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Abstract
This study focused on finding out the “psychological unsafety perceptions” of administrators,
teachers and other staff in Turkish schools and examining how it is affected by their personal
and organizational variables. Psychological unsafety is a phenomenon that its nature must be
understood for organizational development and organizational effectiveness. Psychological
unsafety in work environment is defined as the level of perception about risky work
environment hindering employee to speak out what they think and to behave in comfort
because of possible negative consequences. The study was implemented on totally 557 school
stuff randomly selected from the schools located in different regions and provinces of Turkey.
Data were gathered by “the psychological unsafety scale” and analysed by logistic regression
analysis. At the end of the study, we found that a medium level of psychological unsafety is
experienced at Turkish schools and gender as one of the personal variables and school size as
one of the organizational variables significantly affect the psychological unsafety. Female stuff
and those who work in small size schools experience much more psychological unsafety. Based
on discussion of the findings, we developed suggestions for macro and micro level educational
administration. When we consider the scarcity of the study focused on the psychological
un/safety, we argue that the study makes a significant contribution in understanding of the
phenomenon.
Keywords: Psychological unsafety, schools, personal variables, institutional variables
Oz
Bu c¢alisma Tiirk okullarindaki yonetici, Ogretmen ve diger c¢alisanlarin “psikolojik
giivencesizlik” algillarini  belirlemeyi; bireysel ve kurumsal degiskenlerden etkilenme
durumunu ortaya koymayr amaclamaktadir. Psikolojik giivencesizlik orgiitsel gelisme ve
etkililik acisindan dogasi anlagilmasi gereken bir fenomendir. Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkiye’nin farkl
bolge ve illerinden tesadiifi yontemle secilen toplam 557 okul calisan1 {izerinde
gerceklestirilmistir. Veriler, “psikolojik giivencesizlik 6lgegi” ile toplanmis ve lojistik
regresyon analizi ile incelenerek sonuglara ulagimigtir. Calisma sonunda Tiirk okullarinda
orta diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik yasandigi; bireysel degiskenlerden cinsiyet degiskeninin,
kurumsal degiskenlerden de okul biiyiikliginiin psikolojik giivencesizlik itizerinde etkili
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Kadin ¢alisanlarin ve kiigiik okullarda gbrev yapanlarin daha fazla
psikolojik giivencesizlik yasadiklari sonucuna ulagiimistir. Bu sonuclar, ilgili alan yazinla iligkili
bir bicimde tartisilarak bazi 6neriler gelistirilmigtir.
Anahtar sozciikler: Psikolojik giivencesizlik, okullar, bireysel dzellikler, kurumsal 6zellikler
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Introduction

An organisation can be described as a system of union of forces created by
more than one person to achieve their goals. Administration, on the other
hand, consists of the sum total of principles, rules, and activities of using human
and material resources referred to achieve goals of organisation (Bateman and
Snell, 2016). Organisation and administration achieve their goals through
activities of people (Ozdemir, 2016). Balc1 (2002) describes organisational
development as a change providing improvements in humans, technology,
structure and process. According to Eren (2001), one of the goals of
organisation development is improving mutual solidarity and trust senses,
eliminating groundless anxiety and fear and hesitation arising from them. Every
organisation member should be able to explain his opinions, whatever they are,
without senses of fear and hesitation.

It’s impossible for the organisation to achieve its goals when employees can’t
or don’t reflect their potential. Therefore, administrators should provide ideal
work environment to make employees able to reflect their full potential
(Schlechty, 2005; Ugurlu and Abdiirrezzak, 2016). For organisation members to
renounce, to abstain or to abort an actual or cognitive activity which they want
to do due to feeling psychologically insecure means for organisation being not
able to use its available potential. Sense of psychological unsafety limits desires
of individuals to develop and change (T6remen, 2002; Wanless, 2016).

Reflecting their potential is realizable for employees through effectively
expressing their emotional and cognitive potentials (Fromm, 2011). Inability of
organisation members to express their opinions and emotions because of
variable reasons cause organisation to be unable to use its latent potential. This
indicates that the organisation isn’t managed well. Administration must create
an environment for development of the organisation in which employees
express their emotions and opinions easily without feeling psychologically
insecure. In an organisational environment reserving psychological unsafety,
opinions which may contribute to development may vanish before explained.
This makes employees unhappy and may cause power and energy loss.

Organisational development based upon communication and interaction on
all subjects related with organisational operation between employees and
administrators (Botero and Dyne, 2009). Social Exchange Theory is
fundamentally built upon interaction, mutuality, and expectation. According to
the theory, sense of “trust” is created by realized mutual expectations in long
term (Miles, 2012).The sense of “trust” depends on the principle of being
“mutual”. As for “Psychological unsafety”, it is that for employee, considering
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adverse outcomes, to restrain himself from explaining opinions, to say what he
sees, to make proposals or to stand for a position. Thoughts like “Will T be
alienated, criticized, humiliated, will my career and status be damaged if I do
this?” are indicators of psychological unsafety (Edmondson, Kramer and Cook,
2004). Psychological safety is individual and means the ability of each employee
to express, without hesitation, the things he sees in work environment, his
opinions, his experiences, his proposals (Edmondson et al., 2004; Kahn, 1990).
If an employee is restraining himself from uttering the things he realized, felt,
wanted because of senses of shame, hesitation, exclusion, negligence, lack of
support, threat, fear, it means that he feels “psychologically insecure”.

When group members do not reveal mistakes, problems, failures they
realized this could cause difficult situations by cumulating over time
(Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, and Uhl-Bien, 2010). It is quite substantial in
terms of organisational development and effectiveness that employees should
feel comfortable to get into argument, to utter mistakes, to criticize, to propose
different paths (Carmeli and Gittell, 2008; Edmondson et al., 2004;
Edmondson, Higgins, Singer and Weiner, 2016; Holley and Steiner, 2005;
Kahn, 1990).

Employees who work in organizations in which psychological unsafety faced
intensively are inclined to blame others for mistakes, problems and failures
(Carmeli and Gittell, 2008). This situation threats also positive work
environment, organisational learning and employees in displaying their
potentials for organisational development (Carmeli and Gittell, 2008;
Hernandez, Luthanen, Ramsel and Osatuke, 2015). Mistakes, failures are tools
of learning and development in organisational learning (Garvin, Edmondson
and Gino, 2008; Kahn, 2007). According to Edmondson (2004), a
psychologically secure environment is necessary for organisational learning.
The absence of psychologically secure environment reflects on organisational
consequences negatively (Kramer, 1999; Schein, 2010).

Getzels (1978) attached “community” approach to his social system model
and described teachers as instrumental community which gathered for certain
goals and interacting with each other. Schools work by way of team works which
are dominated by face to face communication. School principals, teachers,
students and other relevant employees take joint responsibilities interacting
with each other (Karatag, 2009). According to Edmondson et al. (2004), latent
un/safety may exist in organizations. Analyzing psychological unsafety in
different cultural contexts to comprehend its nature better is quite essential in
terms of organisational learning, school development and school effectiveness.

Individual and institutional qualifications may be effective on psychological
unsafety. Edmondson et al. (2004) report that team size may affect existence
level of psychological unsafety. They suggest that members of the same team
may have a similar sense of psychological unsafety. They state that existence
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level of psychological unsafety may decrease depending on length of time spent
together. Factors such as risk level of work, job safety, specifications of work-
zone, level of rivalry, leadership behaviors, duration and level of interaction
between members, position differences, climate, and size of the group may be
effective on the perception of psychological unsafety. (Edmondson et al., 2004;
Edmondson et al., 2016; Kahn, 1990). It’s found that among teachers as
experience and position status increase the score of perception of psychological
unsafety decreases (Edmondson et al., 2016). Need for analyzing the impact of
individual and institutional characteristics on the perception of psychological
unsafety in different cultural contexts appears. In previous researches
perception of psychological unsafety of school employees, especially teachers,
was found moderate (Edmondson et al., 2016; Lyu, 2016; Sagnak, 2017,
Yidirim and Yenipmar, 2017). Limited numbers of studies analyzing
perception of psychological safety (Sagnak, 2017; Yildirnm and Yenipinar,
2017) are found in Turkey and there are none on impacts of individual and
institutional qualifications of employees on the phenomenon in question. In
this study, perceptions of psychological unsafety of principals, teachers and
other employees working in formal primary, secondary and high schools are
described and need for revealing the impact of their individual and institutional
qualifications on these perceptions is determined. In addition, this may
contribute to the international literature by describing status and nature of
psychological unsafety in different cultural contexts.

Method
Research Method

Relational screening model was used in this study. This model aims to
determine perceptions of multiple participants (Christensen, Johnson and
Turner, 2014). According to Edmondson et al. (2004), psychological unsafety
can be interpreted depending on instant expressions of participants. The
primary aim of relational surveys is to reveal relations between variables which
help us comprehend the determined phenomenon better (Fraenkel, Wallen and
Hyun, 2012). Logistic regression analysis within relational pattern was
conducted in this study. The analysis is testing a valid model depending on
relations between predicted and predictor variables (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2013). Fictionalising individual and institutional variables as separate models,
abilities of school employees to predict perception of psychological unsafety
were tested in the study.

Study Group

Study Group consists of 557 principals and teachers working in primary,
secondary and high schools affiliated to the state in Turkey. Participants who
came to In-service Training Institute, Aksaray in the period of April-May 2017
from different provinces of Turkey, were determined by the random method.
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There are seven In-service Training Institutions affiliated with Ministry of
National Education (MoNE) are in service located in different regions of
Turkey (MoNE, 2017). Every activity in the institutions lasts 3-5 days and
teachers and principals who came from different regions and schools can attend
to every activity program. Individual and institutional qualifications of the study
group are presented in Table 1. For studies with screening model, groups of
more than 300 people and at least 5 participants per item are suggested (Seger,
2015).

