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Abstract 

 

Problem Statement: Transformational leadership increases organization 

onal goals 

and it enhances skills and capacities. Many studies reveal that 

transformational leadership behaviors, such as idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, individualized consideration, innovative climate, 

and intellectual stimulation, are positively related to better performance 

and increased job satisfaction. It is considered that since managers of the 

future will be transformational leaders, they should be trained as 

transformational leaders.  

Purpose of the Study: The main purpose of this study is to introduce 

usability of the Cross-

Transformational Leadership Scale. It also purposes to discover 

 

Methods: In this study, a descriptive statistical model was employed, and 

provinces. The sample of this study was chosen by a purposive sampling 

method. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was employed to obtain 

evidence related to construct validity of the scale, and it administered on 

330 primary schools teachers in Mardin. For Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

Findings and Results: After EFA and CFA processes, it was proven that this 

scale is valid and usable for the Turkish context. As a result of the 
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reliability and validity processes, the adapted form of the scale was 

composed of 23 items. Item sub-factor correlation was between 0.78 and 

0.90, and item total correlation was between 0.61 and 0.80. Cronbach value 

was found to be 0.96. Other values found were 0.87 for vision building; 

0.88 for individual consideration; 0.92 for intellectual consideration; and 

0.91 for the innovative climate sub-dimension. As a result, it was 

discovered that 61.22% of the teachers remarked that their headmasters 

provided participation for vision building; 72.02% stated that their 

individual consideration were valued; and 65.07% claimed that their 

individual stimulation was supported. Finally,  80% asserted that they 

were encouraged for an innovative climate in their organizations.  

Conclusion and Recommendations: R

positive in vision building, individual consideration, intellectual 

stimulation, and innovative climate. 

leadership qualities and communicative skills positively. It is 

recommended that headmasters who are incompetent should be trained 

carefully through in-service programs. 

Keywords: , transformational leadership, 

transformational leaders, headmasters. 

 

Introduction 

The 

challenging (Ireland & Hitt, 2005; Chew & Chan, 2008), so leaders are expected to 

cope with this changing world of work, diverse communities, and parents (Lewis, 

Goodman, & Fandt, 1998). According to Fullan (2001), the more complex society gets, 

the more sophisticated leadership becomes; therefore, leaders must be effective, 

adaptable, dynamic, team-oriented, strong communicators, problem solvers, and 

transformational  to thrive in these complex environments (Du Plessis, Conley, & 

Hlongwane, 2006; Yukl, 2005).  

Theoretical Framework 

As an approach that originated in the military, transformational leadership 

organizational goals and developing leadership potentials (Popper, Mayseless, & 

Castelnovo, 2000; Heck & Hallinger, 1999; Bass, 1998). It also enhances skills and 

capacities (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Marks & Printy, 2003; Northouse, 2001; Den 

Hartog, House, Hanges, Ruiz-Quintanilla, & Dorfman, 1999; Gronn, 1995; Evers & 

Lakomski, 1996).  

Research on transformational leadership in educational settings was initiated in 

the late 1980s and early 1990s (Leithwood, 1994). McFarlin and Sweeney (1998) assert 

that successful managers in the future will be transformational leaders, and they 
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suggest that managers should be trained as such. It has been evaluated that this 

approach can help managers become exceptional leaders, and they can group 

together rather than perform tasks as individuals (Hallinger, 2003; Hall, Johnson, 

Wysocki, & Kepner, 2008).  

According to Muenjohn and Anderson (2007) transformational leadership is 

flexible and can allow leaders to adapt their behaviors to meet the requirements of 

their subordinates. Transformational leaders build visions for schools and establish 

school goals (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Castanheira & Costa, 2011; Leithwood, 1992), 

provide intellectual stimulation. They also offer individualized support by modeling 

the best practices in organizational values (Silins, Mulford & Zarins, 2002), 

demonstrate high performance expectations, create a productive school culture and 

 

Transformational leadership has certain components. First, it has idealized 

influence which is 

about the leader. Here, idealized leaders consider the needs of others before their 

own personal needs, avoid the use of power for personal gain, demonstrate high 

moral standards, and set challenging goals for others (Walumbwa & Lawler, 2003). 

