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Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik Duzeyleri ile Yenilik¢i

Okul Algilari Arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi’

Yeliz ABBAK?2ve GUrcu ERDAMAR?

Ozet

Bu calismada ihtiyac duyulan bir topluma dénlsmekte cok
onemli godrevleri olan o6gretmenlerin  bireysel yenilikgilik
duzeyleri ile yenilik¢i okul algilarr arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek;
cinsiyet, kidem, okul tdarG ve egitim dlzeyi gibi degiskenler
acgisindan da o&gretmenlerin  yenilikcilik ve yenilikgi okul
algilarinin farkhlasip farklilasmadigini belirlemek
amaclanmistir. lliskisel tarama modelinden faydalanilan
arastirmanin  orneklemini Turkiye'de cesitli illerde devlet
okullarinda gérev yapan ve kolay ulasilabilir érnekleme
yontemi ile ¢alismaya dahil edilen 472 &6gretmen
olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak kisisel
bilgi formunun yaninda, Hurt, Joseph, Cook tarafindan
gelistirilip  Kiliger ve Odabasi (2010) tarafindan Tlrkceye
uyarlanan likert tipinde “Bireysel Yenilikcilik Olcedi” ile Aslan ve
Kesik (2016) tarafindan gelistirilmis “Yenilikci Okul Olcegi”
kullanilmustir. Istatiksel analizler sonucunda &gretmenlerin
bireysel yenilikcilik dlzeyleri ile yenilikgi okul algilari arasinda
olumlu ve dusuk duzeyde bir iliskinin oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Ayrica genel olarak &6gretmenlerin ¢ogunlugunun yeniligi
benimseme kategorileri icerisinde sorgulayici kategoride yer
aldiklari ve dustk duizeyde yenilikci olduklari sonucuna
ulasilirken genel ortalamalari incelendiginde ise yenilikgi okul
algilarinin yuksek dlizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Degiskenler
agisindan ise sadece okul turu degiskeninde gruplar arasinda
anlamli farkhlik oldugu ve buna gdére de okul O6ncesi
ogretmenlerinin yenilikgi okul algilarinin ilkokul ve ortaokul
ogretmenlerinden daha yuksek oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir.
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Giris
Surekli degisim ve gelisim icerisinde olan dunyada bilginin katlanma
hiziicin bicilen 8mUr giderek kisalmaktadir. ikinci dinya savasina kadar
bilginin katlanma, artma hizi bir asir iken, ikinci dunya savasindan sonra
bunun 25 yila indigi, daha sonra 18 ay (Fuller, 1983) derken gunumuzde
bilginin katlanma hizinin artik saatlere kadar dustugu ifade
edilmektedir. Bilgide yasanilan bu hiz ve gelismelerle birlikte,
kendinden onceki ddénemlerden teknolojik gelismeler, yenilikler
nedeniyle oldukca farkli olan icinde yasadigimiz 21. yuzyil (Ozden, 2008)
bircok alanda degisime sahne olmakta, yasanilan bu degisimler egitim

anlayislarint ve egitimin en énemli godrevine sahip 6gretmenleri ve
okullari da bir hayli etkilemektedir.

