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ABSTRACT This study aims to assess the relationship between school principals’ power sources and school
climate. The sampling of the study, which is in a survey model, consists of 322 teachers working in preschool,
primary and secondary school institutions in Kutahya city center. Data were collected through “Organizational
Power Scale at Schools” and “Organizational Climate Scale at Schools”. t-test, ANOVA and Pearson correlationship
analysis descriptive statistics were used in the analysis of the data. Findings suggest that school principals use
legitimate power the most and coercive power the least. Based on teachers’ opinions within the context of
organizational climate, principals’ display restricting behaviors the most and directive behaviors the least. Teachers,
on the other hand, display collegial behaviors the most and disengaged behaviors the least. When relationships
between organizational power and organizational climate are examined, the highest straight correlationship was
found to be between referent, expert and reward power and supportive principal behaviors. The highest inverse
correlationship was found between restrictive power, supportive principal and collegial collegial behaviors among
teachers. It was proposed that for a more positive school climate, school principals must prefer to use reward,
expert and referent power rather than legitimate and coercive power.
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INTRODUCTION

Organizational climate subject is gaining in-
creasing attention as one of the significant ar-
eas in management and organizational behavior.
The basic reason behind this is the effect of
organizational climate on employees’ behaviors
since organizational climate refers to a work en-
vironment directly or indirectly created by em-
ployees in an organization. This environment is
affected by various variables within the organi-
zation. Among these variables, management style
of organizational leaders, that is, power sources
they prefer to use when managing the adminis-
tration come to fore. Assessment of the relation-
ships between leader power sources and orga-
nizational climate could contribute to the cre-
ation of a healthy organizational climate. This
study proposes to assess the relationship be-
tween school principals’ power preferences and
school climate. To achieve this end, first, the

concepts of organizational climate and power
sources were reviewed and then, the relation-
ships between those two concepts were ex-
plored.

Organizational Climate

Organizational climate is composed of em-
ployees’ behaviors and relationships and is used
in the sense of a general atmosphere and emo-
tions in a given organization. It is also used as a
metaphor within the context of organization and
refers to psychological climate based on rela-
tionships in an organization. In that sense, or-
ganizational climate is not tangible but could be
felt and indirectly influences employees’ inter-
organizational attitudes and behaviors.

Organizational climate is considered as ag-
gregated perceptions of employees toward the
organization (Schein 1992). That is why organi-
zational climate is what differentiates an organi-
zation from other organization and is about in-
ter-organizational environmental features that
impact employees’ behaviors. In other words, it
is, in a sense, the personality of an organization
(Hoy and Miskel 2005). Thus, organizational cli-
mate is regarded as one of the dimensions (goal,
structure, process and climate used to define an
organization (Bursalioglu 2000).
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There are various scales used to assess or-
ganizational climate. Since it is almost impossi-
ble to fully define what an organizational climate
is, the dimensions of these scales may differ.
The primary scale used to assess organizational
climate is Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire (OCDQ) developed by Halpin
and Croft (1963). Organizational climate was de-
fined in six dimensions (closed, paternal, famil-
iar, controlled, autonomous and open). After-
wards, especially through studies co-authored
with Wayne K. Hoy (Hoy and Forsyth 1986; Hoy
et al. 1991; Hoy and Tarter 1997), more recent
forms of this scale were developed for different
school types. In this study, The Organizational
Climate Description for Elementary Schools
(OCDQ-RE) developed by Hoy and Tarter (1997)
was used. There are six dimensions of organiza-
tional climate in this scale. Three of these di-
mensions assess interaction between principals
and teachers and the other three assess interac-
tions among teachers based on opennnes-clos-
edness criterion. These dimensions are briefly
summarized below (Hoy and Miskel 2005):

Supportive Principal Behavior: School prin-
cipal displays democratic behaviors. His/her crit-
icism is constructive; s/he listens to teachers, is
open to suggestions and directs frequent realis-
tic compliments to teachers.

Directive Principal Behavior: School prin-
cipal display autocratic behaviors. He has a strict
control over the people. The principal also fre-
quently and closely observes each and every
detail about teachers and school events.

Restrictive Principal Behavior: School prin-
cipal acts as an obstacle rather than being sup-
portive for teachers. He loads teachers with triv-
ial paperwork, committee responsibilities, rou-
tine duties and works.

Collegial Teacher Behavior: Teacher sup-
port professional behaviors among themselves.
They are passionate, collegial and respect their
colleagues’ professional competencies.