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Participants
Characteristics 1% 1 2 3 4  Total
Gender f 234 323 - 557
1: Female; 2: Male % 420 580 @ - 100
# Position f 60 472 25 557
Tg é 1:Administrator; 2:Teacher; 3: Other % 10.8 84.7 4.5 100
S & Total experience (year) f 9 107 98 256 557
&= & I:1-5; 2:6-10; 3:11-15; 4: 16 and more % 17.2 192 17.6 46.0 100
& & Experience at the current school (year) f 104 179 121 153 557
O I:First year; 2:1-2; 3:3-5; 4: 6 and more % 18.7 321 21.7 27.5 100
Dependency on this income f 90 137 330 557
1:Low; 2:Medium; 3: High % 162 246 592 100
— ., Level f 209 177 171 - 557
& .2 I:Primary; 2:Lower secondary; 3:Secondary % 375 318 30.7 - 100
;% 'g School size (The number of teachers at the school) f 58 148 180 171 557
53 1:n<15; 2:15=n<29; 3:30<n<44; 4:45< % 104 206 323 30.7 100
g g Socio-economic status of school (Based on teachers” f 221 284 52 557
= O 3
S © perceptions) % 397 510 93 100

1:Low; 2:Medium; 3: High

According to Table 1, 42% of participants -composed largely of teachers-
are females and only 11% of them are principals.%17 of them are in their early
career. %46 of them are quite experienced. Half of them have worked for two
years or less in same schools. Participants mostly have worked respectively in
primary schools, secondary schools and high schools. Only 10% of them have
worked in small schools (n < 15); one third have worked in pretty big schools
(n>46).Socio-economic statuses (SES) of schools were determined depending
on perceptions of participants. Only 9% of them have worked in schools with
high SES while 40% of them have worked in schools with low SES. “At what
extent your life standards would be affected but for salary?” was asked; around
three fifth of them (60%) stated that they would be affected a lot.

Data Collection Instrument

Studies on psychological un/safety include items as: “It’s easy to speak up
anything on your mind” Garvin et al., 2008), “I am not afraid to express my
opinions here” (Lyu, 2016), “People, here, can bring up problems and difficult
situations and don’t hesitate to take risks” (Hernandez et al., 2015), “If you
make a mistake here it is held against you afterwards” (Edmondson et al.,
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2004).“Institutional Psychological Unsafety Scale” which was developed and its
validity and reliability analysis conducted by Yildirim and Yenipinar (2017) was
used. The scale consists of 19 items related to 3 dimensions (Alienation, Lack
of support, Hesitation) and .73 of total variance is explained. Factors,
respectively, explains .40; .18 and .14 of total variance. Likert-type and all
negative-meaning items were graded between 1 (totally agree) and 5 (totally
disagree).Internal consistency coefficient of the scale (Cronbach’s Alpha) is
.96.Internal consistency coefficient was calculated as .97 throughout
measurement instrument of this study. In terms of dimensions, internal
consistency coefficients took shape as .86 for Lack of Support, .88 for
Hesitation and .97 for Alienation. As a result of item-total correlation values
varying from .53 to .86, all items were adopted as significantly contributing to
measurement instruments. Analysis results of how internal consistency
coefficient was changing as if the item was deleted also verified significant
contribution of items in measurement instrument. Continuous data were
interpreted as 1.00-1.80= extremely high level of psychological unsafety, 1.81-
2.60= high level of psychological unsafety, 2.61-3.40= medium level of
psychological unsafety, 3.41-4.20= low level of psychological unsafety, 4.21-
5.00= extremely low level of psychological unsafety.

Collection and Analysis of Data

After necessary permissions were obtained, measurement instrument was
applied to pre-informed voluntary participants when they were groups. Filling
the measurement tool took 20-25 minutes. Researchers stood there during the
process in order to answer possible questions.

Values were evaluated by extreme values, missing values and recurrence
analyses. Missing values were replaced with average values. Four conditions
were determined by extreme values analysis (e.g. 22 was inserted instead of 2)
and real values were processed by controlling survey forms. There was no
recurrence according to recurrence analysis. Normality of distribution was
checked with Mahalanobis and Cook’s distance coefficients within linear
regression analysis which is used for multivariate statistics. Although
Mahalanobis distance coefficient indicating that participant coded 253 had
excessive value (19.65), it was not excluded from analysis because Cook’s
distance coefficient (.000) and Centered Leverage value (0.35) indicated
acceptable values. Considering these values, normality of distribution and
suitability for parametric test were approved (Secer, 2015; Tabachnick and
Fidell, 2013).Furthermore, mutual relevance (multicollinearity) was analyzed
with Tolerance (.728<TOL<.982) and VIF (1.02<VIF<1.37) values. It is
recommended for Tolerance value to get away from zero and for VIF value to
be less than 10 (Seger, 2015; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013).Subsequent to these
analysis the data which was collected from 557 participants were analyzed.
Descriptive statistics (f, X, S), two-step cluster analysis, crosstab and standard
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logistic regression analysis were calculated using SPSS 22. Cluster analysis,
when groups are not definite beforehand, enables composing artificial groups
based upon similarities between participants (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013).
Two-step cluster analysis was preferred in this study. Two tests were performed
for analysis. At first try gender, job, length of service in job, length of service in
school, school type, SES of school, dependence to income scores as categorical
variables; perception of psychological unsafety score as continuous variables
were inserted. Quality of created groups was found to be poor. Because of that
at second trial only perception of psychological unsafety scores of participants
was inserted. After analysis, three groups with good quality were created. Table
2 contains descriptive statistics belong to groups. Because they were produced
considering their average scores of psychological unsafety, these groups were
referred as 1: Feeling psychologically unsafe at low level; 2: Feeling
psychologically unsafe at medium level; 3: Feeling psychologically unsafe at
high level. The proportionately largest group was that composed of those
feeling psychologically unsafe at medium level (.41) and the smallest group was
that composed of those feeling psychologically insecure at high level (.21).

Table 2
Descriptive Analysis Belonged to the Groups Produced by Clustering Analysis

Group N % X S Minimum Maximum
1 210 37.7 4.60 31 4.06 5.00
2 231 41.5 3.39 41 2.64 4.03
3 116 20.8 1.84 46 1.00 2.61
Total 557 100.0 3.52 1.08 1.00 5.00

Artificially produced groups including three categories were regarded as
predicted variables; individual (gender, job, experience, experience at the
current school, dependency on income) and institutional (school type, school
size, SES of school) variables of participants were regarded as predictor
variables. Individual and institutional variables were tested as different models.
Because variables of the model affected result depending on mutual
interaction, result was affected by any change in model (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2013). As there were variables including more than two subdimensions among
variables, multinomial logistic regression type was adopted. Predictor variables
were analyzed as a block. Analyses were conducted at individual level and
scores of perception of psychological unsafety in state schools were calculated
by gathering individual perceptions of unsafety.
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Findings
Level of Psychological Unsafety

Table 3 presents statistics regarding measurement instrument and items.

Table 3
The Level of Experiencing Psychological Unsafety (PuS)
2
g =
2] o) B
g E
% Items X S _8 S
E g E
A 2 &
E =
2
Lack of PG1 Ifyou make a mistake in this institution, that is used against you later.  3.29 1.39 .53 .97
support PG2 Anybody demands someone else’s help unless s/he has to do. 341 134 .61 .97
jc=.86; PG3 'In this institution, anybody encourage someone else for 351 134 72 97
X =3.43; improvement.
§=1.36 PG4 Anybody support someone else for getting better position and tasks. 3.50 1.39 .75 .97
. ... PGI12 Insituations that contradict me, I hesitate to appeal. 355 144 76 .97
Timidity I want to talk about tters but T stay silent b fit
a=388. PGI3 want to talk about some matters but I'stay silent because of its 3 o, | 37 59 o
X =352 possible negative consequences. '
S—141 PGl4 I have never been involved in issues that could have negative 346 142 64 97
consequences for me.
PG7 Ido not count on our administrators to defend me in any case. 3.52 148 .76 .97
PGY When I submit a problem to administrators, they remain 361 142 80 97
irrelevant.
PG10 When I submit a problem to my colleagues, they remain irrelevant.  3.55 139 .79 .97
PG15 There may be deliberate attempts at this institution to dismiss 357 152 83 97
my efforts.
PG16 There may be behaviors in this place that may diminish the 355 150 85 97
Exclusion value of my work. )
«=97. PGI17 I feel that my collt?agues, who I work with, do not value my 364 147 84 97
X =361 knowledge and skills. ) ) )
S—146 PGI8 I feel that pegpl§ keep important information to themselves and 364 141 84 97
do not share it with others.
PG21 I feel that no one will take me in any way. 3.65 147 .86 .97
PG22 1 thlnk. that people in this place can apply for unethical ways to 360 147 86 97
come into prominence.
PG23 I feel that people in this place do not accept each other as theyare. 3.61 137 .84 .97
PG24 I feel _that Iam exclud_ed from the network of information, 366 145 86 97
experience and material exchange.
PG25 1 feel that people in this school do not take me acceptance. 373 153 .8 .97
Throughout the test a=.97 356 143 0.77 0.97

Average value throughout measurement instrument (x = 3.56) shows that
unsafety at low level exists in schools but there are significant differences
between participants (S = 1.43). When dimensions compared to each other the
most frequent of them is “lack of support” (x = 3.43) and perceptions of
participants are liable to resemble each other (S = 1.36). “Hesitation” when
compared to “Lack of Support” exists less frequently but the gap between
participants’ opinions increases (S = 1.41). “Alienation” has least existence
frequency (x = 3.61) among dimensions but the gap between participants’
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opinions is the biggest (S = 1.46). When item statistics analyzed, the most
frequent items appeared to be “If you make a mistake here it is held against
you afterwards” (x = 3.29; § = 1.39); “Nobody prefers asking for help from
others here unless he has to” (x = 3.41; S = 1.34); “I don’t get involved in
situations which may have negative consequences for me” (x = 3.46; S = 1.42).
Homogeneity increases in these items. Items which exist least frequent are “I
don’t feel accepted here” (x = 3.73; § = 1.53); “I feel excluded from
information, experience and material sharing network here” (x = 3.66; S =
1.45) and “I feel that nobody will take me seriously on any subject” (x = 3.65; S
= 1.47). Heterogeneity also increases in these items.

