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Abstract The purpose of this study was to find out the
transformational and transactional leadership and
organizational cynicism perceptions of physical education
and sports teachers. The sample of the study consists of 70
physical education teachers chosen randomly who were
working in schools of Turkey during the 2017-2018
Academic  year. Personal information  form,
transformational and transactional leadership scale and
organizational cynicism scale were used in the study.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the data
obtained from the study. Kurtosis and Skewness values
were found to show whether the variables of the study were
normally distributed and t-test was used for paired
comparisons, while Anova test was used for the
comparison of more than two independent groups.
According to the results of the study physical education
teachers were found to have higher perceptions of
transformational leadership when compared with
transactional leadership and they were found to have
moderate levels of organizational cynicism. While
significant difference was found between transformational
and transactional leadership styles and the variable of
gender; no significant difference was found between
gender and organizational cynicism sub-dimensions.
Another result of the study was that no significant
difference was found between the variables of type of
school teachers worked in, age and school graduated from
and  organizational = cynicism  sub  dimensions,
transformational and transactional leadership styles. Also
significant difference was found between the variable of
teachers’ professional seniority and cognitive dimension,
affective dimension and behavioural dimension.
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1. Introduction

In the increasingly dynamic world of our day,
organizations are faced with some changes that they feel
the need to apply in their strategies, structures, operation
processes and institution cultures. Therefore, the influence
of change factors draws the attention not only outside the
institution but also within the institution. A great amount of
effort and resources are required to understand the
resistance to the institution, organization, manager or
employer and to minimize this resistance. The essential
point of this resistance is the concept of cynicism, which
has increasingly come to the forefront recently [1].
Researches about the concept of cynicism started in
businesses first. At the beginning of 2000s, organizational
cynicism began to be reflected in educational institutions [2,
3]. This situation emerged as a result of organizational
structures  of  educational institutions including
bureaucratic characteristics, achieving institutional success,
realizing new quality and efficiency centered practices and
also as a result of the attitudes of employees towards the
institution [4]. As in the functioning of all institutions, the
presence of successful, efficient, innovative and
entrepreneur leaders who are sensitive to the needs and
problems of the society, who can update according to the
needs of the time, who attain goals with a team spirit
together with all the workers, mainly teachers, who are
charismatic,  well-informed, virtuous,  visionary,
entrepreneur, principled and hardworking in creating an
understanding that can organize motivated individuals
beyond expectation in order to realize the goals of the
institution is vitally important in educational institutions
[5]

Values and leadership perceptions of managers is
important in the development and also in preventing the
development of cynicism in organizations because
leadership is an important factor in fighting problems such
as insecurity, estrangement and decrease in organizational
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commitment as a result of negative thoughts and feelings of
employees towards management and the organization. For
this reason, discussing the effects of managers’ leadership
styles on organizational cynicism is useful in terms of both
understanding some factors that cause organizational
cynicism and also finding out the approaches to follow in
fighting organizational cynicism [6].

This study examines how leadership behaviours in
schools are perceived by physical education teachers and
the levels of organizational cynicism in schools. Within
this context, first the concepts of transformational and
transactional leadership styles and organizational cynicism
were explained and then it was found how leadership styles
and organizational cynicism were perceived in terms of the
demographic characteristics of physical education teachers
working in schools.

Literature review conducted showed studies related with
the leadership and organizational cynicism perceptions of
teachers in general, while no studies were found which
were focused on branch teachers. For this reason, teachers
of physical education and sports, who are one of the most
important factors in exploring and developing sport and
athletes, were chosen in this study. Thus, it can be said that
the present study is original. It is thought that the results
of this study will contribute to existing literature on these
leadership styles (transformational and transactional) and
be useful in choosing, training and developing leaders in
educational institutions. At the same time, the study will
give information about the level of organizational cynicism
levels in educational institutions.