Second is the individualized consideration that represents a 

treat each individual as a special person and be a mentor to develop his or her 

followers intellectual stimulation, which 

stimulate followers to be innovative and creative, as well as reframe problems and 

approach them in new ways. Another is inspirational motivation, which refers to the 

ways leaders motivate and inspire others around them by displaying enthusiasm, 

communicating high expectations, and demonstrating commitment to the shared 

goals (Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2003; Nguni, Sleegers, & Denessen, 

2006; Yu, Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2002; Geijsel et al., 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; 

Leithwood, Steinbach, & Jantzi, 2002; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). The last component is 

innovative climate defined as the shared perceptions of organization members 

concerning the practices, procedures, and behaviors that promote the generation of 

new knowledge and practices (Moolenaar, Daly & Sleegers, 2010; Cho & Dansereau, 

2010). Transformational leaders can help subordinates to achieve their objectives by 

creating a climate that emphasizes goal clarity and change, while alleviating 

ambiguity (Bass & Avolio, 1994-1997; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Yammarino, Spangler & 

Bass, 1993; Geijsel et al., 2009; Day et al., 2000; Geijsel et al., 2001; Leithwood et al., 

2008; Nemanich & Keller, 2007; Ross & Gray, 2006).  

Many studies reveal that idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation behaviors are positively 

related to better performance and increased job satisfaction (Anderson, 2008; Bass, 

1997; Bass & Avolio, 1994; Bommer, Rubin & Baldwin, 2004). Therefore, this study 

leadership behaviors concerning vision building, individualized consideration, 

intellectual stimulation, and innovative climate. Moreover, by determining 
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educational system, this study also aims to develop some practical recommendations 

supported by other studies. It seeks to make the system operate better by increasing 

awareness for all stakeholders. 

 

Method 

The main purpose of this descriptive study is twofold. One aspect is to introduce 

whether the Cross-

Leadership Scale developed by Moolenaar et al., (2010) can be used in the Turkish 

transformational leadership behaviors concerning the variables of gender, status, 

school experience, level that they are currently teaching, and professional experience.  

Sample     

The sample of this study was chosen by the purposive sampling method, which 

targets a particular group of people (Bailey, 1994). Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

was employed to obtain evidence related to determining the validity of the scale. 

Therefore, it was administered to 330 primary schools teachers in Mardin, Turkey. Of 

these, 310 survey forms were returned and analyzed. For Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA), it was administered to 390 teachers in Ad

and CFA, it was proven that this scale is valid and usable for the Turkish context. 

Finally, it was applied to 822 teachers in the provinces of Malatya (n=442) and 

transformational leadership behaviours concerning vision building, individualized 

consideration, intellectual stimulation, and innovative climate. 

Adaptation Work 

In the translation process of the original scale, the back translation technique was 

used. It is preferred despite being time consuming and expensive. In this process, a 

questionnaire is translated into the target language by one translator and then 

translated back into the source language by another independent translator who does 

not see the original one. The two-source-language versions are then compared 

(Sperber, 2004; Looman & Farrag, 2009).  

In the translation process of this scale, a linguist translated it into Turkish, and 

then another academic translated it into English again. Two researchers and a 

linguist completed the translation process through group work. It was proofread by 

15 teachers to find if all participants understood the questions equally. The original 

aviors based 

on four theoretical dimensions, which are vision building, individualized 

consideration, intellectual stimulation, and innovative climate (Daft & Becker, 1978; 

Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  

 

 



                                                                                     Eurasian Journal of Educational Research       107 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

EFA was employed to discover the appropriateness of the scale for the Turkish 

culture. The factor conformity of EFA results was verified with CFA. For EFA 

analysis, the SPSS 15.0 program was used, and for CFA, Lisrel 8.80 was used. EFA is 

a complex, multi-step process and a widely utilized statistical technique in social 

sciences (Costello & Osborne, 2005). It is an approach for expressing the language of 

mathematical hypothetical constructs by using a variety of directly measurable and 

observable indicators. In an EFA process, the empirical data is explored to detect 

characteristic features and interesting relationships without imposing any definite 

Here, before using the EFA process, 

the sampling size was checked for compatibility with factoring that plays an 

important role in the application of almost all statistical methods to estimate the right 

parameters (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2000).  