Number of Individuals Taking Part in Categories

One of the requirements of logistic regression analysis is adequate number
of individuals to be found in subdimensions of every predictor variable
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013).

Table 4
The Results of the Crosstabs Analysis

Predictor variables and their sub-categories

Sub-categories of predicted variables

1 2 3 Total
Female 99 100 35 234
Gender Male 111 131 81 323
Total 210 231 116 557
Administrator 25 21 14 60
Position Teacher 174 199 99 472
Other 11 11 3 25
8 Total 210 231 116 557
z 1-5 year 52 27 17 96
5 6-10 year 44 39 24 107
£ Experience 11-15 year 38 41 19 98
5 16 year and more 76 124 56 256
= Total 210 231 116 557
2 First year 49 35 20 104
£ Experience at 2-3 year 76 71 32 179
= the current 4-5 year 40 51 30 121
school 6 year and more 45 74 34 153
Total 210 231 116 557
Dependency qu 41 28 21 90
o this Me(.jlum 52 54 31 137
income High 117 149 64 330
Total 210 231 116 557
Primary 89 82 38 209
Lower Seconda: 78 63 36 177
% School level Secondary Y 43 86 42 171
= Total 210 231 116 557
& Less than 15 32 19 7 58
z 15-29 59 54 35 148
g School size 30-44 71 64 39 180
= 45 and more 42 94 35 171
= Total 210 231 116 557
5 Low 75 99 47 221
O  SESof the Medium 109 114 61 284
school High 26 18 8 52
Total 210 231 116 557
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Fulfilment of this condition was checked with crosstab. Categories of
predicted variables in column dimension and frequency distributions as
categories of predictor variables in lines were presented (Table 4).There are no
cells with zero value. It is recommended that no more than 20% of the cells to
contain less than five individuals (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). According to
Table 4, sample size condition was fulfilled in terms of categories because only
one cell contains three individuals.

Impact of Individual and Institutional Variables on Psychological Unsafety

Two experiments were conducted. Ability to distinguish school employees
according to their perception of psychological unsafety levels of individual
variables at first one and that of institutional variables at second one were
revealed. In both experiment, “feeling psychologically insecure at low level”,
one of the subcategories of psychological unsafety, was taken as reference.
Table 5 presents experiment results of both models.

At first model, individual variables (gender, job, length of service in job,
length of service in school, dependence to income) were analyzed jointly so
their effects on psychological unsafety were tested. These were understood that
individual variables significantly contributed (}%s.129, p<.05) to the model and
there were significant relations between predicted and predictor variables. At
second model these were understood, although to a lesser extent than
individual variables, that institutional variables significantly contributed (x?s7.4ss,
p<.05) to the model and there were significant relations between predicted and
predictor variables.

Table 5
Goodness of the Models
Model Goodness of the model The test of likelihood
-2 LL Likelihood x? df P
Intercept only 547.795
Model 1 g i 506.667 41.129 » 008
Intercept only 245.004
Model 2 ;i 207.516 37.488 14 001

Pearson x? value (Pearson X%u6106, p=.41), which tests model-data
consistency at first try, confirmed model-data consistency. Because H;
hypothesis (Model doesn’t represent data set) was denied. Because Pearson x?
value (Pearson x%7741, p=.27) was not significant at second model, H;
hypothesis was denied. In other words, Hy hypothesis, which proposes model-
data set consistency, was adopted.

Nagelkerkewmoden =.08, one of pseudo R? values, is the value that indicating
strength of relation between predictor and predictor variables. This value
means predictor variables jointly explained only 8% of variance in predicted
variable. In other words, personal characteristics of participants were able to
explain only 8% of their perception of psychological unsafety. Similarly, also at
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second model, institutional variables were able to explain only 7% of variance
in predicted variables (Nagelkerkewmodge = .07).

Table 6 shows size of effect of predictor variables on predicted variables.
According to table 6, only gender variable (p < .05) among individual variables
was able to distinguish school employees considering their psychological
unsafety levels. Regarding institutional variables, only school size among them
was effective on psychological unsafety (p < .05). Parameter estimation
statistics were required to observe source of significant effect according to
subcategories. Subcategories of predicted variables besides that of predictor
variables were considered.

Table 6
The Effect of Predictor Variables on the Predicted Variables
Effect Model fitting criteria Likelihood ratio test
-2LL of reduced model X2 df p
Intercept 506.667 .000 0 .
Gender 514.762 8.095 2 .017
Position 509.680 3.013 4 556
Experience 518.724 12.058 6 .061
Experience at the current school 509.695 3.028 6 .805
Dependency on income 512.593 5.927 4 .205
Intercept 207.516° .000 0 .
School SES 209.046 1.530 4 821
School level 214.480 6.964 4 138
School size 225.536 18.020 6  .006

Ho: The effect of the variables is zero.

a. This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting the effect does not
increase the degrees of freedom.

Table 7 shows parameter estimation statistics. Gender variable has
significant effect on high level psychological unsafety.

Table 7

Parameter Estimates

Psychological unsafety (PuS) (Reference: B Sh Wald sd P of

Low level)

= ., Intercept =759 710 1.141 1 .286

-é“ £ [Gender=1,00: Female] -664 256 6.755 1 .009 S15
[Gender=2,00: Male] oP . . 0 .
Intercept =787 404 3.795 1 .05

g - [School size=1,00: Less than 15] -1.159 381 9.283 1 .00 314

T £ [School size=2,00: 15-29] -729 316 5.326 1 .02 483

= [School size=3,00: 30-44] -858 290 8.743 1 .00 424
[School size=4,00: 45 and more] oP 0

“Male” subcategory of gender variable was taken as reference. f (-.664)
value shows psychological unsafety perception scores of female participants
were lower. Considering that as scores decrease psychological unsafety exists
more when interpreting continuous variables, it can be stated female employees
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feel more psychologically insecure than their male colleagues do. ef (odds ratio)
value points out female employees feel more psychologically insecure than, at
the rate of .52, male employees.

One of institutional variables, school size was determined based on number
of teachers in school. “Pretty big schools” (in which 45 or more teachers work)
was taken as reference among four sub-category. School size was found to be
effective on medium level psychological unsafety. According to referenced
category, all of the other three subcategories have significant effect. § (-1.159)
value shows teachers working in small schools feel more psychologically
insecure than their colleagues working in pretty big schools. School employees
working in medium and big schools (Buedium= -729, Brg= -858), although to a
lesser extent than small schools, feel more psychologically insecure.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

Existence level of perception of psychological unsafety which is substantial
in terms of organisational effectiveness and development in Turkish schools
was analyzed with regard to individual and institutional variables and
contribution toward understanding the nature of phenomenon was made with
this study. In present study, existence level of psychological unsafety was found
to be low. These can be concluded from the result that schools are in good
condition in terms of environment of change and development and employees
feel comfortable when expressing their opinions which is a must for
development of employees, institutions and education. But when the results
analyzed on the basis of items status changes. Considering most frequent
situations on the basis of scale items it can be said that psychological unsafety
exists almost at medium level in Turkish schools. Possibility of a mistake to be
held against, preferring not to ask for help unless have to, abstaining from
involving in situations which will have negative reflections are indicators of
psychological unsafety. Obtained results of this study are consistent with that of
prior ones. (Edmondson et al., 2004; Edmondson et al., 2016; Lyu, 2016;
Yildirim and Yenipinar, 2017). It was also found in the research conducted by
Sagnak (2017) that teachers have medium level perception of psychological
unsafety and there are considerable similarities between views of participants.
When results of present and prior researchers analyzed together it was found
that psychological un/safety in schools exist at low or medium level. This result
can be understood as psychologically secure environment, which is the key
condition for creative and interrogative ideas to rise which are required for
development of education and schools, was perceived by employees at medium
level. Further research on effects of perception of safety at this level in terms of
change and development, is suggested.

The most remarkable dimension among others is “lack of support”. Support
is an important subject with regard to organisational development. New ideas
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and opinions must be supported particularly in environment of uncertainty.
Because change is a process including risk. Those who are pleased with their
status may not be willing to jeopardize it. According to Toremen (2002), risk
aversion may be one of the pathologies of lack of support. Adapting change for
organisation members depends on their right to speak about decision making
and implementing process of situations which are concerning or may concern
them (Toremen, 2002).

Among individual variables only gender is effective on level of
psychologically insecure feeling of school employees. This effect is in question
at “high” level of psychological unsafety. Gender variable is not significant at
other levels. It was determined that female employees feel more psychologically
insecure when compared to their male colleagues. This result can be
interpreted as women feel psychologically insecure on change and development
subject and restrict themselves more than men. Thus this can be inferred that
women are not able to reflect their potential completely on the subject of their
contribution to change and development. Because feeling psychologically
insecure limits desires of individuals for development and change (Wanless,
2016). From this point of view, school principals must appear eager to listen,
encourage and support them in order to include female employees in school
development and fully benefit from their potential.

Among institutional variables only school size is effective on psychological
unsafety. Employees of small schools, particularly feels more psychologically
insecure when compared to those of pretty big schools. Existence possibility of
psychological unsafety increases as number of group member decreases.
Members of small groups find more opportunity to communicate and interact
with each other thus they make effort to maintain positive environment.
Number of group members is an effective factor on communication process.
Thereby, in such institutions, expressing matters which may provide
organisational development could be repressed in order to maintain positive
environment. Principals of these institutions, considering organisational
development problems which may arise from institutional unsafety, must
encourage employees to express their ideas, opinions and to discuss mistakes,
to make proposals. Education planners must consider this result when deciding
school size.