Intimate Teacher Behavior: It reflects a
strong and close social support network. Teach-
ers closely know one another, are involved in
close relationships and frequently meet.

Disengaged Teacher Behavior: It reflects
lack of understanding and focus on profession-
al activities. Teachers just spend time at work.
Their behaviors are negative and they criticize
their colleagues.

Organizational Power Sources

The nature of organizations necessitates a
certain control system. Within that context, as a
function of their formal leadership, leaders re-
sort to some power sources in order to reach
organizational goals by managing organization
members’ behaviors because leader is one who
has an influence on members of an organization
through power and influence (Celik 2003; Basa-
ran 2004). Power is defined as the ability to lead
others towards his or her own interest (Salancik
and Pfeffer 1977; Pfeffer 1992a, 1992b; Green-
berg and Baron 1993; Ward 1998). Thus, just as
organizational climate, power is also relationship-
based which does not mean anything without
relating it to others (Koslowsky et al.  2001; Oz-
kalp and Kirel 2003).

French and Raven’s (1959) study is one of
the primary studies on organizational power.
French and Raven collected the bases of power
under six dimensions; legitimate, coercive, re-
ward, expert and referent power.  This is the clas-
sification utilized in this study. Power bases
based on French and Raven’s classification are
summarized below (Erchul and Raven 1997;
Stevenson 2006; Hoy and Miskel 2005):

Legitimate Power: This is the status power
also defined as authority and empowerment. It
is the power of influencing employees only
through leaders’ formal position. When the man-
ager loses his formal position, he loses his pow-
er. The use of legitimate power excessively could
be regarded as coercive power.

Coercive Power: It is the opposite of reward
power and is based on fear. Hoy and Miskel
(2005) noted that reward and coercive power
could be discerned in this way: If a teacher obeys
the principal with the fear of being punished,
there is a coercive power use, if he obeys to get
a reward, there is a reward power. Coercive pow-
er refers to materialistic and spiritual punish-
ments given from manager to employees.

Reward Power: It is the power of the man-
ager to reward the employees in return for dis-
playing desired behaviors. This kind of power
gets its strength from the attractiveness of re-
wards and the equal distribution of these re-
wards. The perception that rewards are not dis-
tributed justly can turn this power into coercive
power. However, the effective use of reward
power is effective in development of referent
power. Effective and just use of this power by
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the manager could lead to positive results in an
organization.

Expert Power: It is the type of power based
on leader’s knowledge and skills. Like referent
power, it is dependent on personal traits and not
only principals but also employees may also
possess such a power. The more employees trust
principals’ knowledge, skills and expert, the more
influence principals will have on them. The prac-
tical knowledge principals have and share de-
termines the boundaries of expert power.

Referent Power: It is the power based on
personal traits. The person with referent power
is the one who is liked, appreciated, respected,
envied and taken as a role model. When admira-
tion towards principals by employees increas-
es, principals’ referent increases. The source of
this power is the extraordinary personality of
the principal and his communication skills.

Relationship between the Organizational
Power and Organizational Climate

Conley (2006) defines organizational climate
as shared perceptions about organizational vari-
ables that impact organizational processes such
as employees’ morale and leadership style. One
of the basic determiners whether an organiza-
tional climate is open or closed, which is defined
as aggregated perceptions of employees about
organization (Schein 1992) is managers’ attitude
and behaviors towards employees. The reason
is that leadership style, that is leadership be-
havior, definitely influences perceptions towards
organization either in a negative or positive way.
Actually, scales to assess organizational climate
basically try to explain organizational climate on
the basis of the quality of manager-employee
relationships and relationships between employ-
ees. Many studies in the literature (Pepper and
Thomas 2002; Oyetunji 2006; Eshraghi et al.
2011; Tajasom and Ahmad 2011) assessed the
relationships between organizational climate and
leadership characteristics. However, there is not
a single study focusing on the relationships
between power sources and organizational cli-
mate.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to assess the
relationships between power sources and orga-
nizational climate. To achieve this end, the fol-
lowing questions were answered:

 How are teachers’ opinions regarding pow-
er sources used by school principals?

 How are teachers’ opinions regarding school
climate?

 Do teachers’ opinions differ according to
gender, subject area and tenure?

 Is there a relationship between school prin-
cipals’ power sources and school climate?