Leadership Concept

Today, it is accepted in studies about leadership that
leadership is the process of influencing people to realize
specific goals by using methods of motivation rather than
power or authority [7, 8]. Leadership is the sum of all the
knowledge and abilities to gather a group of people around
specific goals and to motivate them to realize these goals
[9]. According to another definition, leadership is the
process of a person’s influencing and directing other
people’s behaviors and activities through volunteerism in
order to determine the specific aims of a person or a group
and to realize these aims under specific terms [10]. A great
number of approaches have been developed about
leadership so far. Theoreticians working on leadership
approaches have first focused on the innate personal
characteristics of a leader, that is what a leader is, and have
put forward the approach of characteristics. Later, because
of the lacks in the approach of characteristic behavioral
approach, which puts forward that the leader’s behaviors
are effective in explaining the process of leadership and
which focuses on “what and how” a leader does, has come
into being. Since behavioral approach ignored the role
played by situational factors, contingency approach, which
advocates that the most suitable leadership behavior can
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change according to conditions and situations, has
appeared [11]. When the changes in the field of
management revealed that the traditional approaches in
leadership styles were not sufficient, new leadership
approaches were developed. Developments and new
concepts in the field of management and organization have
caused the emergence of new approaches in the field of
leadership and especially after 1978 new distinctions were
made based on German sociologist Max Weber's
charismatic leadership theory and classifications were
made under the names of transactional leader, the
leadership style of which depended more on traditions and
the past, and transformational leader, the leadership style of
which was open to future, innovation and change. In other
words, leaders who associated the past with today were
called transactional leaders, while those who associated
today with the future were called transformational leaders
[12].

Structure and Concept of Transformational and
Transactional Leadership

As a result of the researches they conducted, Burns and
Bass stated that it would be more suitable to assess the
concept of leadership under two main titles as
transformational and transactional leadership [13].
Transformational Leadership

It is the kind of leadership in which leaders build a
connection between themselves and followers-workers,
influence employees, become a role model to them,
sincerely encourage them to work beyond their
performance, try to realize the targets of the organization
within cooperation and unity by acting with team spirit,
follow change and development, keep the organization
energetic within the competition environment and keep the
organization close to success all the time [2].

In the first step of transformational leadership, the leader
ensures juniors to perceive the results of their job more
important and valuable. In the second step,
transformational leaders encourage juniors to surpass
themselves and to increase the effort they spend for the
group and the environment. In the last step, it is accepted
that the leader is effective in changing and extending the
needs of juniors [14]. This step results with the
transformation of both juniors and the leader [15].
Transformational leader defines the need for change,
develops a vision for the future and mobilizes the
commitment of his/her followers to meet the needs beyond
the normally expected [5]. In other words, transformational
leaders search to increase their followers’ awareness by
attracting them to higher ideals and moral values such as
freedom, justice, peace and kindness rather than low
feelings such as fear, greed, jealousy or enmity and grudge
[16]. Transformative leaders accept leadership as a process
which stimulates and inspires their followers and develops
their own leadership skills [17]. Bass (1985) and Bass and
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Avolio (1994) classified transformative leadership in four
categories [18]. These categories are (i) idealized influence
(charisma): The leader, who is a perfect role model for his
followers, makes correct decisions for the organization and
gains the trust and respect of his followers; Intellectual
Impulse, encourages a group for innovation and creativity
to change their beliefs or views [19]. Individual support:
Acts according to the skills, information and individual
differences of his followers and enables them to be
promoted to where they can to show their maximum
performance [20]. Rapidly changing living conditions have
necessitated transformation from old models to new ones in
the structures of schools. This transformation occurs from
hierarchical bureaucratic designs towards more networked
and flexible designs in schools [21]. Leithwood and
colleagues found that transformational leadership has a
significant effect on teachers’ emotions, beliefs and
commitments to change Leithwood and Sun [22]; while
Midthassel and Erstesvag [23] found that those schools
who successfully implemented the interventions had
leaders who were both transformational and transactional.