For EFA and CFA analysis, two independent sampling groups were taken 

consecutively (Group I: 310- Group II: 390). It has been stated that acceptable 

sampling size for CFA is 4:1 or 5:1 for each item (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). Gorsuch 

(1983) recommended that sample size should be at least 100, and Kline (1979) 

supports this recommendation. Guilford (1954) argued that sample size should be at 

least 200, and Cattell (1978) claimed the minimum desirable sample size is to be 250. 

Comrey and Lee (1992) offered a rough rating scale for adequate sample sizes in 

factor analysis: 100=poor, 200=fair, 300=good, 500=very good, and 1,000 or 

more=excellent. They urged researchers to obtain samples of 500 or more 

observations whenever possible in factor analytic studies (MacCallum & Widaman, 

1999). For CFA, minimum sampling size is suggested as 250 people (Hoyle, 1995). 

However, for robust maximum likelihood, estimation needs relatively large sample 

sizes of at least N 400 (Schermelleh- . In this 

study, the sampling size rate for EFA was 13:1 and for CFA was 17:1 for each item.  

In order to test the data collecting structure for EFA considering sampling size, 

another criterion is Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Test (KMO) results. The KMO results are 

accepted for values greater than 0.50. Furthermore, values between 0.50 and 0.70 are 

mediocre, 0.70 and 0.80 are good, 0.80 and 0.90 are great, and over 0.90 are superb 

(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). For these data, the values are about 0.95 for EFA and 

0.96 for CFA, which falls into the range of being great.  

spherical test (1954) is a notoriously sensitive test of the hypothesis that 

the correlations in a correlation matrix are zero. The test is available in SPSS factor, 

but because of its sensitivity and dependence on sampling size, it is likely to be 

significant with samples of substantial size even if correlations are very low. 

Therefore, use of the test is recommended only if there are fewer than, for example, 

highly significant for EFA (X2(253) = 5265.18; p<.01) and CFA (X2(253) =6597.63; p<.01).  

For factor design of the scale, principal component analysis and factor rotation 

maximum varimax was chosen for orthogonal rotation. In applied social science 

research, orthogonal rotation is used most often (Brown, 2006). As a result of the 
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analysis, it was discovered that 5 components had over 1 real value for 24 items (as in 

the original study). Factor load was accepted as 0.50 for all items. The magnitude of 

the factor loading must be at least 0.30 (Barnes et al., 2001). As a rule of thumb, only 

variables with loadings of 0.32 and above are interpreted. The greater the loading, 

the more the variable is a pure measure of the factor. Comrey and Lee (1992) suggest 

that loadings in excess of 0.71 (50% overlapping variance) are considered excellent, 

0.63 (40% overlapping variance) are very good, 0.55 (30% overlapping variance) are 

good, 0.45 (20% overlapping variance) are fair, and 0.32 (10% overlapping variance) 

are poor. It is the resea

interpret. Sometimes there is a gap in loadings across the factors, and if the cutoff is 

in the gap, it is easy to specify which variables load and which do not. Other times, 

the cutoff is selected because one can interpret factors with that particular cutoff but 

not with a lower cutoff (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According 

to item-overlapping and accepted load values, since the difference of load values of 

one item is higher than 0.1 (item 12), it was taken out of the scale. Finally, the 

findings of factor design, factor load values, joint factor variances, and item analysis 

are given in Table 1.  
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Table 1 

rship Behaviors Scale and Vertical Rotation-Varimax for Exploratory Factor Analysis 

It
em
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Factor Design and Item 
Loads 

Item Analysis 
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Correlation Item Discrimination    Feature Reliability  
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Lower 
% 27 

(n=83) 

Upper 
%27 

(n= 83) 
t** 

It
e

m
s 

S
u

m
 S

ca
le

  
  