METHOD

The study is in a survey method. Population
of the study consists of 2248 teachers working
in preschool, primary and secondary school lo-
cated in Kutahya city center. Disproportionate
sampling technique was used in specifying the
sample. Sample size was calculated as 303 for 95
% reliability level. Considering that there could
be some problems in return rates of the surveys,
400 teachers were decided to contact. Out of 341
surveys returned, those that were not filled out
according to the instructions were not consid-
ered. Analyses were carried out with 322 usable
surveys collected during data collection. 55.6 %
of participants were women (n=179), 44.4 % were
male (n=143).

It is observed that 11.8 of participants are
preschool teachers (n=38), 40.1 % of them are
primary school teachers (n=129) and 48.1 % of
them are subject area teachers (n=155). Tenure
of teachers participating in the study changes
between 1 and 38. 19.3 of participants have 5
and less years of tenure (n=62), 19.9 % of them
have tenure between 6 and 10 years (n=64), 25.8
% of them have tenure between 11 and 15 years
(n=83), 16.8 % of them have tenure between 16
and 20 years (n=54), 18.3 % of them have 21 and
more years of tenure in teaching (n=59).

The first data collection tools used in the
study is Organizational Power Scale at Schools
developed by Altinkurt and Yilmaz (2013a). The
scale includes five sub dimensions; “Legitimate
Power, Reward Power, Coercive Power, Expert
Power and Referent Power”. It consists of 37
likert-type items and all items range from 1-Nev-
er, 5-Always. There is not any reverse-scored
item in the scale. Total scores are not gathered
from the whole scale. That a score taken in any
given sub factor is high means that school prin-
cipals use the power in that specific factor more
frequently. Exploratory (EFA) and Confirmatory
factor analyses (DFA) were made for structural
reliability of the scale. As a result of EFA, factor
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loadings for factors in sub dimensions of the
scale range from .47 to .84 and item-total correla-
tionships are between .43 and .85. The variance
explained by five factors together is 67.94 %.
Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coeffi-
cient is between .84 and .94 and McDonald’s
internal consistency coefficient ranges between
.83 and .94. Goodness of fit values of the scale
calculated through DFA are: GFI=0.97,
AGFI=0.96, RMSEA=0.03, RMR=0.09,
SRMR=0.08, CFI=0.99, NFI=0.98, NNFI=0.99 and
PGFI=0.85. Cronbach’s Alpha internal consis-
tency coefficients of the scale were recalculated
in this study. This coefficient was found to be
.76 for legitimate power, .88 for reward power, .91
for coercive and expert power, .95 for referent
power.

The other data collection tool used in the
study is Organizational Climate Scale at Schools
developed by Hoy and Tarter (1997) and adapt-
ed to Turkish by Altinkurt and Yilmaz (2013b).
The scale includes six sub dimensions; Support-
ive Principal Behavior, Directive Principal Be-
havior, Restrictive Principal Behavior, Intimate
Teacher Behavior, Collegial Teacher Behavior,
Disengaged Teacher Behavior”. It consists of
39 four-point likert-type items and all items range
from 1-Rarely, 4-Very Frequently. There are two
reverse-scored items in the scale. Total scores
are not gathered from the whole scale. The fact
that scores taken in any given sub factor in-
creases means that behaviors influencing orga-
nizational climate in that specific factor are more
frequently

As a result of EFA, factor loadings for fac-
tors in sub dimensions of the scale range from
.46 to .82 and item-total correlationships are be-
tween .35 and .77. The variance explained by six
factors together is 51 %. Cronbach’s Alpha in-
ternal consistency coefficient is between .70 and
.89. Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency co-
efficients of the scale were recalculated in this
study. This coefficient was found to be .93 for
supportive principal behavior, .85 for directive
principal behavior, .73 for restrictive principal
behavior, .90 for intimate teacher behavior, .76
for collegial teacher behavior and .72 for disen-
gaged teacher behavior.

In the study descriptive statistics, t-test and
ANOVA were used in data analysis.  Also Pear-
son correlationship analysis was used to deter-
mine correlationship between the two points of
view. Correlationship coefficient as an absolute

value ranging from 0.70 to 1.00 was considered
as a high correlationship, ranging from 0.69 to
0.30 as a moderate correlationship and ranging
from 0.29 to 0.00 as a low correlationship
(Buyukozturk 2002).