Transactional leadership is based on “conditional
reward based exchange” relationship between the leader
and the juniors [24]. Unlike transformational leaders,
transactional leaders focus on short term physical and
safety needs of juniors within the context of economic
exchange model. In this sense, transactional leaders show
not proactive but reactive behaviours [25]. Transactional
leaders do not intervene with the existing functioning
system of the organization, they motivate their workers
with rewarding, they promise position, status and money to
their workers for success, they are not much interested in
their workers’ characteristics and their entrepreneur and
innovative sides, activities continue like this within the
basic mission and vision of the organization [26]. In
transactional leadership, which depends on mutual
transaction, when the viewers do their duties, they are
faced with reward and when they don’t, they are faced with
punishment [27]. Bass (1985) states that transactional
leadership depends on three basic methods in application.
These are conditional rewarding, which includes
determining what needs to be done for the fulfillment of
duties or the acceptance of wievers; “management with
exceptions (active/passive), in which the leader watches
the employees, interferes with the mistakes imediately,
prevents deviating from the objectives, finds out the
problematic fields and improves these [28] and “complete
freedom” leadership, in which the leader is never around in
the organizational environment when needed, always
postpones problems and avoids making decisions [29].
Studies suggest that transactional leadership can only be
exercised when the leader has power to reward and to
punish, which is lacking in most public sector
organizations [30].

A great number of new approaches have been suggested
recently. Of these approaches, transactional and

transformational leadership are leadership approaches
which have been addresses and analysed intensively.
Transactional leaders view leader-follower relationship as
a process of “exchange” and they try to apply existing
management techniques efficiently and in parallel with the
rules [31]. Transformational leaders both have
transactional leadership characteristics and in addition
adapt a more future focused management style, give their
followers the opportunity to see events with a new point of
view, persuade followers to value the targets of the group
more than their own personal goals, make the necessary
changes and improvements in their organization and
question the existing principles and make new principles so
that the organization can reach superior performance level
[32].

Cynicism and Organizational Cynicism

“Cynic” is defined as someone who believes that everyone

just watches for their own interests and thus accepts
everyone as calculating and the thought that tries to explain
this is called “cynicism ”. The main belief about cynicism is
that the principles of justice, honesty and sincerity are
sacrificed for personal interests. [33]. Andersson and
Bateman (1997) defined cynicism as both a general and
specific  attitude characterized by disillusionment,
frustration, with negative feelings toward and distrust of a
person, group, ideology, social convention, or institution.
[34].

The concept of cynicism is generally defined as “not
believing in sincerity and good in motives and acts that
motivate a person and making a habit of emphasizing this
with a smile, the tendency to find fault by despising” [35].
Cynicism activates emotional factors such as anger, shame,
scorning and distress; in short, strong negative feelings [36].
Cynicism is individuals’ getting a despising and critical
point of view as a result of negative experiences and
feelings [37]. Studies about cynicism in literature.
Abraham (2000) and Dean et al. (1998) stated that
cynicism was grouped in five different frameworks which
were, Personal cynicism [36, 38], which is an innate,
unchanging characteristic and which reflects a negative
understanding of individuals’ behaviors; Societal cynicism
[39] which is defined as the citizens of a country not
trusting their state and institutions; Employee cynicism
[40], which occurs as a result of doing away with the
distance between employers and employees by decreasing
the number of management line in the organization;
organizational change cynicism [39], which is defined as
the belief that individuals responsible for future changes in
the organization are not equipped and hardworking and the
belief in employees that the organization will be
unsuccessful; and work cynicism [36] which is defined as
the person-role conflict which originates from the person in
general. The concept of organizational cynicism emerged
with the book by Kanter and Mirvis [41] which was about
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the reasons why cynicism began to be popular in
organizations and studies about organizational cynicism
intensified especially in 1990s. The concept of
organizational cynicism, which is based on the theories of
expectations, reference, attitude, social change, emotional
incidents and social motivation, is defined as “the tendency
of showing despising and critical behaviors which emerge
as a result of the belief that the organization lacks honesty
and as a result of negative feelings towards the
organization and it comprises three dimensions: (1) a belief
that the organization lacks integrity; (2) negative affect
toward the organization; and (3) tendency of showing
critical behaviors towards the organization” [38]. Cynicism
occurs due to individual or organizational features. At this
point, we have the concept of organizational cynicism.
Organizational cynicism is defined as an attitude consisting
of cognitive (belief), affective (affect) and behavioural
(behaviour) tendencies [42]. According to another
definition, organizational cynicism is defined as the
negative attitudes an employee develops for the
organization and it is defined as a three dimensional
attitude as the tendency to behave in a critical and insulting
way to the organization in parallel with the belief that the
organization lacks honesty and the negative feelings and
beliefs about the organization [43]. In their study, Helvaci
and Cetin [43] defined organizational cynicism as a
negative attitude of employees against the organization and
as disbelief in the decisions of the organization, not trusting
the intentions of the organization and as the belief that
managers do not reflect their real characters. Based on
these definitions in literature, organizational cynicism can
be defined as the feeling that a person is devoid of honesty
against the organization that he/she works for, not having
feelings of belonging, having feelings of anger, shame and
disrespect and the tendency to have despising and negative
behaviours against the organization [44]. Cynic employees
believe that employers serve their personal interests and
that the economic prosperity of the management is put
ahead of the employees’ interests [45].