F1 F2 F3 F4 (h2 ) r** r** X 
S
D 

X SD 
   

Q1 .69 .32 .27 .16 .67 .83 .71 2.61 .84 4.34 .79 -13.66 .70 

.87 

Q2 .81 .18 .20 .11 .73 .83 .64 2.81 .80 4.10 .76 -10.30 .73 

Q3 .74 .22 .19 .22 .69 .82 .67 2.94 .82 4.25 .64 -11.52 .71 

Q4 .70 .15 .30 .26 .66 .80 .69 2.93 .71 4.34 .59 -13.89 .69 

Q5 .58 .29 .35 .25 .61 .78 .73 2.94 .76 4.39 .51 -14.43 .66 

Q6 .35 .72 .16 .26 .74 .86 .72 3.20 .75 4.59 .56 -13.51 .76 

.88 Q7 .37 .63 .18 .30 .65 .81 .71 3.24 .64 4.60 .52 -15.14 .69 

Q8 .23 .79 .22 .16 .74 .84 .68 3.42 .72 4.55 .55 -11.44 .76 
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Table 1-Continued 

Q9 .12 .75 .28 .20 .70 .82 .67 3.37 .85 4.61 .60 -10.85 .71  

Q10 .18 .69 .38 .16 .67 .80 .70 3.14 .80 4.47 .53 -12.63 .69 

Q11 .23 .37 .63 .24 .64 .79 .75 3.12 .77 4.57 .57 -13.76 .71 

.92 

Q13 .28 .17 .71 .28 .69 .82 .74 2.98 .73 4.39 .56 -13.94 .75 

Q14 .22 .22 .83 .24 .85 .90 .78 3.02 .68 4.48 .55 -15.19 .86 

Q15 .26 .30 .67 .26 .68 .83 .76 3.06 .65 4.54 .59 -15.37 .76 

Q16 .26 .24 .69 .31 .70 .83 .79 3.01 .65 4.48 .53 -15.96 .76 

Q17 .24 .18 .65 .39 .66 .81 .75 2.82 .61 4.28 .61 -15.41 .74 

Q18 .29 .32 .57 .30 .60 .79 .75 3.05 .70 4.58 .57 -15.53 .71 

Q19 .11 .28 .38 .68 .71 .84 .73 3.12 .67 4.46 .57 -13.86 .76 

.91 

Q20 .23 .28 .40 .69 .77 .88 .80 3.07 .60 4.58 .50 -17.61 .83 

Q21 .28 .29 .32 .64 .67 .83 .76 3.06 .65 4.58 .52 -16.60 .74 

Q22 .15 .00 .15 .85 .77 .80 .61 2.96 .71 4.22 .68 -11.63 .70 

Q23 .22 .24 .36 .66 .67 .82 .74 2.96 .61 4.33 .54 -15.13 .74 

Q24 .32 .28 .33 .61 .66 .82 .76 3.01 .67 4.57 .50 -16.93 .73 
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As a result of the analysis presented in Table 1, theoretically defined items were 

collected below their own factors. The Cronbach alpha values are between 0.58 and 

0.81 for vision building, 0.63 and 0.79 for individual consideration, 0.57 and 0.83 for 

intellectual stimulation and 0.61 and 0.85 for innovative climate. There is a 

relationship between sampling size and factor loads. Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) 

challenged such rules and argued that no sound theoretical or empirical basis exists 

for across-the-board participant-to-variable ratio recommendations. Most notably, 

with factor loadings of 0.80, solutions were highly stable across replicated samples 

regardless of the number of indicators, even with as few as 50 participants. When 

factor loadings were in the 0.60 range, stable solutions were obtained with sample 

sizes greater than 150, or with still smaller samples when each component contained 

at least four variables loading at 0.60. In general, larger samples of 300-400 were 

needed when the factor loadings were only 0.40 (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). 