RESULTS

This part first focuses on teachers’ opinions
about power sources school principals use and
organizational climate; second, it includes com-
parisons regarding gender, subject area and ten-
ure variables. Then, the relationships between
power sources used by school principals and
organizational climate were explored. Table 1
shows mean and standard deviation values per-
taining teachers’ opinions on organizational
power sources and organizational climate.

Table 1: Teachers’ opinions on organizational po-
wer sources used by school principals and orga-
nizational climate (n=322)

Scales Sub-dimensions   M     S

Organizational
  Power Sources Legitimate power 4.06 0.70

Reward power 3.51 0.89
Coercive power 2.61 0.98
Expert power 3.94 0.96
Referent power 3.57 1.04

Organizational Supportive principal 2.73 0.75
  Climate behavior

Directive principal 2.46 0.71
  behavior
Restrictive principal 2.85 0.68
  behavior
Intimate teacher 2.64 0.70
  behavior
Collegial teacher 2.97 0.51
  behavior
Disengaged teacher 1.99 0.69
  behavior

As illustrated on Table 1, teachers believe
that school principals use legitimate power the
most (M=4.06, S=0.70), and respectively use ex-
pert power (M=3.94, S=0.96), referent power
(M=3.57, S=1.04), reward power (M=3.51,
S=0.89) and coercive power (M=2.61, S=0.98).
The scale used in the study is a five-point likert-
type scale.

The item marked most by participants in the
legitimate power dimension is “Our school prin-
cipal is sensitive about following the standard
procedure (M=4.27, S=0.88)”, and the one least
frequently marked is the item: “Our school prin-
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cipal frequently refers to regulations in his
speeches (M=3.60, S=1.06)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
expert power dimension is “Our school princi-
pal is knowledgeable about regulations to the
extent that all can consult him (M=4.04, S=1.04)”,
and the one least frequently marked is the item:
“Our school principal cares about teachers’ pro-
fessional development (M=3.73, S=1.11)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
referent power dimension is “Our school princi-
pal has a significant influence on employees
(M=3.84, S=1.18)”, and the one least frequently
marked is the item: “Our school principal’s em-
pathy skills are highly developed (M=3.32,
S=1.24)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
reward power dimension is “Our school princi-
pal support creative ideas that are good for
school interest (M=3.90, S=1.09)”, and the one
least frequently marked is the item: “Our school
principal treats employees who voluntarily take
part in activities preferentially (M=2.99, S=1.14)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
coercive power dimension is “Our school prin-
cipal warns employees by focusing on their
weaknesses (M=3.31, S=1.12)”, and the one least
frequently marked is the item: “Our school prin-
cipal gives “undesired tasks” to employees who
do not follow his requests (M=2.20, S=1.29)”.

Participants’ opinions regarding power
sources used by school principals significantly
differ in some dimensions according to gender,
subject areas and tenure variables. Male teach-
ers believe that school principals use reward
power more frequently [t(320)=2.55; p<.05], pre-
school teachers believe that they use legitimate
power more frequently [F(2-319)=8.02; p<.05],
teachers with tenure of 5 years and less believe
that they use legitimate power more frequently
[F(4-317)=2.44; p<.05] than those with 6-10 years
of tenure.

Teachers’ opinions regarding organizational
climate are: teachers think that school principals
display restrictive behaviors the most frequent-
ly (M=2.85, S=0.68). They display supportive
(M=2.73, S=0.75), and directive behaviors
(M=2.46, S=0.71) respectively.  The scale used
in the study is a likert type scale. The frequency
of school principals displaying these behaviors
is close to “generally” level. Teachers, on the
other hand, mostly display collegial (M=2.97,
S=0.51), intimate (M=2.65, S=0.70) behaviors,

while disengaged (M=1.99, S=0.69) behaviors
are the least frequently observed teacher be-
haviors. Based on this, teachers’ collegial be-
haviors are close to “very frequently”, intimate
behaviors close to “generally” and their disen-
gaged behaviors are close to “sometimes” level.

The item marked most by participants in the
restrictive principal behaviors dimension is
“Teachers are fed up with busy work schedule
(M=2.84, S=1.00)”, and the one least frequently
marked is the item: “The support given by other
public servants at school help alleviate paper
work workload experienced by teachers (M=1.90,
S=0.72)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
supportive principal behaviors dimension is
“School principal treats teachers equally
(M=2.95, S=0.98)”, and the one least frequently
marked is the item: “School principal says good
words to teachers (M=2.54, S=0.93)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
directive principal behaviors dimension is
“School principal always checks if teachers come
to work or not (M=2.71, S=1.07)”, and the one
least frequently marked is the item: “School prin-
cipal manages the school with an iron fist
(M=2.07, S=1.07)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
collegial teacher behaviors dimension is
“Teachers respect their colleagues’ profession-
al competence (M=3.08, S=0.79)”, and the one
least frequently marked is the item: “teachers
are proud of their schools (M=2.79, S=0.86)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
intimate teacher behaviors dimension is “Teach-
ers are close friends with other teachers (M=3.06,
S=0.84)”, and the one least frequently marked is
the item: “Teachers come together for fun
(M=2.41, S=10.91)”.