Organizational cynicism is a negative attitude which
includes cognitive, affective and behavioural dimensions
an individual develops for the organization he/she works
for [43]. In that definition organizational cynicism is one’s
negative attitudes to his/her organization and it has three
dimensions. These dimensions are: The cognitive
dimension of organizational cynicism is the belief that
organization lacks sincerity and reliable. The affective
dimension of organizational cynicism refers to the
emotional and sentimental reactions to the organization
(such as, trouble, shame, anger and disrespect). The
behavioural dimension of organizational cynicism refers to
negative tendencies about events in the organization [46].
While organizational cynicism reduces effectiveness and
productivity in organizations, it can cause material and
moral losses. In this sense, factors such as decrease in
organizational commitment increase in quitting work,
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dissatisfaction in work, alienation to work and decrease in
organizational performance can be shown among
organizational cynicism results [47, 48]. A great number of
different factors are observed to cause cynicism in
organizations. Organizational, personal and social
variables can be mentioned as variables triggering
organizational cynicism, which is stated to be an
organizationally harmful behavior [49]. In addition, it can
be said that individuals’ negative moods, their low
organizational support perceptions, their negative
professional experiences of having psychological
difficulties and organizational policies also cause
organizational cynicism [50]. Cynicism is a notable
concept in recent years in the literature of educational
administration. Investigating the concept of cynicism that
reflects negative attitudes and working to solve it, is
important for the organizations. The fact that the school
principals are in a transformational approach in educational
organizations causes teachers to give positive reactions
[51]. When it comes to organizational considerations that
many of the personal and organizational aspects of
cynicism are thought to be, it is becoming a priority to
prevent the emergence of cynicism in the workplace or to
implement effective strategies to manage it when such a
situation arises. Undoubtedly the greatest responsibility for
implementing such strategies lies in the managers and
leaders in the organization [52]. Organizational cynicism is
variable; whose relation with leadership is a focus of
research [53, 54].

The main purpose of this study is to find out leadership
styles and organizational cynicism perceptions of school
directors in terms of demographic characteristics according
to teachers of physical education. Research questions are
the following:

1. What are the perceptions of teachers towards school
directors’ leadership styles?

2. What is the level of teachers’ organizational cynicism

perceptions?

3. Are there differences between teachers’
transformational ~ and  transactional  leadership
perceptions and their demographic characteristics?

4. Are there differences between teachers’

organizational cynicism perceptions and their demographic
characteristics?

2. Material and Method

This study was conducted according to descriptive
screening model in order to find out physical education
teachers’ transformational and transactional leadership
perceptions and to find out how organizational cynicism
levels are shaped according to some demographic variables.
The universe of the study consists of physical education
teachers working in Turkey during 2017-2018 academic
year. The sample consists of a total of 270 physical
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education teachers, 136 female and 124 male, who
participated in the study voluntarily through random
sampling method.

2.1. Data Collection Tool

Personal information form was used in the study to find
out the demographic features of physical education
teachers. The form consisted of independent variables such
as gender, age, type of school the teacher worked in,
professional seniority and the department graduated from.