As a result of the reliability and validity process, the adapted form of the scale 

was composed of 23 items (vision building: 5, individual consideration: 5, intellectual 

consideration: 7, and creating innovative climate: 6). The lowest score that mean negative 

behaviors can be is 23, and the highest is 115. In order to verify the usability of the 

scale in Turkey, item total correlation, discriminant analysis, and item internal 

consistency were analyzed. As presented in Table 1, item sub-factor correlation is 

between 0.78 and 0.90, and item total correlation is between 0.61 and 0.80. The 

Cronbach value was found to 0.96. The correlation was found to be 0.87 for vision 

building; 0.88 for individual consideration; 0.92 for intellectual consideration; and 

0.91 for innovative climate sub-dimension. Generally, reliability coefficients around 

-dimensions of the 

scale are shown in Table 2.  

 

Table 2 

Correlation of Sub- s 

Sub Scales 
Vision 
Building 

Individualized 
Consideration 

Intellectual 
Stimulation 

Innovative 
Climate Total 

Vision Building 1 .66 .70 .64 .85 

Individualized 

Consideration 
 1 .70 .65 .84 

Intellectual Stimulation   1 .78 .92 

Innovative Climate    1 .88 

Eigenvalues 12.13 1.53 1.23 1.05 15.94 

% of Variance  Explained 52.75 6.67 5.35 4.55 69.31 

** p<.01 

In Table 2, the correlation of sub-dimensions of the scale is shown to be between 

0.64 and 0.78, and factor total correlation is between 0.84 and 0.92. In applied 

research, for factor determination, total correlation among factors being between or 

equal to 0.85 or less is desired (Brown, 2006). As a result of this analysis, for the 23 
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items that remained in the certain criteria, the structure was composed of four 

determined dimensions with the value over 1 representing 69.31% of total variances. 

In social science, the variance rates changing in the range of 4% and 60 % are 

accepted as sufficient (Scherer et al., 1988); an explained variance of 60% and 

sometimes less is acceptable (Vieira, 2011). Real factor values and variant quantity 

that explain them respectively are 12.13 and 52.75% for the first factor, 1.53 and 6.67% 

for the second, 1.23 and 5.33% for the third and 1.05 and 4.55% for the fourth. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

CFA is not concerned with discovering a factor structure, but it is evaluated as 

confirming the existence of a specific factor structure. It is considered to be a general 

modeling approach designed to test hypotheses about a factor structure whose 

number and interpretation are given in advance. In CFA, on the other hand, one 

builds a model assumed to describe, explain, or account for the empirical data in 

analyze a 

priori measurement models (Kline, 2011).  

The 23-item adapted scale was tested with CFA. The overall model fit the 

statistics in Lisrel that are within the generally accepted thresholds and suggest an 

acceptable goodness-of-fit. In fact, although the chi-square test is significant 
2=604.00, N=390, p=0.00), the ratio chi-square/degrees of freedom is below 3 
2 2/df =2.3). Normally a ratio in the range of 2:1 or 3:1 is indicative 

of an acceptable fit. In addition, the goodness of fit index (GFI=.90), the adjusted 

goodness-of-fit index (AGFI=.85), the normed fit index (NFI=.98), the non-normed fit 

index (NNFI=.98), the comparative fit index (CFI=.98), and the root mean square 

error of approximation (RMSEA=0.06)  as well as the standardized root mean square 

residual (SRMR=.04) indicate good fit (Cote et al., 2001; Vieira, 2011; Hooper et al., 

2008; Brown, 2006; Schreiber, Stage, King, Nora, & Barlow, 2006; Schermelleh-Engel 

et al., 2003; MacCallum et al., 1996; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Baumgartner & Homburg, 

1996). When the CFA results of the scale are evaluated, it can be accepted as a good 

model.  

Data Analysis  

In order to analyze the data percentage, frequency, crosstabs, t-test, and One-Way 

ANOVA tests were administered. In the analysis of quantitative data, SPSS was used. 

Each questionnaire was coded. Of the questionnaires administered, 822 were 

returned. A parametric Independent Samples Test and One-Way ANOVA Tests were 

used to determine the significance. Level of significance was accepted as p<.05. 