The item marked most by participants in the
disengaged teacher behaviors dimension is
“There is always a minority group opposing to
majority (M=2.27, S=0.99)”, and the one least
frequently marked is the item: “Teachers put group
pressure on colleagues who do not follow the
rules (M=1.71, S=0.87)”.

Participants’ opinions regarding organiza-
tional climate significantly differ based on gen-
der variable in supportive and directive princi-
pal behaviors and collegial teacher behavior di-
mensions. Male teachers believe that school
principals mostly display supportive behaviors
[t(320)=3.29; p<.05]; female teachers believe that
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school principals mostly display directive be-
haviors [t(320)=2.18; p<.05]. Also, based on par-
ticipants’ opinions, male teachers display more
collegial behaviors [t(320)=2.31; p<.05] than fe-
male teachers.

Participants’ opinions regarding organiza-
tional climate significantly differ based on sub-
ject area variable in directive and restrictive prin-
cipal behaviors. Preschool teachers believe that
school principals mostly display more directive
behaviors [F(2-319)=6.22; p<.05] than their prima-
ry school and subject area teacher counterparts,
subject area teachers believe that school princi-
pals mostly display restrictive principal behav-
iors [F(2-319)=3.72; p<.05] than primary school
teachers.

Participants’ opinions regarding organiza-
tional climate significantly differ based on ten-
ure variable in directive and restrictive princi-
pal behaviors and disengaged teacher behav-
iors. Teachers with 5 and less tenure believe that
school principals mostly display more directive
behaviors [F(4–317)=2.64; p<.05], than other teach-
ers, while teachers with tenure between 16 and
20 years think that school principals mostly dis-
play restrictive principal behaviors [F(4-317)=3.47;
p<.05]. It is also seen that teachers with 21 years
and more display more disengaged teacher be-
haviors [F(4-317)=2.83; p<.05] than teachers with
6-15 years of tenure.

Pearson correlationships coefficients were
calculated to assess the relationships between
power sources used by school principals and
organizational climate. Results of the analysis
are given on Table 2.

There is a linear relationship at medium level
between legitimate power source used by
school principals and directive principals behav-
iors dimension of organizational climate (r=0.36,
p<.01); and linear but low level relationship be-
tween legitimate power and restrictive principal
behavior (r=0.16, p<.01), between collegial teach-
er behaviors with colleagues (r=0.16, p<.01).

There is a linear relationship at medium level
between coercive power source used by school
principals and directive principals behaviors di-
mension of organizational climate (r=0.47, p<.01),
between restrictive principal behavior (r=0.34,
p<.01), disengaged teacher behaviors (r=0.39,
p<.01). There is an inverse relationship at medi-
um level between coercive power source and
supportive principals behaviors (r=-0.52, p<.01)
and between collegial teacher behaviors with
colleagues (r=-0.30, p<.01).

There is a linear relationship at medium level
between expert power source and supportive
principal behaviors dimension (r=0.66, p<0.01),
between collegial teacher behaviors with col-
leagues (r=0.43, p<0.01), and a linear relation-
ship at low level with intimate teacher behaviors
(r=0.21, p<0.01). The relationship between ex-
pert power and disengaged teacher behaviors
(r=-0.25, p<0.01) is inverse and at low level.

There is a linear high-level relationship be-
tween reward power source and supportive prin-
cipal behaviors dimension (r=0.71, p<.01), a lin-
ear medium level relationship with collegial
teacher behaviors with colleagues (r=0.40, p<.01)
and a linear relationship at low level with inti-
mate teacher behaviors (r=0.23, p<.01).  The re-
lationship between reward power and disen-
gaged teacher behaviors (r=-0.18, p<.01) is in-
verse and at low level.