2.2. Organizational Cynicism Scale

Organizational Cynicism Scale, which was developed
by Dean, Brandes and Dharwadkar [55] which was adapted
into Turkish by Kalagan [56], includes 5-Likert type items
(1=Totally disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Neither agree nor
disagree, 4=Agree, 5= Totally agree). As a result of the
reliability analysis conducted, Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient was found as 0.94.

2.3. Transformational and Transactional Leadership
Scale

Multi-factor ~ Leadership  Questionnaire  (MLQ)
developed by Bass and Avolio [57], was used to find out
leadership styles. The questionnaire has 36 items and the
items are assessed with a 5-Likert type scale ranging from
“I=totally disagree to 5= totally agree”. Leadership styles
measured by 36 items in the questionnaire are grouped
under 2 general factors and 7 sub-factors. In this study,
leadership styles were not assessed in terms of sub-factors
but as two general factors as transformational and
transactional leadership styles. As a result of reliability
analysis ~ conducted,  transformational  leadership
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was found as 0.89
and transactional leadership Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient was found as 0.85. The two factors were also
found to be highly reliable according to the Cronbach alpha
coefficients.

2.4. Data Analysis

Descriptive analysis such as percentage, frequency,
arithmetic mean and standard deviation were used in data
analysis. Coefficient of skewness was calculated for the
distribution of the results of multi-factor leadership and
organizational cynicism scale and it was found that the
coefficient of skewness was between -2 and +2 for both

variables (transformational leadershipgewness -.57,
transactional leadershipgyewness: 81; cognitive
CYNICISMgewness;  --09;  affective  cynicismgewness; 453

behavioral cynicismgeyness:=-32)-
For this reason, parametric tests were used. While
independent samples test was used for paired comparisons,

Anova test was used for multiple comparisons.

3. Results
Table 1. Participants’ Demographic Characteristics
Variables N %
Female 136 50.4
Gender
Male 134 49.6
21-25 41 15.2
Age 26-30 78 28.9
31 and older 151 55.9
Secondary 181 67.0
Type of School
High 89 33.0
Professional seniority 1-5 years 154 57.0
6-10 years 66 24.4
11 years and
higher 50 27.0
School graduated Teaching 169 62.6
Coaching 76 28.1
Sport 25 93
management
Total 270 100.0
Table 2.  Descriptive statistics of teachers’ transformational and
transactional ~ leadership levels and organizational cynicism
sub-dimensions
Dimensions N Y Sd
Cognitive Cynicism 270 3,29 1.08
Emotional cynicism 270 2,87 1.28
Behavioural 270 338 92
cynicism
Or'ga'mzatlonal 270 319 97
cynicism general
Transformat_lonal 270 37 55
leadership
Transacthnal 270 313 44
leadership

As can be seen in Table 2, teachers’ organizational
cynicism score average was found as (X=3.19). This means
a moderate level of organizational cynicism. In terms of
average scores of sub-dimensions, the highest average
score was found in behavioural cynicism dimension
(X=3.38), while the lowest score was found in emotional
cynicism dimension (X =2.87). When the averages of
transformational and transactional leadership dimensions
were examined, teachers’ transformational leadership
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perception averages (X=3.71) were found to be higher than
their transactional leadership average (X =3.13).

Table 3. Transformational and transactional leadership and
organizational cynicism sub-dimension t-test results of the participants in
terms of their gender

Male Female
Dimensions (n=134) (n=136) T P
Xzsp  Xzsp
Cognitive cynicism  3.33F1.06 3.26F1.11 -,581 .56
Affective cynicism 2.95F1.31 2.80F1.17 -.937 34
Behavioural 3.43F.92 3.34F.93 -771 44
cynicism
Transformational 3.64%,53 3.78F,57 2,093 .03%
leadership
Transactional 3.22F,48 3.04F,39  -3319 .00%
leadership
*#p<0.05
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leadership styles in terms of the variable of type of school
(p>0.05).