 

 

Results 
This research was carried out to discover 

vision building, 

individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, and innovative climate. First, 

dimensions were also given here.  
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Table 3 

Percentage and Frequency Distributions of Teac  

Characteristics Frequency ( f ) Percentage (%) 

        Gender 

Women 402 48.9 

Men 420 51.1 

         Level of Teaching 

Lower Elementary 343 
 

41.7 

Upper Elementary 479 58.2 

        Status 

Teacher 612 74.5 

Expert Teacher 127 15.5 

Novice Teacher 68 8.3 

Contracted Teacher 15 1.8 

       Professional Experience  

1-5 years 400 48.7 

6-10 years 144 17.5 

11-15 years 135 16.4 

16-20 years 66 8.0 

21 years and over 77 9.4 

        School Experience 

1-3 years 483 58.8 

4-6 years 160 19.5 

7-9 years 106 12.9 

10 years and over 73 8.9 

(48.9%) are male; 420 (51.1%) are female; 327 (39.8%) work at primary school first 
level, and 463 (56.35%) work at primary school second level. With respect to career 
status, 15 (1.8%) are contracted, 127 (15.5%) expert, 68 (8.3%) novice, and 612 (74.5%) 
teachers. Of them, 400 (48.7%) have 1-5 years professional experience, 144 (17.5%) of 
them have 6-10 years, 135 (16.4%) of them have 11-15 years, 66 (8.0%) of them have 
16-20 years, and 77 (9.4%) of them have 21 years or more. When school experience is 
concerned, 483 (58.8%) of them have 1-3 years, 160 (19.5%) of them have 4-6 years, 
106 (12.9%) them have 7-9 years, and 73 (8.9%) them 10 years or more. 

skills, motivation efforts, and leadership qualities, some results were obtained. 
According to the results, while 25.1% of them perceive their headmaster
communication skill as low, 34.1% perceive it as adequate, and 40.9% perceive it as 
very good. Of the teachers, 14.9% are motivated very little by their headmasters 
while 34.7% of them are motivated some, and 50.4% are motivated adequately. While 
21.8% 
value them as good, and 63.0% think they are adequate. Percentage, mean, and 
standard deviation of teacher perceptions are shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Percentage, Mean and Standa  
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Mean 

( X ) 

 

 

 

SD 

% %   

Q1 

Vision Building   

-making 

processes 
39.20 60.80 2.61 0.90 

Q2 
of the school district, collaborative projects, or the government 

38.60 61.40 2.61 0.84 

Q3 
practice 

40.20 59.80 2.60 0.89 

Q4 
team, the students, parents, and others 

36.90 63.10 2.67 0.89 

Q5 
about the current issues and problems facing the school 

39.00 61.00 2.62 0.88 

 
Mean 38.78 61.22 2.62 0.88 

Individualized Consideration   

Q6 takes opinions of individual teachers seriously 28.50 71.50 2.90 0.87 

Q7  28.90 71.10 2.87 0.86 

Q8 
is attentive to problems that teachers encounter when 

implementing innovations 
26.80 73.20 2.88 0.86 

Q9 
shows appreciation when a teacher takes initiatives to improve the 

education 
24.90 75.10 2.95 0.87 
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Q10 helps teachers talk about their feelings 30.80 69.20 2.83 0.87 

 
Mean 27.98 72.02 2.89 0.87 

Intellectual Stimulation   

Q11 encourages teachers to experiment with new didactic strategies 29.10 70.90 2.85 0.85 

Q13 
encourages teachers to try new strategies that match their personal 

interests 
34.50 65.50 2.71 0.81 

Q14 helps teachers to reflect on new experiences 34.90 65.10 2.71 0.87 

Q15 
motivates teachers to look for and discuss new information and 

 
32.40 67.60 2.74 0.87 

Q16 
stimulates teachers to constantly think about how to improve the 

school 
40.40 59.60 2.63 0.89 

Q17 ent 41.80 58.20 2.55 0.89 

Q18 
helps teachers talk about and explain their personal views on 

education 
31.40 68.60 2.76 0.86 

 
Mean 34.93 65.07 2.71 0.86 

Innovative Climate   

Q19 teachers are generally willing to try new ideas 35.30 64.70 2.71 0.87 

Q20 teachers are continuously learning and developing new ideas 33.20 66.80 2.77 0.88 