There is a linear high-level relationship be-
tween referent power source and supportive
principal behaviors dimension (r=0.79, p<.01), a
linear medium level relationship with collegial
teacher behaviors with colleagues (r=0.40, p<.01)
and a linear relationship at low level with inti-
mate teacher behaviors (r=-0.25, p<.01).  The re-
lationship between referent power and restric-
tive principal behavior (r=-0.26, p<.01) is inverse
and at low level.

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to assess the relationship
between the organizational climate and the power

Table 2: Relationships between power sources used by school principals and organizational climate

Climate Principal behavior                          Teacher behavior
Power Supportive   Directive   Restrictive   Intimate  Collegial    Disengaged
Legitimate power      0.10      0.36**      0.16**    0.07     0.16**     0.02
Reward power      0.71**      0.06      0.10    0.23**     0.40**   –0.18**

Coercive power    –0.52**      0.47**      0.34**    0.00   –0.30     0.39**

Expert power      0.66**      0.06    –0.18**    0.21**     0.43**   –0.25**

Referent power      0.79**      0.00    –0.25**    0.14*     0.40**   –0.26**

*p<0.05   **p<0.01
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sources that the school principals use. In addi-
tion, it was studied if the aforementioned vari-
ables differed depending on gender, subject area
and tenure during this study, and finally, the
relationships between the variables were as-
sessed.

According to the teachers, school principals
use the legitimate power at a maximum rate, then,
respectively use expert power, referent power,
reward power, and coercive power. School prin-
cipals use legitimate power and expert power at
a high level and referent power, reward power,
and coercive power at a medium level. There are
studies in the literature aiming to determine the
managers’ power preferences. There are differ-
ences and similarities between the sub-dimen-
sions of the measuring instruments that were
used in this research. Ercetin (1995) pointed out
in his survey that school principals use person-
al power at most and coercive power at the least
to influence the teachers. According to Altinkurt
and Yilmaz (2012a, 2012b), Yilmaz and Altinkurt
(2012a), and Titrek and Zafer (2009), school
principals use legitimate power mostly, and the
reward power least frequently. According to
Aslanargun (2009), teachers believe that school
principals use referent power, coercive power,
and reward power at the least, and power of com-
mitment, expert power, and mutual power and
expert power at most. The school principals
pointed out that they resort to referent, and re-
ward power least frequently, and use commit-
ment power and expert power most frequently.
When evaluated together with studies in the
literature, research results show that managers
use their legitimate and expert power at most.
Some differences in use of referent power are
seen in the studies. The fact that different stud-
ies reach different conclusions about the use of
referent power can be seen as an acceptable sit-
uation, because the referent power is a power
more depending on personal characteristics and
different conclusions on this issue can be
reached in different sample groups.

Participants’ views on power sources used
by school principals vary significantly only in
terms of reward power according to gender vari-
able. Male teachers believe more than female
teachers that the school principals use the re-
ward power more frequently. In Altinkurt and
Yilmaz (2012a), Titrek and Zafer (2009), Helvaci
and Kayali’s (2011) studies carried in primary
schools, opinions didn’t differ according to gen-

der. Aslanargun (2009) found out in his study
on primary and secondary schools that teach-
ers’ opinions about reward power, mutual pow-
er, expert power, knowledge power and referent
power do not change according to gender, but
their opinions about coercive power and com-
mitment power do. Female teachers believe more
than male teachers that commitment power and
coercive power are displayed more. Ozaslan and
Gursel’s (2008) research focused on the issue of
power sources used by university faculty and
department heads, opinions differentiated on the
use of legitimate power, compared to over the
men faculty members, female faculty members
reported that legitimate power was used more.
When research results in the literature are eval-
uated in conjunction with the results of this
study, in both studies that found significant dif-
ferences and studies that found no differences,
compared to male teachers, female teachers re-
ported that school principals use hard powers
such as legitimate and coercive power more and
soft powers like reward and expert powers less.
The difference between men and women teach-
ers’ opinions can be explained by the character-
istics of a patriarchal society.

Participants’ views on power sources used
by school principals show a statistically signif-
icant difference on the subject area variable in
the legitimate power level. Pre-school teachers
over the class and subject teachers believe that
school principals use legitimate power more. In
Helvaci and Kayali’s study (2011), differences
were found between opinions of class and sub-
ject area teachers. In Altinkurt and Yilmaz (2012a),
subject area teachers over class teachers be-
lieve school principals use legitimate, coercive,
referent and reward power more. Aslanargun
(2009) determined in his research that the class-
room teachers have higher averages over other
branches.