Although existence level of psychological unsafety was found to be low,
considering also lack of support dimension at medium level, existence of a
significant situation for whole system was determined. It could be quite
challenging measuring positive or negative credible reactions of employees
regarding possible school regulations. “Remaining silent” could be preferred
especially by female employees and small schools because of psychological
unsafety. Because change includes risk. Medium level psychological unsafety
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may not offer a decent ground to completely express their opinions for those
who could be affected by change.

There are politic planners, designers as well as operators in every education
system. Feedbacks from operators are required in order to minimize difference
between the planned and the applied and to develop education system as a
whole. It could be difficult to get required credible feedbacks from operators if
psychological unsafety existence level is high in the organisation.

Many change initiatives were launched and are being launched in Turkish
Education System and in other countries’ systems as well. School employees’
opinions are vital for change initiatives which will be launched or are in
practice. Remaining silent about change initiatives, withholding required
credible feedbacks or not creating suitable environment for giving those could
threat development at micro (schools) and also macro (education system)
levels. Education managers and school principals must take psychological
unsafety status of employees in consideration for development and success of
education. Psychological unsafety may be one of the key reasons of change
initiatives in schools to be not supported. School principals and other education
managers are in position of paying attention to subject of psychological
unsafety, which cannot be realized due to physical invisibility and may obstruct
change and development if not felt. Otherwise, schools may lose their
effectiveness because they can’t contribute to even compulsory dynamics of
change required by environment and time due to indeterminable reasons.

Scantiness of researches conducted on psychological unsafety in Turkey,
limits opining on true extent of situation and therefore making judgement.
Thus, further researches with different samples and methods (especially
qualitative) are required.

Supporting the ones who are working on subject of change for
organisational development and helping them dealing with psychological
unsafety by encouraging them are primarily duties of managers and leaders.
Putting opinions of employees by discussing them into practice could function
toward minimizing psychological unsafety. Top Education Managers and school
principals are recommended to take this situation into consideration.
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Tiirkce Siiriim

Giris

Orgiit, birden fazla insanin amaclarim gerceklestirmek icin olusturduklar
giic birligi sistemi olarak tamimlanabilir. YOnetim ise Orgiitiin amaclarini
gerceklestirmek icin madde ve insan kaynaklarini kullanmada bagvurulan
ilkeler, kurallar ve faaliyetler toplamindan olusur (Bateman ve Snell, 2016).
Orgiit ve yonetim, insanlarin faaliyetleri ile amaclarma ulagir (Ozdemir, 2016).
Bale1 (2002) orgiitsel gelismeyi, insanlarda, teknolojide, yap: ve siireclerde
iyilesmeyi saglayan bir degisim olarak tanimlamaktadir. Eren’e (2001) gore
Orgiit gelistirmenin amaglarindan birisi karsilikli dayanisma ve giiven
duygularim1  gelistirmek, yersiz endise ve korkulari, bunlardan dogan
cekingenligi ortadan kaldirmaktir. Orgiitiin  her iiyesi amaglara katkist
olabilecegini diisiindiigli, her tiirli fikrini korku ve cekinme hissetmeden
aciklayabilmelidir.

Caliganlar, potansiyellerini tam olarak yansitmadifinda ya da
yansitamadiginda; Orgiitiin amaclarimi etkili olarak gergeklestirmesi miimkiin
degildir. Bu nedenle yoOneticiler calisanlarin potansiyellerini tam olarak
yansitabilecekleri ortami olusturmak durumundadirlar (Schlechty, 2005; Ugurlu
ve Abdiirrezzak, 2016). Orgiit iiyelerinin her hangi bir nedenle kendilerini
glivencesiz olarak hissedip diisiinsel ya da fiili olarak yapmak istedigi bir
eylemden vazge¢mesi, yapmamasi, eksik yapmasi Orgiitiin var olan potansiyelini
kullanamamas: anlamimna gelir. Bireylerin psikolojik olarak kendilerini
giivencesiz ~ hissetmeleri, onlarin  gelisim ve  degisim isteklerini
siirlandirmaktadir (Téremen, 2002; Wanless, 2016).

Calisanlarin  potansiyellerini yansitabilmesi, insanin duygusal ve zihinsel
potansiyellerini etkin olarak digavurumuyla gerceklesebilir (Fromm, 2011).
Orgiit iiyelerinin cesitli nedenlerle diisiince ve duygularini ifade edememeleri,
Orgiitiin gizil potansiyelini kullanamamasina yol acar. Bu durum orgiitiin iyi
yonetilemediginin de gostergesidir. Yonetim, Orgiitiin gelisimi i¢in calisanlarin,
psikolojik gilivencesizlik hissetmeden duygu ve diisiincelerini rahatlikla ifade
edebilecekleri bir ortamu yaratmalidir. Psikolojik giivencesizli§in oldugu bir
Orgiit ortaminda gelisime katki saglayabilecek fikirler, uyarilar ifade
edilemeden kaybolabilir. Bu durum calisanlart mutsuz ettigi gibi Orgiitiin gii¢ ve
enerji yitimine de sebep olabilir.

Orgiitsel gelisme, cahsanlarla yoneticilerin orgiitsel isleyisle ilgili biitiin
konulardaki iletisim ve etkilesimi tlizerine temellenir (Botero ve Dyne, 2009).
Sosyal degisim kurami temelde etkilesim, karsiliklilik ve beklenti {izerine
dayalidir. Kurama gore uzun dénem icinde karsilikli beklentilerin gerceklesmesi
“gliven” duygusunu yaratmaktadir (Miles, 2012). Giiven duygusu “karsilikli”
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olma ilkesine dayalidir. “Psikolojik giivencesizlik” ise olast olumsuz sonuglarin
dikkate alarak c¢alisanin  disiindiklerini  aciklamaktan, gorduklerini
sOylemekten, oneri sunmaktan veya bir pozisyon igin aday olmaktan kendisini
geri ¢ekmesidir. E§er onu yaparsam, elestirilir miyim, asagilanir miyim, diglanir
miyim, kariyerim ve sayginligim zarar goriir mii gibi i¢csel diisiinceler psikolojik
glivencesizligin gostergeleridir (Edmondson, Kramer ve Cook, 2004). Psikolojik
giivence bireyseldir ve bireysel olarak her bir calisanin is ortaminda
gordiiklerini, disiindiiklerini, deneyimlerini, Onerilerini ¢ekinmeksizin ifade
edebilmeleri demektir (Edmondson vd., 2004; Kahn, 1990). Calisan utanma,
cekinme, diglanma, kayitsizlik, destek gorememe, tehdit, korku duygular
nedeniyle fark ettigi, hissettigi, istedigi seyleri dile getirmekten kendini
alikoyuyorsa “psikolojik giivencesizlik” yagiyor demektir.

Grup tyelerinin farkina vardigi hatalarin, sorunlarin, bagarisizliklarin ortaya
konulmamasi1 zamanla birikime yol agarak c¢oOziilmesi gii¢ durumlar
yaratabilmektedir (Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn ve Uhl-Bien, 2010).
Calisanlarin tartigmaya girmekte, yanlslar dile getirmekte, elestiri yapmakta,
yeni yollar 6nermekte rahat hissetmesi, Orgiitsel gelisim ve etkililik agisindan
olduk¢a oOnemlidir (Carmeli ve Gittell, 2008; Edmondson vd., 2004;
Edmondson, Higgins, Singer ve Weiner, 2016; Holley ve Steiner, 2005; Kahn,
1990).

Psikolojik giivencesizligin yogun yasandigi orgiitlerde ¢alisanlar, hatalardan,
problemlerden, basarisizliklardan dolayr bagkalarini suglamaya egilimlidir
(Carmeli ve Gittell, 2008). Bu durum olumlu calisma ortamini, Orgiitsel
Ogrenmeyi ve caliganlarin potansiyellerini Orgilitsel gelisim i¢in sergilemelerini
de tehdit eder (Carmeli ve Gittell, 2008; Hernandez, Luthanen, Ramsel ve
Osatuke, 2015). Orgiitsel 6grenme icin hatalar, basarisizliklar égrenme ve
gelisme aracidir (Garvin, Edmondson ve Gino, 2008; Kahn, 2007). Edmondson
(2004)’e gore etkili bir orgiitsel Ogrenme igin psikolojik gilivence ortami
gereklidir. Eger psikolojik gilivence ortami mevcut degilse bu durum orgiitsel
sonuclara da olumsuz bicimde yansir (Kramer, 1999; Schein, 2010).

Getzels (1978) sosyal sistem modeline “topluluk” yaklagimini eklemis ve
Ogretmenleri, belirli hedefler icin biraraya gelmis ve aralarinda etkilesim
bulunan aragsal topluluk olarak tanimlamistir. Okullar yiiz yiize iletigimin
egemen oldugu takim calismalart biciminde islemektedir. Okul yoneticileri,
Ogretmenler, dgrenciler ve ilgili diger calisanlar birbirleriyle etkilesim halinde
ortak sorumluluklar tstlenirler (Karatas, 2009). Edmondson vd. (2004)’e gore
orgiitlerde ortiik psikolojik giivence/sizlik yasanabilir. Psikolojik giivencesizligin
dogasinin daha iyi anlagilabilmesi i¢in farkh kiiltiirel baglamlarda incelenmesi
orgiitsel 6grenme, okul gelisimi ve okul etkililigi acisindan oldukga dnemlidir.