Q21 -  31.60 68.40 2.79 0.85 

Q22 teachers are willing to take risks to make this school better 41.30 58.70 2.58 0.87 

Q23 teachers are constantly trying to improve their teaching 36.60 63.40 2.67 0.86 

Q24 teachers are encouraged to go as far as they can 33.20 66.80 2.76 0.88 

Mean 35.20 64.80 2.71 0.87 

Total Mean 34.33 65.67 2.73 0.87 
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In Table 4, the structure is given as negative (Certainly Disagree) to positive 

(Certainly agree) under each sub-scale. Although 61.22% of the teachers think 

their headmasters build vision by making teachers involved, counseling parents, 

and making efforts for shared vision by all partners, 38.78% of them disagree. 

Leithwood et al., (1999) and Rafferty and Griffin (2004) discovered similar results 

to change, vision building, high performance expectations, developing consensus 

about group goals, and intellectual stimulation (Geijsel et al., 2009; Leithwood et 

al., 2004).  

Of the teachers, while 72.02% believe that their headmasters value their 

individualized considerations, take their ideas seriously, listen to them, and 

appreciate their efforts to increase quality, 27.98% of them disagree. However, Vinger 

and Cilliers (2006) claimed that the most frequently exhibited behavior was idealized 

influence, (60.1%), then inspirational motivation (58.5%), followed by intellectual 

stimulation (54.9%), and lastly individualized consideration (46.0%). 

As for intellectual stimulation, although 65.07% of them believe that their 

headmasters encourage new teaching methods, contribute personal and professional 

developments, let them try new strategies, and support their new experiences related 

to motivation, 34.93% of them disagree. Similar evidence was discovered by 

Leithwood et al., (1999), Rafferty and Griffin (2004), Bass and Avolio (1997), Jung and 

Avolio (2000), Yammarino et al., (1993), Geijsel et al., (2009), and Karip (1998).  

Considering the creation of an innovative climate, although 64.80% of them 

and risk taking to improve school, 35.20% of them disagree. This is also consistent 

with the results obtained by Moolenaar et al., (2010), Day et al., (2000), Geijsel et al., 

(2001), and Leithwood et al., (2008). These findings are also supported by a study that 

found that school principals have significant 

effects on change initiations at school. 

T-

(t(820)= -2.73, p<.05), individual 

consideration (t(820)= -2.72, p<.05), supporting intellectual considerations (t(820)= -3.50, 

p<.05), and innovative climate behaviours (t(820)= -3.26, p<.05). No significant 

behaviours (p<.05). 

more positively ( X =18.21) than their female colleagues ( X =17.42). In individual 

consideration, male teachers ( X =19.58) have higher scores than females ( X =18.81). 

As for intellectual considerations, male teachers ( X = 26.22) have more positive 

 ones ( X =25.06), and in 

innovative climate, males have more positive perceptions ( X =22.72) than females 

( X

concerned, the mean average of the teachers who have between 7-9 years experience 
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at the same school ( X =19.98) is higher than those with 4-6 years experience 

( X =18.79). In addition, teachers who have experience between 1- -=18.87) 

have higher means compared to those with 10 or more years of experience 

( X =18.60).  

average of the teachers who work at the same school between 4-6 years ( X =27.27) is 

higher compared to those between 7-9 years ( X =26.72). Moreover, average mean of 

those between 1-3 years ( X =24.98) is higher than those for 10 years or more 

( X =24.94). As for creating an innovative climate, the average mean of the teachers 

who work at the same school between 4-6 years ( X =23.40) is higher than those 

between 7-9 years ( X =23.03); and those between 1-3 years ( X =21.81) is higher 

than those for 10 years or more ( X =21.04). 