Participants’ views on power sources used
by school principals differ significantly accord-
ing to tenure variable at the level of legitimate
power. Teachers with 5 years or less tenure over
the teachers with tenure of 6-10 years believe
that school principals use legitimate power more.
Altinkurt and Yilmaz (2012a), determined that
more experienced teachers over less experienced
ones believe that the school principals use le-
gitimate, coercive, referent, expert and reward
powers more. Titrek and Zafer (2009), found out
that more experienced teachers over less experi-
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enced ones believe that the school principals
use referent, expert, and reward power more. In
Helvaci and Kayali’s study (2011), there is a dif-
ference between the views of teachers.

Another aim of the study is to assess the
views on organizational climate. According to
the teachers, school principals display restric-
tive behaviors at most. Then, come supportive
and directive behaviors, respectively. Teachers
display collegial and intimate behaviors at most,
disengaged behaviors at the least. The fact that
both restrictive and directive behaviors of school
principals are high level is important. There is a
very big difference between school principals’
perception of restrictive and directive leadership
behaviors and supportive leadership behaviors.
This finding is line with the results of a previous
research (Cankaya and Akuzum 2010; Yilmaz
2002; Yilmaz and Altinkurt 2012a). The social
structure of Turkish society can be shown as
the cause of this finding. Turkish society is pa-
triarchal, collectivistic (Arat 1996; Kagitcibasi
1999), it shows feminine characteristics yet with
a high distance power (Hofstede 2005), and a
high tendency to paternalism (Sakalli and Bey-
dogan 2002). A phenomenon often found in col-
lectivistic and hierarchical cultures paternalism
is based on obedience and dependence. The
high distance power and high values   of pater-
nalism being together creates expectations of a
leadership which is humane, friendly, tolerant
and intimate, caring and protecting, supporting,
but also, a leadership that is having an authority
to put things under control, setting up a disci-
plinary atmosphere (Altinkurt and Yilmaz 2012c).

Participants’ views on organizational climate
differ significantly according to gender, expert,
and tenure variables at some levels. According
to male teachers, school principals display more
supportive behaviors, whereas they show more
directive behaviors according to female teach-
ers. Besides, male teachers show more co-oper-
ative behaviors than female teachers. Accord-
ing to the branch variable, pre-school teachers
over the class and subject teachers believe that
school principals display more directive behav-
iors, yet, the subject area teachers over class
teachers believe that more restrictive behaviors
are displayed by the school principals. Accord-
ing to tenure variable, teachers with 5 years or
less tenure and the other teachers believe that
principals display more directive behaviors, and
the teachers with 16-20 years experience rather

than 5 year or less tenure teachers believe that
principals display more restrictive behaviors.
Teachers with over 21 years of tenure rather than
teachers with 6-15 years experience displays dis-
engaged behavior. According to a study of Sez-
gin and Kilinc (2011), teachers’ perceptions of
school climate according to gender, expert and
tenure variables showed no significant differ-
ences. The difference between views of teach-
ers who are at the beginning and at the end of
their career is especially noteworthy. According
to Bakioglu (1996), teachers go through five-
stages in their careers. These include: introduc-
tion, settling, activism, expert, and calmness
phases. Introduction and settling stages are the
process in which teachers develop their own
personal vision criticizing the work of their job
and their own social reality. Calmness stage is
the last stage of the career. At this stage, the
energy and enthusiasm is lost, a comfort is felt
with self-confidence and self-acceptance. When
research findings are evaluated in this respect,
teachers in calmness phase, with this feeling of
comfort, are more sensitive and display disen-
gaged behavior to school principals’ restrictive
behavior.

Of the power sources that school principals
use, legitimate power has linear and medium lev-
el relationship with principal’s directive behav-
ior in organizational climate, and linear and low
level relationship with principal’s restrictive be-
havior and teachers’ collegial behavior among
colleagues. There is a linear and medium level
relationship between directive power and prin-
cipals’ directive behavior, principal’s restrictive
behavior, and teachers’ disengaged behavior.
There is reverse and medium level relationship
between coercive power and principal’s support-
ive behavior and teachers’ collegial behavior
among colleagues. There is linear and medium
level relationship between expert power and prin-
cipal’s supportive behavior with teachers’ colle-
gial behavior among colleagues, linear low-level
relationship with intimate teacher behavior and
reverse low-level relationship with the disen-
gaged teachers’ behavior. There is linear and
high level relationship between reward power
and principal’s supportive behavior, medium lev-
el relationship with teachers’ collegial behavior
among colleagues, low level relationship with
intimate teacher behavior. There is reverse and
high level relationship between reward power
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and disengaged teachers’ behavior. There is lin-
ear and high level relationship between referent
power and supportive behavior of managers, lin-
ear and medium level relationship with teachers’
collegial behavior among colleagues, linear and
low level relationship with teachers’ intimate
behavior. There is reverse and high level rela-
tionship between referent power and restrictive
behavior of managers with disengaged teach-
ers’ behavior.