Psikolojik giivencesizlik {izerinde bireysel ve kurumsal nitelikler etkili
olabilmektedir. Edmondson ve digerleri (2004) takim biiyiikligiiniin psikolojik
giivencesizlik yasanma diizeyini etkileyebilecegini bildirmektedir. Ayni
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takimdakilerin benzer psikolojik giivencesizlik algisina sahip olabilecegini One
sirmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda birlikte gecirilen siirenin uzunluguna bagl olarak
psikolojik gilivencesizligin yasanma diizeyinin azalabilecegini belirtmektedir.
Psikolojik giivencesizlik algisi tlizerinde temelde yapilan isin risk diizeyi, is
giivencesi, calisma alaminin Ozellikleri, rekabet diizeyi, liderlik davranislari,
tiyeler arasindaki etkilesim stiresi ve diizeyi, liyelerin statti farkliliklari, iklim,
gruptaki tiye sayisi, {iyelerin mesleki nitelikleri gibi faktorler etkili
olabilmektedir (Edmondson vd., 2004; Edmondson vd., 2016; Kahn, 1990).
Ornegin ogretmenler arasinda deneyim arttikca ve caligrlan kademe diizeyi
arttikca psikolojik giivencesizlik algisi1 puaninin  diistiigli  bulunmustur
(Edmondson vd., 2016). Psikolojik giivencesizlik algis1 iizerinde kurumsal ve
bireysel ozelliklerin etkisinin farkl kiiltiirel baglamlarda incelenmesi ihtiyaci
belirmektedir. Onceki calismalarda ozellikle 6gretmenler olmak iizere okul
calisanlarin psikolojik giivence algisinin orta diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir
(Edmondson vd., 2016; Lyu, 2016; Sagnak, 2017; Yildirim ve Yenipinar, 2017).
Tirkiye’de psikolojik giivence algisini ele alan sinirl sayida galismaya (Sagnak,
2017; Yildirnm ve Yenipinar, 2017) erisilmistir ve calisanlarin bireysel ve
kurumsal niteliklerinin s6z konusu fenomen iizerindeki etkilerini inceleyen bir
caligmaya rastlanmamustir. Bu arastirmada Tiirkiye’de resmi ilkokul, ortaokul
ve liselerde gorevli yoOnetici, Ogretmen ve diger calisanlarin psikolojik
giivencesizlik algilar1 betimlenerek, bu algilar iizerinde onlarin bireysel ve
kurumsal niteliklerinin etkisini ortaya koyma ihtiyaci saptanmistir. Buna ek
olarak psikolojik giivencesizligin farkh kiiltiirel baglamdaki durumu ve dogasi
betimlenerek uluslararasi literatiire katki saglanabilir.

Yontem
Aragtirma Modeli

Bu caligma, iliskisel tarama modelinde gergeklestirilmistir. Bu model, kisa
sirede cok sayida katilimcinin algilarimi belirlemeyi amaclar (Christensen,
Johnson ve Turner, 2014). Edmondson ve digerlerine (2004) gére psikolojik
giivence katilimcilarin anhk ifadelerine dayali olarak yorumlanabilir. Iliskisel
aragtirmalarda temel amag¢ belirlenen fenomeni daha iyi anlayabilmemizi
saglayacak degiskenler arasi iligkileri ortaya koymaktir (Fraenkel, Wallen ve
Hyun, 2012). Bu caligmada iligkisel desen kapsaminda lojistik regresyon analizi
yapilmistir. Analiz bagimhi degisken ile bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki
iligkilere dayali gegerli bir modeli stnamaktadir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013).
Calismada bireysel ve kurumsal degiskenler ayr1 modeller biciminde
kurgulanarak okul calisanlarmin psikolojik gilivencesizlik algisini yordama
durumlari sitnanmigtir.

Calisma Grubu

Calisma grubunu, Tiirkiye’de devlete bagl ilkokul, ortaokul ve liselerde
caligmakta olan toplam 557 yOnetici ve 6gretmen olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilar,
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Nisan-Mayis 2017 doneminde Aksaray Ili Hizmetici Egitim Enstitiisiine
Tirkiye’nin farkl illerinden gelen 6gretmen ve yoneticiler arasindan tesadiifi
yontemle belirlenmistir. Tirkiye’de farkli bolgelerde yer alan Milli Egitim
Bakanlignt (MEB)’e baglh yedi adet hizmetici egitim enstitiisii faaliyet
gostermektedir (MEB, 2017). Enstitiilerde her bir faaliyet 3-5 giin siirmekte ve
her bir faaliyet programina ilkenin farkli bolgelerinde farkli kademelerde
bulunan okullardan gelen 6gretmen ve yonetici katilabilmektedir. Calisma
grubunun bireysel ve kurumsal 6zellikleri Tablo 1’de gosterilmektedir. Tarama
modelli calismalarda, 6lgme aracindaki madde basina en az beg katilimci olmasi
ve ideal katilimci sayisinin 300%in tizerinde olmasi dnerilmektedir (Secer, 2015).

Tablo 1
Katilimcilanin Demografik Ozellikleri

Demografik Ozellikler /% 1 2 3 4  Toplam
Cinsiyet t 234 323 - 557
.. 1: Kadin; 2: Erkek % 42.0 580 - 100
= Gorev ) f 60 472 25 557
= 1:Yonetici; 2:Ogretmen; 3: Diger % 108 84.7 4.5 100
. Toplam deneyim (yil) f 96 107 98 256 557
5 1:1-5; 2:6-10; 3:11-15; 4: 16 ve istii % 172 192 176 460 100
% Ayn1 okulda deneyim (y1l) f 104 179 121 153 557
5 LAl yul; 2:1-2; 3:3-5; 4: 6 ve tistii % 187 321 217 275 100
Gelire bagimlilik diizeyi f 90 137 330 557
1:Az; 2:Orta; 3: Cok % 162 246  59.2 100
Kademe f 209 177 171 - 557
=5 5 Lilkokul; 2:Ortaokul; 3:Lise % 375 318 307 - 100
g E Okul biiyiikliigii (Ogretmen sayist) f 58 148 180 171 557
g Q Ln<15; 2:15<n=<29; 3:30<n<44; 4:45< % 104 266 323 307 100
‘O Okul SED (Ogretmen algisima dayali) f 221 284 52 557
1:Diigiik; 2:Orta; 3: Yiiksek % 39.7 510 93 100

Tablo 1’e gore biyiik cogunlugu Ogretmenlerden olusan katilimcilarin
%42’si kadindir ve yalmizca %111 yoneticidir. Mesleginin heniiz baginda
olanlarin oram1 % 17dir. Olduk¢a deneyimli olanlarin orani ise % 46’dir. Ayni
okulda gorev siiresi acisindan yarisini iki yil ve daha az siire gorev yapmakta
olanlar olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin daha ¢ok ilkokul, ardindan ortaokul ve
sonra lise kademesinde gorev yapmakta olduklart goriilmektedir. Kiiciik
okullarda (n < 15) calisanlarin orani yalmizca % 10’dur; ticte biri ¢ok biiyiik
okullarda (n>46) gorev yapmaktadir. Okullarin sosyo ekonomik diizeyi (SED)
katilimcilarin algilar1 temelinde belirlenmistir. Onlarin yaklasik % 40’1 diisiik
SED’li okullarda calisirken yalnmizca % 9u yiikksek SED’li okullarda
calismaktadir. “Mesleginizden dolay1 elde ettiginiz geliriniz olmasaydi, hayat
standardiniz ne diizeyde etkilenirdi?” sorusu sorulmus; katilimcilarin yaklagik
beste ii¢ii (% 60) ¢ok etkilenecegini belirtmistir.

Veri Toplama Aract

Psikolojik  giivence/sizlik  lizerine yapilan caligmalarda  “Burada
kafanizdakileri dile getirmek kolaydir” (Garvin vd., 2008), “Burada
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diisiincelerimi ifade etmekten korkmam” (Lyu, 2016), “Buradakiler problemleri
ve giic meseleleri giindeme getirebilirler ve risk almaktan cekinmezler”
(Hernandez, Luthanen, Ramsel ve Osatuke, 2015). Eger burada bir yanlislik
yaparsaniz, daha sonra bu size karsi kullaniir (Edmondson vd., 2004) gibi
maddelere yer verilmektedir. Bu g¢alismada Yildirim ve Yenipmar (2017)
tarafindan gelistirilerek gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismasi yapilan “Kurumsal
Psikolojik Giivencesizlik Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Olgek ii¢ boyut (Diglanma,
Destek yoksunlugu, Cekingenlik) altinda 19 maddeden olusmakta ve toplam
varyansin .73’li agiklanmaktadir. Faktorler sirasiyla toplam varyansin .40; .18 ve
.14’in1l aciklamaktadir. Likert tipinde ve tamami olumsuz anlamda maddeler 1
(Kesinlikle beni ifade ediyor) ve 5 (Beni hi¢ ifade etmiyor) arasinda
derecelendirilmistir. Olcegin ic tutarlik katsayis1 (Cronbach’s Alpha) .96’dir. Bu
calisma icin 6lgme araci genelinde i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .97 olarak hesaplanmigtir.
Boyutlara gore i¢ tutarlik katsayilar1 Destek Yoksunlugunda, .86; Cekinmede,
.88 ve Diglanmada .97 olarak gerceklesmistir. Madde-Toplam Korelasyon
degerleri .53 ile .86 arasinda degistiginden 6lgme aracina biitiin maddelerin
anlamh katki yaptigi kabul edilmektedir. Eger madde silinirse i¢ tutarlik
katsayisinin nasil degistigine iliskin analiz sonuglar1 da maddelerin O6lgme
aracindaki anlaml katkisimi teyit etmistir. Siirekli veriler, 1.00-1.80=Cok
yiiksek diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik, 1.81-2.60= yiiksek diizeyde psikolojik
giivencesizlik, 2.61-3.40= orta diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik, 3.41-4.20=
dusiik diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik, 4.21-5.00= Cok disiik diizeyde
psikolojik giivencesizlik seklinde yorumlanmustir.

Verilerin Toplanmast ve Analizi

Gerekli izinlerin alimmasinin  ardindan katimcilarin - grup halinde
bulundugu anlarda arasgtirmacilar tarafindan on bilgi verilerek veri toplama
arac1 goniillii katihmeilara uygulanmistir. Olgme aracinin doldurulmasi 20-25
dakika siirmistiir. Arastirmacilar, olasi sorulara cevap verebilmek igin 6lgme
aracinin doldurulmasi sirasinda orada bulunmuslardir.