Table 4. Transformational and transactional leadership and
organizational cynicism sub-dimension t-test results of the participants in
terms of the type of school they worked in

Secondary  High school

(N=89)

When Table 3 is examined, no significant difference was
found between the averages of affective cynicism, affective
cynicism, behavioural cynicism scores in terms of the
gender variable (p>0. 05). However, significant difference
was found between transformational leadership and
transactional leadership styles in terms of gender. When
the averages were examined, it was found that female
teachers had higher transformational leadership
perceptions than male teachers, while male teachers had
higher transactional leadership perceptions than female
teachers.

When Table 4.is examined, no statistically significant
difference was found between the averages of affective
cynicism, affective cynicism, behavioural cynicism scores
in terms of the variable of school type (p>0.05).No
statistically significant difference was found between the
averages of transformational leadership and transactional

Dimensions §= 181) o t P
X zsp X sp

Cognitive 320F1.10 345102 -1.749 .08
cymclsm

Affective 2.80F1.25 2.98F1.133 -1.038 .30
cynicism

Behavioural 337F.92  340F.93  -211 .83
cynicism

Transformational 5 ;0 53 3776 246 80
leadership

Transactional 3.14F,44 3.11F.,45 476 .63
leadership

p<0.05

When Table 5 is examined, teachers’ cognitive cynicism
(F=2.906; p=0. 05<0.05) and affective cynicism (F=5.807;
p=0, 00<0.05) average scores were found to be statistically
significant in terms of the wvariable of gender. No
significant difference was found between behavioural
cynicism dimension and the variable of age (F=2.789; p=0,
06>0.05). Teachers’ cognitive cynicism (F=15.83; p=0,
00<0.05), affective cynicism (F=35.93; p=0, 00<0.05) and
behavioural cynicism (F=10.91; p=0, 00<0.05) average
scores were found to be statistically significant in terms of
the variable of professional seniority. Teachers’ cognitive
cynicism (F=1.016; p=0, 36>0.05), affective cynicism
(F=1.291; p=0, 27>0.05) and behavioural cynicism
(F=.286; p=0. 75>0.05) average scores were not found to
be statistically significant in terms of the variable of
department graduated.

Table 5. Anova-Test results of participants’ organizational cynicism sub-dimensions in terms of the variables of age, Professional seniority and the

department graduated
Cognitive Affective Behavioural
Age N X Sd F P X Sd F P X Sd F P
21-25 41 3.18 .87 2.62 1.03 3.19 .87
26-30 78 3.09 1.10 2906 .05* 2.56 1.17 5.807  .00%* 3.26 .96 2.789 .06
31 and older 151 3.43 1.11 3.11 1.35 3.50 91
Professional seniority
1-5 Years 154 3.14 1.07 2.58 1.14 3.24 .94
6-10 Years 66 3.10 1.13 1583 .00* 2.64 1.33 3593  .00* 3.31 93 1091  .00*
11 and higher 50 4.04 .69 4.11 .80 3.92 .64
Department graduated
Teaching 169 3,36 1,01  1.016 36 297 1,28 1291 27 3,36 91
Coaching 76 3,15 1,22 2,72 1,31 3,45 93 286 5
Management 25 3,26 1,13 2,70 1,10 3,37 1,0

#p<0.05
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Table 6. Anova-Test results of participants’ transformational leadership and transactional leadership dimensions in terms of the variables of age,

Professional seniority and the department graduated

Transformational leadership

Transactional leadership

Age N X sd F
21-25 41 3.68 .59
26-30 78 373 50 .107
31and older 151 3.71 57
Professional seniority
1-5 Years 154 3.69 53
6-10 Years 66 3.82 49 2218
11 and higher 50 3.61 .68
Department graduated
Teaching 169 3.68 .54
Coaching 76 3.74 .58 537
Management 25 3.79 .55

P X Sd F P
3.07 .36

.89 3.14 44 457 .63
3.15 47
3.12 44

11 3.16 46 .163 .85
3.12 .46
3.12 44

.58 3.15 47 .092 91
3.12 37

#p<0.05

According to the table 6, no statistically significant
difference was found between the transformational and
transactional leadership perceptions of teachers in terms of
the variables of age, professional seniority and the
department graduated (p>0.05).