Kuresellesme nedeni ile ortaya cikan sorunlara toplumlarin énlem
alabilmesive toplumu olusturan bireylerin ise degisime ayak uydurmasi
gerekmektedir. Degisim egitim kurumlarindan baslayip tum topluma
yayllmalidir (Yurdabakan, 2002). Bu noktada okullar toplumun
degisiminde oldukc¢a buyUk bir potansiyeli olan ve ayni zamanda yine
topluma ait olan kurumlar (Lasser ve Fite, 2011) olarak gérulmektedir.
GUven'e (2001) gdére toplumsal anlamda yasanilan degisimler
ogretmenlerin gorevlerini ve sorumluluklarint artirmakta dolayisi ile de
degistirmektedir. 21. yUzyillda oégretmenin bir degisim araci olarak
goérulmesi, tesvik edici rolu, ogretimdeki kalitesi ve o6gretmenligin
onemi daha once hi¢c olmadigl kadar vurgulanmaya baslanmistir
(Delors, 1996). Bu sebeple son yillarda dunyada ortaya ¢ikan egilimlere
de paralel olarak Ulkemizde 21. yUzyil becerileri arasinda sayilan problem
¢cozebilen, elestirel dusunebilen, iletisimde etkili, yenilikgi, farkl
kulturlere saygil, uluslararasi alanda rekabet edebilecek becerileri
kazanmis bireyler yetistirmek amaclanmaktadir. S6z konusu bu
amaclar, 6gretim programlarinin yenilenmesinin yaninda 6gretmenin
toplum icerisindeki yerinin ve sahip olmasi gereken niteliklerinin de
tartisilarak yeniden tanimlanmasi ihtiyacini ortaya ¢cikarmaktadir (MEB,
2017). Bu baglamda egitimin amacina ulasabilmesi, toplumun ihtiyac
duydugu becerilere sahip bireylerin yetistirilebilmesi, yenilikci,
donanimli 6gretmenler ve egitim sisteminin iyi yapilandirilmasiyla
gerceklesebilecektir.

Bir toplumda yeniligin meydana gelmesine sebep olan bircok etken
vardir. Bu etkenler; yeniligin kaynagi, kisi, kurum veya toplumda
meydana gelen farkl bir durum olabilir ve butin bunlar yeniligin
kaynagi veya tetikleyicisidir (Kilicer, 2011). Nitekim 21. yUzyil bu anlamda
yeniligin kaynagi veya tetikleyicisi olabilecek bircok unsuru icerisinde
barindirmaktadir. Turk Dil Kurumu’'na (TDK, 2022) gbre eskimis ya da
zararli olan seyleri yeni, yararlh ya da yeterli olanlarla degistirme
anlamina gelen yenilik; Smith'e (2009) goére yalnizca laboratuvar
ortamindan c¢ikan degil bircok paydasin etkisi ile isbirligi icinde olusan
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bir dongu; Milli Egitim Bakanhgi'na (MEB, 2010) gére, insanlarin
performansina yeni bir boyut kazandiran tum degisikliklerdir.
Yenilikcilik ise TDK (2022) tarafindan genel olarak yenilik¢ci olma
durumu; Hurt, Joseph ve Cook (1977, s.59) tarafindan da yeniliklere ve
degisime karsi istek olarak tanimlanmistir. Yenilikciligin alanyazinda
bircok tanimi olsa da genel olarak tanimlarin tumunde, insanlarin
cogunun yeni seylere farkli tepkiler verdigi gérusunun vurgulandigi
goérulmektedir (Turhan, 2009). Bireysel yenilikcilik ise, bireyin yenilikten
faydalanmasini, yeniligi benimsemesini, yenilige karsi olumlu bir bakis
acisi gelistirerek, yeniligin uygulamasini ifade eder (Kilicer, 2011; Yuan ve
Woodman, 2010).