Veriler, u¢ deger, kayip deger ve yineleme analizlerine tabi tutulmustur.
Kayip degerler, seri ortalamalariyla degistirilmistir. U¢ deger analizinde dort
durum belirlenmis (6rnegin 2 yerine 22 girilmig) ve anket formu kontrol
edilerek gercek veriler islenmistir. Yineleme analizi, herhangi bir yinelemeye
isaret etmemistir. Dagilimin normalligi cok degiskenli istatistikler icin
kullanilan dogrusal regresyon analizi kapsaminda Mahalanobis ve Cook’s
uzaklik katsayilar1 ve Centered Leverage degeri ile incelenmistir. Mahalanobis
uzaklik katsayisi 253 kodlu katilimcinin asirt degere (19.65) sahip oldugunu
isaret etse de Cook’s uzaklik katsayist (.000) ve Centred Leverage degeri (.035)
kabul edilebilir degerleri gosterdiginden 253 kodlu katilimcinin verileri
analizden cikarilmamistir. Bu degerler dikkate alinarak dagilimim normal
oldugu ve parametrik testlere uygunlugu kabul edilmistir (Seger, 2015;
Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Ayrica karsilikli iligkililik (multicollinearity)
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durumu Tolerance (.728<TOL<.982) ve VIF (1.02<VIF<1.37) degerleri ile
incelenmistir. Tolerance degerinin sifirdan uzaklagsmasi, VIF degerinin ise
10’dan kiiciik olmasit dnerilmektedir (Seger, 2015; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013).
Bu analizlerin ardindan toplam 557 katihmciya ait veri analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Verilerin analizinde tanimlayicr istatistikler (f, [J, Ss), iki
asamali gruplama analizi (two stage clustering analysis), capraz tablo ve
standart lojistik regresyon analizi SPSS 22 programi ile hesaplanmistir.
Gruplama analizi, eger gruplar 6nceden belli degilse katilimcilar arasindaki
benzerlikler temel alinarak yapay gruplar olusturulmasini saglamaktadir
(Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Bu calismada iki asamali gruplama analizi (two
step clustering) tercih edilmistir. Analiz igin iki deneme yapilmistir. Ilk
denemede kategorik degisken olarak cinsiyet, gorev, kidem, okul kidemi, okul
tiri, okulun SED’, gelire baghlik; siirekli degisken olarak psikolojik
giivencesizlik algist puanlari girilmistir. Ilk denemede grup iiretimi kalitesi zayif
(poor) olarak bulunmustur. Bu nedenle ikinci denemede yalnizca siirekli
degisken olarak katilimcilarin psikolojik giivencesizlik algisi puanlari girilmistir.
Analiz sonrast iyi nitelikli {ic grup tiretilmistir. Tablo 2, gruplara ait tanimlayici
istatistikleri vermektedir. Bu gruplar psikolojik giivencesizlik puan ortalamalari
dikkate almarak dtretildiginden 1: Disiik diizeyde psikolojik gilivencesizlik
yasayan, 2: Orta diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik yagayan ve 3: Yiiksek diizeyde
psikolojik giivencesizlik yasayanlar seklinde adlandirilmigtir. Oransal olarak en
biiyiik grup orta diizeyde psikolojik gilivencesizlik yasayanlar (.41); en kiiciik
grup ise yiiksek diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik yasayanlardir (.21).

Tablo 2
Gruplama Analizi ile Uretilen Gruplara Ait Tammlayict Istatistikler

Grup N % X S Minimum Maksimum
1 210 37.7 4.60 31 4.06 5.00
2 231 41.5 3.39 41 2.64 4.03
3 116 20.8 1.84 46 1.00 2.61
Toplam 557 100.0 3.52 1.08 1.00 5.00

Lojistik regresyon analizinde, yapay olarak {iretilen ii¢ kategorili psikolojik
giivencesizlik gruplar1 yordanan degisken; katilimcilarin bireysel (cinsiyet,
gorev, kidem, okul kidemi, gelire baglilik) ve kurumsal degiskenleri (okul tiiri,
okul biyiikliigii, okulun SED’i) ise yordayici degisken olarak analize alinmistir.
Bireysel ve kurumsal degiskenler ayr1 modeller seklinde sinanmistir. Modelde
yer alan degiskenler karsilikli etkilesim temelinde sonuca etki yaptigindan
modelde herhangi bir degisiklik sonucu etkilemektedir ((Tabachnick ve Fidell,
2013). Degiskenler arasinda ikiden fazla sayida alt kategoriye sahip degiskenler
oldugundan multinomial lojistik regresyon tiirii tercih edilmistir. Yordayici
degiskenler bir blok halinde analize alinmistir. Analizler bireysel diizeyde
yapilmis, bireysel giivencesizlik algilar1 bir araya getirilerek devlet okullarinda
psikolojik giivencesizlik algi puanlar1 hesaplanmustir.
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Bulgular
Psikolojik Giivencesizlik Diizeyi
Tablo 3, maddelere ve 6lgme aracina iligkin istatistikleri gostermektedir.

Tablo 3
Olgme Aract Geneli, Alt Boyutlar ve Maddeler Bazinda Psikolojik Giivencesizlik
Yasanma Diizeyi

Maddeler

Boyutlar
>
“n
Madde-Toplama Korelasyon
Madde silindiginde o

Gorev yaptigim kurumda eger bir yanlishk yaparsaniz daha

sonra bu size karg kullanilir.

Gorev yaptigim kurumda zorunda kalmadikga kimse

bagkalarindan yardim istemeyi tercih etmez.

Bu kurumda kimse bir bagkasini, kendisini gelistirmesi

konusunda cesaretlendirmez.

Burada kimse bir bagkasini yeni ve daha iyi gorevler almasi

icin desteklemez.

Cekinme PG12 Bana aykir1 gelen durumlarda bile itiraz etmekten cekinirim. 3.55 144 .76 .97
=88, PG13 Istedigim ancak; bana olumsuz sonuglari olabilecek 350 137 70 .97
X =3.52; konularda susarim.
S=1.41 PGI14 Bana olumsuz sonuglari olabilecek konulara hig¢ girismem. 346 142 64 97

Herhangi bir meselede beni savunmalar1 konusunda okul

PG1 329 139

n
s
o
|

Destek
yoklugu PG2
a=.86;
X =3.43; PG3
S=1.36

341 134

=N
N

97

351 134 712 97

PG4 350 139 75 .97

PG7 . N 352 148 76 97
yoneticilerine giivenemem.

PGY Bir problemi ilettigimde okul yoneticileri ilgisiz kalir. 361 142 80 .97

PG10 Bir problemi ilettifimde meslektaslarim ilgisiz kalir. 355 139 79 97

Bu kurumda benim ¢abalarimi itibarsizlagtirabilecek kasith
girisimler yapilabilir.

Bu kurumda benim ¢aligmalarimin degerini azaltabilecek
davraniglar olabilir.

Birlikte calistigim meslektaglarimin bilgi ve becerilerime
deger vermediklerini hissederim.

Buradakilerin 6nemli bilgileri kendilerine saklayip
bagkalariyla paylasmadiklarini hissediyorum.

Herhangi bir konuda kimsenin beni kaale almayacagini
hissediyorum.

Buradakilerin 6n plana cikmak igin etik olmayan yollara
bagvurabilecegini diigiiniiyorum.

Buradakilerin birbirlerini olduklari gibi kabul etmediklerini
hissediyorum.

Burada bilgi, deneyim ve materyal aligverisi ag1 disinda

357 152 83 .97

PG16 355 150 .8 .97

Dislanma PG17
a=.97;

X =3.61; PG18
S=1.46

3.64 147 84 97
3.64 141 84 97
PG21 365 147 86 97
PG22 360 147 86 .97

PG23 361 137 .84 .97

PG24 o S 3.66 145 86 .97
tutuldugumu hissediyorum.

PG25 Bu kurumda kabul géormedigimi diigiiniiyorum. 373 153 8 97

Olgme Araci Geneli a=.97 356 143 0.77 097

Olgme araci geneli icin ortalama deger (x = 3.56), okullarda diisiik diizeyde
giivencesizlik yasandigini fakat katilimeilar arasinda (S = 1.43) dikkate deger
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farkliliklar yasandigini gostermektedir. Boyutlar birbiriyle karsilastirildiginda en
sik yasanan boyut “destek yoklugu” dur (x = 3.43) ve katilimcilarin algilar bu
boyutta birbirine benzeme egilimindedir (S = 1.36). Destek yokluguna gore
“Cekinme” daha diigiik siklikta yasanmakta fakat katilimcilarin goriisleri
arasindaki fark artmaktadir (S = 1.41). Boyutlar arasinda en diisiik yagsanma
siklig1 olan “Dislanma” boyutudur (x = 3.61) fakat katilimcilarin gorisleri
arasindaki fark en fazladir (§ = 1.46). Maddelerin istatistikleri incelendiginde
en siklikla yasanan maddeler “Gorev yaptigim kurumda eger bir yanlighk
yaparsaniz daha sonra bu size karst kullanilir” (x = 3.29; § = 1.39), “Gorev
yaptigim kurumda zorunda kalmadikca kimse bagkalarindan yardim istemeyi
tercih etmez” (x = 3.41; S = 1.34); “Bana olumsuz sonuglar1 olabilecek
konulara hi¢ girismem” (x = 3.46; S = 1.42) maddeleridir. Bu maddeler i¢in
homojenlik artmaktadir. En diisiik siklikta yaganan maddeler ise “Bu kurumda
kabul gdrmedigimi diisiiniiyorum” (x = 3.73; § = 1.53); “Burada bilgi, deneyim
ve materyal aligverisi ag1 disinda tutuldugumu hissediyorum” (x = 3.66; S =
1.45) ve “Herhangi bir konuda kimsenin beni kaale almayacagin hissediyorum”
(x = 3.65; S = 1.47) maddeleridir. Bu maddeler icin katilimcilar arasinda
heterojenlik de artmaktadir.