According to the research findings, the rela-
tionships between legitimate power and the re-
strictive and directive behavior of the manag-
ers’ show that school principals use legitimate
power to put pressure and restrictions on em-
ployees. In addition, restrictive and directive
behavior of the managers influence school cli-
mate negatively based on research results. How-
ever, educational institutions, by their nature,
have employees with high education level, are
loosely structured and value-based organiza-
tions. In this structure, the basic function of prin-
cipal for the success of the organization is not,
giving specific orders to employees, but to sup-
port them in a way they can maximize their cre-
ativity (Aydin 2000). Appropriate leadership be-
havior for employees with higher education is
supporting leadership. In these organizations,
restrictive and directive leadership behavior is
unlikely to be effective (Celik 2003). Effective
leaders must demonstrate informal influence
skills more than formal power, improved social
skills, participatory, and collaborative skills (Yukl
1989; Schein 1992). Therefore, in order to create
an open organizational climate school principals
must prefer soft powers rather than hard pow-
ers. Research findings confirm this review, too.
Studies in literature (Eshraghi et al. 2011; Oye-
tunji 2006; Pepper and Thomas 2002; Tajasom
and Ahmad 2011) emphasize the relationships
between organizational climate and leadership
qualities. In addition, there are such studies (Ben-
nis 1999; Yilmaz and Altinkurt 2012b) in which
the supportive leadership behaviors increase the
employees’ confidence in the organization; pos-
itive perception of justice and commitment is
studied. Particularly school principals must dis-
play leadership qualities such as appreciating
things done, helping teachers, explaining the
reasons, giving constructive criticism in order
to create an open and a positive organizational
climate (Yilmaz 2002). In Eshraghi et al. (2011)
study, too, it was found out that behavior of the

democratic leadership add organizational climate
a positive and authoritarian leadership behav-
iors add a negative effect. In addition, commit-
ment of teachers in schools with positive climat-
ic characteristics is higher (Collie et al. 2011;
Dorgham 2012; Korkmaz 2011), and students may
be more successful (Hoy et al. 1998). According
to Parker et al. (2003) meta-analysis study, too,
there is a relationship between organizational
climate and employees’ job satisfaction, job-re-
lated attitudes, psychological well-being, moti-
vation, and performance.

CONCLUSION

According to the research results, school
principals use legitimate power and expert pow-
er at a high level and referent power, reward pow-
er, and coercive power at a medium level. Partic-
ipants’ views on power sources used by school
principals vary significantly only in terms of re-
ward power according to gender variable.

Based on teachers’ opinions within the con-
text of organizational climate, school principals
display restrictive behaviors at most. Then, sup-
portive and directive behaviors come, respec-
tively. Teachers display collegial and intimate
behaviors at most, disengaged behaviors at the
least. The fact that both restrictive and directive
behaviors of school principals are high level is
important. There is a very big difference between
school principals’ perception of restrictive and
directive leadership behaviors and supportive
leadership behaviors. Participants’ views on or-
ganizational climate and power sources used by
school principals differ significantly according
to gender, expert, and tenure variables at some
levels. When relationships between organiza-
tional power and organizational climate are ex-
amined, the highest straight correlationship was
found to be between referent, expert and reward
power and supportive principal behaviors. The
highest inverse correlationship was found be-
tween restrictive power, supportive principal and
collegial collegial behaviors among teachers.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order for the research results to be gener-
alized, it can be suggested that research is re-
peated in different countries, cities and regions.
In that case, the findings provided can be com-
pared with the results of this research. Especial-
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ly in terms of the organizational climate, it is an
interesting finding that teachers believe that the
school principals display both supportive and
directive and restrictive behaviors, as well. This
finding is tried to be explained by cultural char-
acteristics. However, new studies are required
in this regard. For this reason, further research,
which aims to determine the relationship between
organization climate and cultural values, is rec-
ommended.
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