One-way ANOVA was administered in order to determine the difference 

building (F(3-818)=6.92, p<.01), individual consideration, (F(3-818)=7.40, p<.01), 

intellectual stimulation (F(3-818)=9.10, p<.01), and innovative climate (F(3-818)=6.45, 

p<.01). In all variance 

provided (p>.05). According to the intergroup Scheffe multi-comparison test, 

teachers at the same school between 6-15 years ( X =18.77) perceive build vision 

positively in compared to those between 1-3 year ( X =17.50) (p<.05). Teachers who 

are at the same school between 6-15 years ( X =20.22) appreciate support in 

individual consideration more compared to those between 1-3 years ( X =18.79) 

(p<.05). Those who are at the same school between 6-15 years ( X =27.50) remark 

that their headmasters support their individual stimulation more compared to those 

at the school between 1-3 years ( X =24.90).  

As far as vision building is concerned, those who work between 6-10 years 

( X =23.40) state that headmasters motivate them to build an innovative climate 

more than do those between 1-3 years ( X =21.81). Significant difference has been 

(F(4-817)=4.40, p<.05) 

and individual consideration (F(4-817)=2.86, p<.05). Beginning teachers state that their 

administrators build vision well ( X =20.62) compared to expert teachers ( X =17.12) 

and teachers ( X =17.82) (p<.05). They also state that their headmasters support their 

individual consideration ( X =21.62) compared to expert teachers ( X =18.92) and 

teachers ( X =19.16) (p<.05). No significant differences were discovered about the 

aman provinces. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

transformational leadership behaviors positively in vision building, individual 

consideration, intellectual stimulation, and innovative climate in general. This may 
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-service training education they have 

had. They are willing to develop themselves by taking some in-service training. Shao 

and Webber (2006), Leithwood et al., (1999), Rafferty and Griffin (2004), Moolenaar et 

al., (2010), Marks and Printy (2003), Walumbwa and Lawler (2003), Nemanich and 

gh performance 

expectations, developing consensus about group goals and intellectual stimulation, 

communication, supportive leadership, and personal recognition. They also reveal 

embers 

to move beyond self-

increasing organizational commitment (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood et al., 

 

vision building, individual consideration, supporting intellectual considerations, and 

innovative climate. 

 

male in Turkey, they may be accepting those as authority figures. Celep (2004) found 

(2010), and Gronn (1995) discovered that female teachers evaluated their 

study, Akbaba-Altun (2003) discovered that although principals found 

transformational leadership behaviours important, they did not apply these 

behaviours in their daily practices as much as they attached importance. 

Transformational leaders know how to learn in order to be role-models for their 

1998). Ka

and use them to motivate followers. Moreover, Demir (2008) claims that 

transformational behaviors of school principals were significantly related to 

collective teacher efficacy.  

vision building, in addition to individual consideration behaviours. Beginning 

teachers perceive building vision and supporting individual consideration more 

positively than other groups, which can be seen as that they learn everything from 

their headmasters and are affected heavily by their experience in the very beginning 

of their careers. When intellectual considerations are concerned, male teachers have 

more positive perceptions than females in support and innovative climates. 

than female colleagues, and in individual consideration, male teachers have higher 

scores than females in understanding. Evaluation of the experienced teachers is 

better.  

vision building, individual consideration, intellectual stimulation, and innovative 

climate. Teachers who have 6-15 years school experience state that their headmasters 

help them to build vision well compared to those who have 1-3 years experience. 

Those who have 6-15 years of school experience claim that their headmasters support 
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their individual consideration more compared to those with between 1-3 years. The 

teachers who have 6-

individual stimulation more compared to the ones with between 1-3 years. When 

vision building is concerned, those who have 6-10 years school experience believe 

that their headmasters motivate them to build innovative climate more compared to 

those who have 1-3 years experience. 

undersood better by more experienced teachers. The novice teachers are in need of 

learning the very essentials of the profession to survive. They may not care about 

vision at this stage. Having no significant differences about the perceptions between 

the 

system may resemble each other. 

have been corroborated by the literature on transformational leaders. The 

recommendations reached through the results obtained in this study are as follows: 

 Headmasters who are incompetent should be trained on the job with in-

service trainings designed with university-ministry cooperation. 

 Headmasters should be chosen with an exam and appointed to their posts 

based on their qualifications without any political manipulations. 

 Headmasters should be asked a post graduate degree or certificate from 

educational administration field. 
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