3. Discussion

This study examines the transformational and
transactional leadership perceptions and organizational
cynicism perceptions of physical education teachers. The
findings of this study show that teachers participating in the
research  perceive  their school principals as
transformational leaders (X=3.71) and exhibit moderate
(X=3.19) cynic behavior.

The first sub-problem of the study was “What are the
perceptions of teachers towards school directors’
leadership styles?” When the findings were examined:
Physical education teachers perceived their managers as
transformational can be assessed as an indicator of
behaviours such as those managers show extra efforts in
sportive needs. The fact that school principals showing
transformational leadership behaviors can help working
staff to show positive attitudes and behaviors towards the
school [46, 58]. When this result is analyzed in terms of
Turkish educational institutions, it can be interpreted as a
positive result. These results show similarities with the
study results of Baloglu et al. [59]; Tas, et al. [60] It was
found that school managers showed transformational
leadership styles.

In parallel with this result, Oztop’s [16] study showed
that transformational leadership had strong influences on
motivation, satisfaction and performance According to
Sirin & Yetim [61] study entitled “examination of
transformational and transactional leadership styles of
managers of school of physical education and sport”, it was

found that school managers showed first transformational
and then transactional leadership styles In their study they
examined the association between school directors’
leadership styles and organizational cynicism according to
the perceptions of secondary school teachers, Korkmaz ve
Demirgelik [62] found that most of the school directors
showed transformational leadership behaviours. Govez [63]
found that transformational and transactional leadership
decreased the level of cynicism, while transformational
leadership model affected (decreased) cynicism level more.
In their study on the effect of school managers’ leadership
styles on exhaustion, Bakan [64] concluded that school
managers showed laissez-faire leadership style the most,
followed by transactional and transformational leadership
behaviours.

The second sub-problem of the study was “What is the
level of teachers’ organizational cynicism perceptions?”’
When the findings were examined; the opinions of physical
education teachers on organizational cynicism is within the
“partly agree” interval according to the score intervals used
in the assessment. According to this result, it was
concluded that teachers had moderate levels of
organizational cynicism.

In their studies, Balay et al. [65]; Mete & Serin [66];
Nartgiin ve Kartal [67]; Akduman ve Olmez [68]
concluded that teachers had moderate levels of
organizational cynicism. The results of these studies are in
parallel with the results of our study. According to the
result of the study, teachers' have the highest point in
behavioural dimension more than emotional and cognitive
dimensions. These results show similarities with the study
results of Ayik [69]; Erdogdu [70]; Polat [71].
Considering that cynicism is something undesired in
organizations, it can be concluded that teachers’ having
moderate level of cynicism attitude can mean that there is a
problem in their institution and that the teachers are not
comfortable about this. This reflected teachers' beliefs
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about the discrepancies between what the school says and
does inconsistencies between practices and deeds, and
teachers' doubts about implementations in the school. In
the research conducted by Erdogdu [70], it is aimed to
examine the effect of organizational justice behaviours on
organizational silence and cynicism regarding the opinions
of academics serving at Schools of Physical Education and
Sports and Faculties of Sports Sciences. The research
showed that sub-dimensions of organizational cynicism are
at low levels.

The third sub-problem of the study was “Are there
differences between teachers’ transformational and
transactional leadership perceptions and their demographic
characteristics?” No significant difference was found
between the type of school teachers worked in, the
department they graduated from and transformational and
transactional leadership styles. Also, in Cakir [72]’s study,
no significant difference was found between teachers’
leadership styles and the level of school they worked in.
This result shows that teachers’ leadership style
perceptions are not influenced by the level of school they
worked in. No statistically significant difference was found
between the transformational and transactional leadership
perceptions of teachers in terms of the variables of age,
professional seniority and the department graduated.

Teachers’ transformational and transactional leadership
levels’ not being influenced by most of the demographic
variables is in fact a result that can be wished by all
managers because teachers’ viewing their managers as a
transformational leader, irrespective of age, professional
seniority, and the department graduated from can be a
desired result.