Yenilik¢ilik kuresel rekabet icerisinde en temel unsur olarak gérulmus,
orgutlerin yenilige yonelmesine neden olmus (Bayrakg¢l ve Eraslan,
2014) ve ilerlemenin anahtar rolUnU Ustlenmistir. Onceki yillarda
yenilik¢i olmak bireyi digerlerinden ayiran bir 6zellik olarak algilanirken,
gunumuzde yenilikci olmak bireylerin sahip olmasi gereken onlari farkl
kilan bir &zellik olarak karsimiza cikmaktadir (Kilicer, 2011). Nitekim
Leavitt ve Wallton (1975) yenilik¢i bireyi, yeni deneyimlere heyecan icin
degil anlamli ve degisik yasantilar kazanmak icin acik olan bireyler
olarak tanimlamislardir. Yenilikci birey ulastigi bilgiyi aynen kullanmaz
yapilandirarak  kendine uydurarak kullanir.  Yenilik¢ci  bireyler
tukenmisligi az, problem ¢ézme yeterligi ve bireysel basarilari yuksek
bireylerdir (Tavh, 2009). Bu noktada yenilikciligi, bireyin toplum
icerisinde bir yeniligi benimseme konusunda digerlerine gore yavas
veya hizli kabul etme durumunu gosteren Kisilik o6zelligi olarak
tanimlayan Rogers (1995), bireyleri yeniligi kabul edis bicimlerine gdre
bes gruba ayirmistir. Bunlar; yenilikgiler, 6nculer, sorgulayicilar,
kuskucular ve gelenekcgilerdir. Yenilikciler; yeni fikirler denemeye istekli,
yeniligin neden oldugu belirsizlikle bas etmeyi bilen, girisimci, risk
almaya istekli, saygin, refah duzeyi yuksek, toplum icerisinde iletisim agi
guclu ve yeni fikirlerin toplum icindeki akisinda Ust duzey rollere sahip
olan kisilerdir (Beal ve Bohlen, 1956; Rogers, 1995). Onculer; toplumu
etkileme gucu yuksek ve toplum icerisinde saygin bir yere sahiptirler;
ayni zamanda fikir lideri, degisime acik teknoloji odakli bireylerdir.
Sorgulayicilar; yeniligi ne ilk ne de son benimseyen durumundadirlar.
Yeniligi benimseme konusunda tedbirli, ortalama egitim, yas ve sosyo-
ekonomik gelir dlUzeyine sahip olan bireylerdir (Beal ve Bohlen, 1956;
Kilicer, 2011; OzgUr 2013; Rogers, 1995). Kuskucular; yeniliklere karsi
supheci, temkinlidirler ve toplumun buyuk bir cogunlugu bir yeniligi
benimsedikten sonra onlar benimserler (Kilicer, 2011; Rogers, 1995).
Gelenekciler, risk almayl sevmeyen, yeniligi en ge¢ benimseyen,
teknoloji kullanimi konusunda oldukc¢a fazla destege ihtiya¢c duyan
bireylerdir (Beal ve Bohlen, 1956; Kilicer, 2011; Ozgur 2013; Rogers, 1995).
Bununla birlikte bir yeniligi tum bireylerin ayni anda kabul etmedigi
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aksine yeniligi belli bir zaman araliginda benimseyebilecekleri ifade
edilebilir.

Egitimde toplumun ihtiya¢c duydugu, yasanilan ddnemin getirmis
oldugu yenilikleri uygulayabilmek, toplumun kultdrine uygun olarak
icsellestirebilmek oldukca onemlidir. Gelismis toplumlar, egitimin
kalitesini yukseltmeyi, yaratici, girisimci, yenilik¢i ve kendine glvenen
bireyler yetistirmeyi amac edinmistir (Coolahan, 2002). Nitekim 21. yUzyil
ogrenicileri yasamis olduklari cagin da geredi olarak egitimde
yenilikcilige ihtiyac duymaktadir. EQitim ve yenilikcilikte (Yilmaz Ozturk
ve Summak, 2014) oldugu gibi 6gretmen gelisimi ve yenilikcilikte
(Fullan ve Pomfret, 1977 ) karsilikl etkilesim halindedir. Egitimde
yenilikciligin Giray'a (2006) gére iki dnemli nedeni vardir. Birincisi, icinde
yasanilan toplum surekli degistigi icin egitimde degismek zorunda ve
degisen talepleri karsilamak icin de programlarini yenilemek
zorundadir. ikincisi ise, egitim kurumlari dinyada var olan diger egitim
kuramlar ile rekabet edecek duzeyde olmalidir. Musluoglu'nun (2008)
da belirttigi gibi; egitimde yenilikcilik, var olandan daha nitelikli bir
egitim sistemi, guncel gelismeleri takip eden, farkli dusUnebilen
kusaklar olusturup egitim asamalarini hedef yonelimli ve verimli hale
getirmektir. Bu baglamda egitimde yenilikle ilgili uygulamalar ve
yenilik¢ci okullar geleneksel bakis acilarini sorgulayabilen, degisime,
yenilige kusku ile yaklasmayip aksine degisimi baslatip risk alabilen
oncu ogretmenlerle mumkun olacaktir (Aslan ve Kesik, 2018).
Ogretmenlik mesledi dinamik bir meslek oldugu icin her dgretmenlerin
egitimsel bakis acilari ile birlikte kendilerini yenilikcilik alanlarinda
surekli guncellemeleri gerekmektedir (Soffer ve digerleri, 2010).