Kategorilerde Yer Alan Birey Sayist

Lojistik regresyon analizinin gerekliliklerinden biri her bir yordayici
degiskenin alt kategorilerinde yeterli birey sayisinin bulunmasidir (Tabachnick
ve Fidell, 2013). Bu kosulun yerine getirilme durumu gapraz tablo ile kontrol
edilmistir. Siitun boyutunda yordanan degiskenin kategorileri, satirlarda ise
yordayici degiskenlerin kategorileri olacak sekilde frekans dagilimlari
verilmigtir (Tablo 4). Sifir degeri alan higbir hiicre bulunmamaktadir. Besten az
birey sayist olan hiicre sayisinin  toplam icinde %20’yi ge¢memesi
onerilmektedir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Tablo 4’¢ gore, yalnizca bir
hiicrede birey sayisi ii¢ oldugundan kategorilere gore birey sayisi kosulunun
karsilandig1 anlagilmaktadir.

Tablo 4
Yordanan Degiskene Gore Yordayict Degiskenlerin Capraz Tablo Analizi Sonuclan

Yordanan degiskenin alt kategorileri

Yordayici degiskenler ve alt kategorileri

1 2 3 Toplam
Kadin 99 100 35 234
Cins Erkek 111 131 81 323
5 Toplam 210 231 116 557
E Yonetici 25 21 14 60
% Gorev Ogretmen 174 199 99 472
o Diger 11 11 3 25
A Toplam 210 231 116 557
2 15yl 52 27 17 96
2 6-10 yil 44 39 24 107
B Kidem 11-15y1l 38 41 19 98
16 yil ve iistil 76 124 56 256
Toplam 210 231 116 557
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Tablo 4’iin devamu. ..

Yordayici degiskenler ve alt kategorileri Yordanan degiskenin alt kategorileri

1 2 3 Toplam
flk yil 49 35 20 104
5 23yl 76 71 32 179
5 Okul Kidemi 4-5yil 40 51 30 121
& 6 yil ve iistii 45 74 34 153
A Toplam 210 231 116 557
3 Az 41 28 21 90
5 Gelire Orta 52 54 31 137
£  Bagllik Cok 117 149 64 330
Toplam 210 231 116 557
Tlkokul 89 82 38 209
L Ortaokul 78 63 36 177
_ OkulTird Lise 43 86 42 17
= Toplam 210 231 116 557
= 15'ten az 32 19 7 58
20 Okul 15-29 arasi 59 54 35 148
S Biyakligi 30-44 arasi 77 64 39 180
B 45 ve tstil 42 94 35 171
£ Toplam 210 231 116 557
E Alt SED 75 99 47 221
Okulun Orta SED 109 114 61 284
SED’i Ust SED 26 18 8 52
Toplam 210 231 116 557

Bireysel ve Kurumsal Degiskenlerin Psikolojik Giivencesizlik Uzerindeki Etkisi

Iki deney yapilmigtir. Ilkinde bireysel degiskenlerin; ikincisinde kurumsal
degiskenlerin psikolojik giivencesizlik algi diizeylerine gore okul ¢alisanlarini
ayirt edebilme durumu ortaya konulmustur. Her iki deneyde de psikolojik
giivencesizlik alt kategorilerinden “diisik diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik
yasayanlar” referans olarak almmustir. Tablo 5, her iki modelin deney
sonuclarini vermektedir.

[lk modelde bireysel degiskenlerin (cinsiyet, gorev, kidem, okul kidemi ve
gelire baglilik) birlikte analize alinmasiyla psikolojik giivencesizlik tizerinde
etkisi sinanmustir. Bireysel degiskenlerin modele anlamli katki yaptigr (x%1.129,
p<.05) ve yordayici degiskenlerle yordanan degisken arasinda anlaml iligkiler
oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Ikinci modelde kurumsal degiskenlerin, bireysel
degiskenler kadar olmasa da, modele anlamli katki yaptig1 goriilmekte (x2s7.4ss,
p<.05) ve yordayicilar ile yordanan arasinda anlamli iligkiler oldugu
anlasilmaktadir.

Tablo 5
Birinci Model Uyum Bilgileri
Model Model uyum kriteri Olabilirlik testi
-2 LL Olabilirlik X2 sd p
Model 1 Y.alnlzca sabit 547.795
Final 506.667 41.129 22 .008
Yalnizca sabit 245.004
Model 2 bl 207.516 37.488 14 001
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IIk deneme icin model ile veri uyumunu test eden Pearson x? degeri
(Pearson x%u6.1095, p=-.41) model-veri uyumunu teyit etmektedir. Ciinkii H;
hipotezi (Model, veri setini temsil etmez.) reddedilmistir. Ikinci model igin
Pearson x? degeri (Pearson X2%s7.741, p=.27) anlamli olmadigindan H; hipotezi
reddedilmistir. Bir bagka ifadeyle model-veri seti uyumunu 6neren H, hipotezi
kabul edilmistir.

Ilk model igin yordayici degigkenler ve yordanan degisken arasindaki
iligkinin giiciinii gosteren pseudo R? degerlerinden Nagelkerkemoden =.08’dir. Bu
deger, yordayici degiskenlerin birlikte yordanan degiskendeki degisimin
yalnizca %8’ini agikladigi anlamma gelmektedir. Bir bagka sdyleyisle
katilimeilarin bireysel 6zellikleri, onlarin psikolojik gilivencesizlik algilarinin
yalnizca yilizde sekizini aciklayabilmektedir. Benzer sekilde ikinci modelde de
kurumsal degiskenler yordanan degiskendeki varyansin yalnizca % 7’sini
aciklayabilmektedir (Nagelkerkemoderr = .07).

Tablo 6, yordanan degisken {izerinde bagimsiz degiskenlerin etki
blyiikliiklerini gostermektedir. Tablo 6’ya gore bireysel degiskenler arasindan
yalnizca cinsiyet degiskeni (p < .05) okul ¢alisanlarini psikolojik giivencesizlik
diizeylerine gore ayirt edebilme yetenegine sahiptir. Kurumsal degiskenler
arasinda ise yalniz okul biiyiikliigii psikolojik giivencesizlik tizerinde etkilidir (p
< .05). Anlamli etkinin, alt kategorilere gore kaynagimni gorebilmek icin
parametre tahmin istatistiklerine ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Hem yordanan
degiskenin alt kategorileri hem yordayici degiskenlerin alt kategorileri birlikte
dikkate alinmigtir.

Tablo 6

Yordayici Degiskenlerin Yordanan Degisken Uzerindeki Etkisi
Etki ) Model Uyum Olgiitleri Olabilirlik Testi

Indirgenmis modelin -2LL degerleri X2 sd p
Sabit 506.667° .000 0 .
Cinsiyet 514.762 8.095 2 .017
Gorev 509.680 3.013 4 556
Kidem 518.724 12.058 6 .061
Okul kidemi 509.695 3.028 6 .805
Gelire Baghlik 512.593 5.927 4 .205
Sabit 207.516° .000 0 .
Okul SED 209.046 1.530 4 821
Okul Kademe 214.480 6.964 4 138
Okul Biiyiikligii 225.536 18.020 6 .006
H: Degiskenlerin etkisi sifirdir.
a.  Indirgenmis model, final modelinin serbestiyet derecesinde artisa yol agmayan etkilerden armdiriimis
halidir.

Tablo 7, parametre tahmin istatistiklerini gostermektedir. Cinsiyet
degiskeni, psikolojik giivencesizligin “yiiksek” seviyesinde anlamh etki
yapmaktadir. Cinsiyet degiskeninin alt kategorilerinden “erkek” kategorisi
referans olarak alinmistir. f (-.664) degeri kadin calisanlarin psikolojik
giivencesizlik algi puanlarinin daha diisiik oldugunu gostermektedir. Siirekli
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degiskenlerin yorumlanmasinda puanlar azaldikca psikolojik giivencesizligin
daha fazla yasandigi dikkate alindiginda kadin c¢alisanlarin  erkek
meslektaglarina gore daha fazla psikolojik giivencesizlik yasadigi sOylenebilir. e#
(odds ratio) degeri kadin ¢alisanlarin erkek calisanlardan yaklasik .52 oraninda
daha fazla psikolojik giivencesizlik yasadigini ifade etmektedir.

Tablo 7
Parametre Tahmin Tablosu
Psikolojik Giivencesizlik (Referans:

Diisiik Seviye p Sh Wald sd p ep
. Sabit =759 710 1.141 1 286
Q .
£ 9 [Cins=1,00: Kadun] -664 256 6755 1 009 515
»~  [Cins=2,00: Erkek] o _ ) 0
Sabit 787 404 3.795 1 .05
g(z)]km Blyuklugi=1,00: 15%en 4 159 381 9283 1 00 314
g o [OkulBlyakligi=200:1529 259 36 5326 1 02 483
O & arasi]
[Okul Biytkligii=3,00:30-44 _gs0 599 g7a3 1 00 424
arasi|
[Okul Biiyiikligii=4,00: 45 ve ob 0
{istii] ' :