As another result of the study, difference was found
between leadership attitudes and the variable of gender.
Transformational leadership attitudes of female teachers
were found to be higher than those of male teachers and it
can be said that managers provide female teachers
participation in the process and practices as much as they
do to male teachers. Morg¢in [73] found significant
difference  between  employees’  transformational
leadership perceptions and the variable of gender. These
results are in parallel with the results of our study.

The fourth sub-problem of the study was “Are there
differences between teachers’ organizational cynicism
perceptions and their demographic characteristics?” No
significant difference was found between gender and
organizational cynicism sub-dimensions. In their studies,
Helvact and Cetin [43]; Giiglii [74]; Efilti et al. [75]; Erdost
et al. [76]; Giizeller and Kalagan, [77]; Bommer et al. [78]
concluded that organizational cynicism perceptions did not
show a significant difference in terms of gender.

In addition, it was reported in Kalagan and Giizeller’s
[42] study that there was no significant association between
teachers’ gender and organizational cynicism levels.
Teachers’ gender does not influence their organizational
cynicism levels. The reason for this can be explained with
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the fact that in teaching profession, professional roles do
not differ according to gender. No significant difference
was found between the type of school teachers worked in,
the department they graduated from and organizational
cynicism sub-dimension. In their studies, Kalagan and
Gizeller [42] and Demirel [79] did not find a significant
association between organizational cynicism and teachers’
ages. This result is in parallel with the results of our study.
In addition, Gtillii and Arslan [80] reported that there were
no significant differences between leadership styles in
terms of the levels of schools physical education teachers
worked in. Significant difference was found between
teachers’ professional seniority variable and cognitive
dimension, affective dimension and behavioural dimension.
When the literature is reviewed, it can be seen that Kalagan
and Giizeller [42] also found a significant association

between organizational cynicism and teachers’
professional seniority. In Giiglii, Kalkan and Dagli’nin
[74]’s study entitled “The association between

organizational cynicism and leadership styles of school
directors according to vocational and technical secondary
school teachers”, significant difference was found in terms
of teachers’ professional seniority and changes in seniority.
The reason for this is the fact that a teacher who has just
started teaching or who is in the first years of teaching has a
strong belief that he/she can more easily make changes and
innovations in the institution he/she is working. However,
despite these existing thoughts, it can be thought that
he/she can start showing negative attitudes towards the
organization as he/she starts to get acquainted with the
policies, functioning and applications of the institution and
his/her organizational cynicism level can increase. Demirel
[79] did not find any significant association between
teachers’ organizational cynicism attitudes and their
professional seniority. This result is not in parallel with our
results. When school directors cannot show their
transformational leadership characteristic effectively in
favour of their employees, it is inevitable for organizational
cynicism to emerge within the organization. For this reason,
it can be thought that this variable will have a critical
significance for educational institutions. It is thought that
the study will give a guiding perspective in terms of
showing managers’ positive leadership behaviours,
eliminating cynicism and showing which leadership
behaviours should be adapted.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study was conducted to examine physical education
and sport teachers’ transformational and transactional
leadership and organizational cynicism perceptions. For
this purpose, measuring transformational and transactional
leadership and organizational cynicism perceptions could
be an important aspect in identifying a school’s capacity to
implement a school-based intervention. The results of the
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study showed that physical education teachers had higher
transformational leadership perceptions than transactional
leadership and they had moderate levels of organizational
cynicism. While there were no significant differences
between the variables of teachers’ genders, types of
schools they worked in, their ages and the department they
graduated from and the sub-dimensions of organizational
cynicism and transformational and transactional leadership
styles, significant difference was found between teachers’
professional seniority and cognitive dimension, affective
dimension and behavioural dimension.

According to these results, physical education teachers
can be trained about showing more democratic attitudes
and behaviours during their undergraduate education.

In addition, teachers can be given in-service training to
decrease the situations that cause cynicism and teachers’
sense of belonging to school can be developed.

It can be recommended to conduct similar studies by
collecting qualitative data collection methods and on
teachers of different branches in terms of increasing
teachers’ performance and the quality of education. At the
same time, it can be recommended to conduct qualitative
studies in terms of making clearer explanations about
what the basic dynamics of the presence of organizational
cynicism.
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