Egitimin kalitesi sUphesiz 6gretmenin égretim becerileri, egitici niteligi
ve yenilige bakis acisi ile yakindan iliskilidir. 2l.yUzyilda bilim ve
teknolojik alanlarda yasanilan degisimle beraber bireylerin ve
toplumun da egitimden beklentisi degismistir. Bu yuUzyillda kendi
kUlturanu 6zumseyerek farkli kaltdrlere saygl duyan evrensel dzellikte
bireyler yetistirmek, kuresel rekabetle bas ederek surdurulebilir bir
kalkinma yakalamak egitimden beklenen onemli bir sorumluluktur
(MEB, 2018). Bu noktada egitim sistemi icerisinde en énemli girdi ve
egitime yon veren en temel &6ge de ogretmendir (Akyuz, 201).
GUnumuzde yetkin &gretmenlere sahip olmak modern egitimin
oncelikli goérevlerinden biri haline gelmis ve egitim sistemi ile ilgili
guncel bilgiler, 6gretmenin rolunun degismesine, yeni ydntemlerin
ortaya cikmasina yol acmistir. OJretmenin rold artik 6Jretme
gorevlisinden, gelistiren olma rolune evrilmistir (Dzhurylo ve Shparyk,
2019).

Ogretmenlerin toplumun ihtiyacini karsilayabilmesi ise yeniliklere acik
olmalari ve sahip olacaklari yenilikcilik dzellikleri ile ilgilidir (Kocasarag¢
ve Karatas, 2018). VYenilikci &gretmenler; alanlarinda kendini
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gelistirebilen, 6grenme ogretme stratejilerini 6grenenlerin gelisen
ihtiyaclari dogrultusunda yenileyebilen, bilgilerini sunarken yeni
yaklasimlardan yararlanabilen, 6grenciyi aktif kilacak farkli yontemleri
uygulayabilen ve bunlari sureklilik haline getirebilen dgretmenlerdir
(Ritchhart, 2004). Ayni zamanda yenilik¢ci 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin
yasam ve kariyer becerilerini gelistirmek icin ¢cabalayan, égrencilerinin
ogrenmelerine yardimcl ve surekli kendini gelistiren bireylerdir (MEB,
2010). Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i tutum ve davranislari hem 6grencileri
hem de icinde bulundugu érgutsel yapiy! etkilemektedir (Vatansever
Bayraktar ve Karabulut, 2020). Yenilikci &gretmenlerin  okulun
kulturune, gelisimine, basarilarina ve ayni zamanda okullarin yenilige,
gelisime acik ogrenen okullar olmasina da cok fazla katki sagladigi
cesitli calismalarla (Tabak ve digerleri, 2010; Tezcan, 1999)
desteklenmistir.

Yeniliklerin basariya ulasabilmesi icin kendi bilgi ve becerilerinin
farkinda olan yenilige uyum saglayabilen, ogrenmeyi o6Jgrenme
yeterligini kazanmis bireylere ihtiya¢c duyulmaktadir. SUphesiz yenilikci
ve nitelikli bireyler ancak nitelikli ve yenilik¢i bir egitim ile yetisebilir. Bu
sebeple degisen kosullara uyum saglayabilen yenilik¢i bireylerin
yetisebilmesiicin egitim kurumlarina cok dnemli gérevler dusmektedir
(Yaner ve Ozdemir, 2020). Bilimsel ve teknoloji alanindaki gelismelerin
oldukca yogun yasandigi gunumuzde okullarin bu degisimlere uyum
saglayacak ve toplumun ihtiyaclarina cevap verecek &zellikte olmasi
gerekmektedir. Okulun toplumdan ayri veya topluma uzak bir yapi
icerisinde olmasl dusunulemez. Gerek ulusal gerekse de uluslararasi
duzeydeki tum degisim ve yenilikler dogrudan veya dolayl olarak
egitim sistemleri Uzerinde etkisini géstermektedir (Argon ve Ozcelik,
2007).