Kurumsal degiskenlerden okul biyiikliigii, okuldaki 6gretmen sayisi temel
alinarak belirlenmistir. Dort alt kategori arasinda referans olarak “cok biiyiik
okullar” (6gretmen sayisi 45 ve {iistii) alinmigtir. Okul bityiikliigliniin, psikolojik
giivencesizligin “orta” seviyesinde etkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Referans alinan
kategoriye gore diger ii¢ alt kategorinin hepsi anlaml etki yapmaktadir. S (-
1.159) degeri kiiciik okullarda calisanlarin ¢ok biiyiik okullara gore daha fazla
psikolojik giivencesizlik yasadigini gostermektedir. Orta ve bilyiik okullarda
(Borta viirae= =729, Prayir= -858), kiiciikk okullar kadar olmasa bile, okul
calisanlar1 daha fazla psikolojik giivencesizlik yagsamaktadirlar.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu calisma ile orgiitsel etkililik ve Orgiitsel gelisme acisindan 6nemli olan
psikolojik giivencesizlik algisinin Tirk okullarindaki yasanma durumu bireysel ve
kurumsal degiskenler agisindan incelenmis, fenomenin dogasini anlama
yoniinde katki saglanmistir. Mevcut calismada, psikolojik giivencesizligin genel
anlamda diisiik diizeyde yasandig1 saptanmistir. Bu sonug, okullarin degisim ve
gelisim ortamu agisindan iyi durumda olduklari, ¢alisanlarin kurumlarin ve
egitimin gelisimi icin gerekli olan diisiincelerini ifade edebilme ortamina sahip
olduklar1 gseklinde yorumlanabilir. Fakat madde bazinda sonuclar
incelendiginde goriiniim degismektedir. Olgek maddeleri bazinda en siklikla
yagsanan durumlar goz Onine alindiginda, Tiirk okullarinda orta diizeye yakin
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bir psikolojik gilivencesizligin yasandig1 sdylenebilir. Herhangi bir hatarmin daha
sonra kullanilabilecegi, zorunda kalimmadikca baskalarindan yardim istenmemesi,
kendisine olumsuz yansumalart olacak konulara deginmekten kacinimast
psikolojik giivencesizligin isaretleridir. Psikolojik giivencesizligin yasanma
diizeyine iliskin bu caliymada ulasilan sonug, Onceki calismalarin sonuglariyla
uyumludur (Edmondson vd., 2004; Edmondson vd., 2016; Lyu, 2016; Yildirim
ve Yenipmar, 2017). Sagnak (2017) tarafindan yapilan calismada da
Ogretmenlerin psikolojik giivence algisinin orta diizeyde oldugu bulunmustur ve
katilimeilarin goriisleri arasinda biiyiik dl¢tide benzerlik bulunmaktadir. Mevcut
caligma sonucu ve Onceki caligmalarin sonuglari birlikte degerlendirildiginde
okullarda orta veya disiik diizeyde psikolojik giivence/sizligin yasandigi
sonucuna ulasilmaktadir. Bu sonug, okullarin ve egitimin gelismesinde gerekli
olan sorgulayict ve yaratict fikirlerin ortaya cikmasinin temel sarti olan
psikolojik giiven ortamimin calisanlar tarafindan orta diizeyde algilandig:
seklinde anlagilabilir. Bu diizeydeki giiven algisinin degisim ve gelisim agisindan
etkileri iizerinde ayr1 bir ¢calisma yapilmasi 6nerilmektedir.

Alt boyutlar bakimindan en dikkat cekici boyut destek yoklugudur. Orgiitsel
gelisme agisindan destek 6énemli bir konudur. Ozellikle, belirsizlik ortaminda
yeni diisiince ve fikirlere destek olmak gerekir. Ciinkii degisim risk barindiran
bir siirectir. Mevcut konumundan hosnut olanlar kendilerini riske atmak
istemeyebilirler. Toremen’e (2002) gore riskten kaginma destek yoksunlugunun
patolojilerinden birisi olabilir. Orgiit iiyelerinin degisimi benimsemeleri, onlar
ilgilendiren ve etkileme ihtimali olan durumlar ic¢in kararlarin alinmasinda ve
uygulanmasinda s0z sahibi olmalarma baglidir (Téremen, 2002).

Bireysel degiskenler arasinda yalnizca cinsiyet degiskeni okul calisanlarinin
psikolojik giivencesizlik yasama diizeyleri lizerinde etkilidir. Bu etki “yiiksek”
psikolojik giivencesizlik seviyesinde s0z konusudur. Diger seviyelerde cinsiyet
degiskeni anlamli degildir. Kadin ¢alisanlarin, erkek meslektaslarina gore daha
fazla psikolojik giivencesizlik yasadiklar1 belirlenmistir. Bu sonug, degisim ve
gelisim konusunda kadinlarin kendilerini psikolojik olarak giivensiz hissettikleri
ve erkeklere gore kendilerini daha ¢ok smirladiklari seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Bu nedenle kadinlarin degisime ve gelisime olan katkilar1 konusunda
potansiyellerini tam olarak yansitamadiklar1 seklinde ¢ikarimda bulunulabilir.
Ciinkii bireylerin psikolojik olarak kendilerini giivencesiz hissetmeleri, onlarin
gelisim ve degisim isteklerini simirlandirmaktadir (Wanless, 2016). Bu
yorumdan hareketle, okul yoneticileri okulun gelisimine kadin calisanlari
katabilmek ve onlarin potansiyellerinden tam olarak faydalanabilmek icin daha
cok dinleme istegi gdstermeli, onlar1 cesaretlendirmeli ve desteklemelidir.

Kurumsal degiskenler arasindan yalnizca okul biyiikligi psikolojik
giivencesizlik iizerinde etkilidir. Ozellikle kiiciik okullarda ¢alisanlar, cok biiyiik
okullarda calisanlara gore daha fazla psikolojik giivencesizlik yasamaktadirlar.
Gruptaki iiye sayist azaldik¢a psikolojik giivencesizlik yasanma olasiligi
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artmaktadir. Kiiciik gruplarda tiyeler daha yogun iletisim ve etkilesim imkam
bulmakta, yogun iletisim ve etkilesim saglandiginda ise iiyeler olumlu ortamin
stirdiiriilmesi yontinde caba gostermektedirler. Gruptaki tiye sayisi iletigsim
stirecini etkileyen bir faktordiir (Giiney, 2000). Dolayisiyla bu tiir kurumlarda
kurumsal gelismeyi saglayabilecek hususlarin dile getirilmesi, olumlu ortamin
sirdiriilmesi adina baskilanabilmektedir. Bu kurumlardaki yoneticiler,
kurumsal giivencesizligin neden olabilecegi Orgiitsel gelisme sorunlarii dikkate
alarak calisanlarin fikirlerini, goriislerini ifade etmelerini ve hatalar1 dile
getirmelerini, Oneri sunmalarim tegvik etmelidir. Egitim planlamacilar1 okul
biyiikliigiine karar verirken bu sonucu da dikkate almahdirlar.

Bu calismada psikolojik giivencesizlik yasanma diizeyi hernekadar diisiik
olarak bulunmus ise de orta diizeyde yasanan destek yoklugu boyutu da dikkate
alindiginda sistem geneli igin goz ardi edilmeyecek bir durumun varlig: tespit
edilmektedir. Okullarda yapilabilecek yeni diizenlemelerle ilgili, calisanlarin
olumlu ya da olumsuz giivenilir tepkilerini almak oldukca zor olabilir. Ozellikle
kadin ¢alisanlar ve kiigiik okullar igin psikolojik giivencesizlikten dolay1 “sessiz
kalma” tercih edilebilir. Ciinkii degisim risk icerir. Degisimden
etkilenebilecekler icin orta diizeyde psikolojik giivencesizlik diizeyi, goriislerin
tam olarak dile getirilmesi i¢in yeterli bir temel sunmayabilir.

Her egitim sisteminde politik planlayicilar tasarlayicilar oldugu gibi
uygulayicilar da vardir. Planlanan ile uygulanan arasindaki farki azaltmak ve
biitiini ile egitim sistemini gelistirmek icin uygulayicilardan doniitler almaya
gereksinim duyulur. Eger orgiitte psikolojik giivencesizlik yasanma diizeyi
yiiksekse uygulayicilardan planlanan degisimin gerceklestirilmesi siirecinde
ihtiya¢ duyulan giivenilir doniitleri almak zor olabilir.

Diger iilke egitim sistemlerinde oldugu gibi Tiirk Egitim Sisteminde de
bir¢ok degisim girisimi yapilmis ve yapilmaya devam etmektedir. Yeni yapilacak
ya da uygulamada olan degisim girisimlerinin basarisi ig¢in okul calisanlarinin
gorisleri hayati deger tagimaktadir. Degisim girisimlerine sessiz kalinmasi,
ihtiyac duyulan giivenilir doniitlerin esirgenmesi ya da bu doniitlerin verilmesi
icin uygun ortamlar olusturulmamasi hem mikro (okullar) hem de makro
diizeyde (egitim sistemi) gelisimi tehdit edebilir. Egitim yoneticileri ve okul
midirleri egitimin gelistirilmesi ve basaris1 igin ¢alisanlarin psikolojik
giivencesizlik durumunu dikkate almalhidirlar. Okullarda degisim girisimlerin
desteklenmemesindeki temel etkenlerden biri psikolojik giivencesizlik olabilir.
Fiziki olarak goriilemeyeceginden fark edilemeyen, hissedilmemesi durumunda
degisim ve gelisim konusunda 6nemli bir engel olan psikolojik giivencesizlik
konusuna okul miidiirleri ve diger egitim yoOneticileri Ozellikle dikkat etmek
durumundadirlar. Aksi durumda tespit edilemeyen sebepler nedeniyle okullar
zamanin ve cevrenin gerektirdi§i zorunlu degisim dinamiklerine bile
katilamayacaklarindan etkililiklerini kaybedebilirler
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Psikolojik giivencesizlik iizerinde yapilan ¢aligma sayisinin azligi bu konuda
Tiirkiye baglaminda durumun gercek boyutu hakkinda fikir yiiriitmeyi ve buna
bagli olarak yargida bulunmayi sinirlandirmaktadir. Bu nedenle farkh
orneklemler ve farkli yontemlerle (Ozellikle nitel) yeni arastirmalara ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir.

Orgiit gelisimi icin degisim konusunda calisanlara gerekli destegi vermek ve
onlart yiireklendirerek psikolojik giivencesizlikle bag etmelerinde yardimci
olmak oncelikli olarak yonetici ve liderlerin gorevidir. Calisanlarin fikirlerinin
tartigilarak uygulamaya yansitilmasi psikolojik giivencesizligin azaltilmasi
yoniinde iglev gorebilir. Egitim iist yoneticilerinin ve okul ydneticilerinin bu
durumu dikkate almalar1 Onerilir.
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