic averages. Significant differences were detected
in favor of the secondary school graduate group. Among the educational status of the mother and father,
it is observed that the mother's political leadership trait is slightly higher at the secondary school level,
while it is observed that the father's human-based approach is more effective at the high school level,
and university graduates are more effective in the structural leadership sub-dimension. Other
leadership dimensions It has been observed that parents' educational backgrounds are similar. In
summary, it can be said that mothers who are secondary school graduates are more effective in the
development of their children's leadership qualities. This may also be due to the fact that there are more
secondary school graduate mothers than university graduate mothers. Cansoy, Tiirkoglu, and Parlar
(2016) determined that the average leadership characteristics scores according to the mother's education
level did not differ significantly according to the mother's education level. Durmus (2011) also found in
his research that students' leadership characteristics did not differ according to the education level of
their parents. Cansoy, Tiirkoglu, and Parlar (2016) determined that the average leadership
characteristics scores according to the father's education level did not show a significant difference
according to the mother's education level. Although women in Turkish society do not have absolute
authority over their family group and community, their dominant mission in raising the next generation

can affect the leadership qualities of individuals.

As a result, human-based leadership characteristics are more prominent in women than in men.
According to the classroom teaching of students studying in the sports department, especially in the
recreation department, human-based leadership characteristics are more prominent in female students,
symbolic leadership characteristics are more prominent in those who are involved in sports, and
symbolic and political leadership characteristics are more prominent in those who have previously dealt
with management. has been observed. It can be said that the educational backgrounds of parents are

similar in terms of the development of their children's leadership qualities.

Based on the study, teacher leadership sub-dimensions (professional, organizational, etc.) of sports
science and classroom teaching students can be determined according to different variables. In addition,
the leadership qualities of students in the sports science department can be compared with those of
different departments of teacher training faculties. Measures can be taken to increase the participation
of students studying in classroom teaching departments in social, cultural, artistic, and sports activities

in order to develop their leadership qualities.
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