Dunyada yasanilan degisimlere paralel olarak gunumuzde okullardan
ve egitimcilerden de beklentiler degismektedir. Okullar c¢agin
gerektirdigi ve toplumun ihtiyacini karsilayacak degisimi takip etmek
ve yakalamak zorundadir. Toplumun artan ihtiyaclarina cevap vermekle
yukumlu egitim kurumlarinin daha esnek ve yenilik¢ci bir anlayis
icerisinde olmalari gerekmektedir (Bulbul, 2012). Cunku degisen
ihtiyaclar ve toplumun gerektirdikleri tum orgutlerde yenilige
odaklanmayi kacinilmaz kilmaktadir (Matthews, 2003). Egitim alaninda
yenilesme okullarin etkililigi ile saglanabilir. Baska bir ifade ile
ogretmenlerini risk alma konusunda tesvik edici, uzmanliklarini
gelistirmelerinde &éncu, gelenekselin  &tesinde  yaraticiliklarinin
desteklendigi bir ortamla ancak egitim alaninda yenilesme
mumkundur (Edwards ve digerleri, 2002). Ayrica bir &rgutun
yenilesmeyi saglayabilmesi takim calismasina, yaratici fikirlere ve bu
fikirlerin uygulanabilmesine, kurum icin risk alinabilmesine baglidir
(Denison, 2008). Bu durumda okullarin yenilige bakis acisi, yenilikci
anlayislari okul ortamlarina yansitmalari cok buyuk dnem tasimaktadir.
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Bu baglamda yenilik¢i okullarin birtakim &zelliklere sahip olmasi
gerekmektedir. Ornegdin yenilikci okullar egitim ciktilarinin her zaman
var olandan iyi olmasi icin cabalayan kurumlardir (Omur, 2014). Bu
nedenle yenilik¢i okullar icin surekli dinamik ve iyiyi hedefleyen
yapidadirlar denilebilir. Yenilik¢ci okullar egiticilerinin  birbirlerine
danisarak is birligi icerisinde, 6grenenlerin 6grenme deneyimlerini
artiracak yeni araclar, yontemler bulma egilimindedirler ve ayni
zamanda yenilik¢i  okul ikliminde bulundugu ortami surekli
gelistirmeye cabalayan, istekli, yenilik¢ci dusuncelere 6onem veren
bireyler vardir (Watt, 2002). Cunku ogretmenler arasindaki is birligi
yenilik¢i okullarin en énemli ézelliklerindendir (Ozgur, 2017). Ayrica
yenilik¢i okullarda yetenekli 6gretmenler ders planlarini ve 6gretme-
ogrenme yoéntem ve stratejilerini daha fazla 6grenmeyi saglayan
yenilikci, etkili aktiviteleri icerecek sekilde hazirlarlar (Bubner, 2009) ve
bu okullarin liderleri de acik vizyona sahip, personelini destekleyen,
ogrencilerinin  6grenmesine o6nem veren muddudrler ve mudur
yardimcilarindan olusur (Watt, 2002).

Ulkelerin kalkinmasinda, ekonomik refahlarinin artmasinda,
toplumlarin gelisebilmesinde suphesiz ki yeni bilgi en énemli guctur.
Bu gug, ekonomi, teknoloji ve egitim gibi bircok alani etkileyerek
yeniliklerin yapilmasini zorunlu hale getirmistir. 2l.yuUzyilda bilgide
yasanilan hizli degisim, bireylerin bilgiye ulasarak bilgiyi en etkili sekilde
kullanma ihtiyaci egitim kurumlarinda girisimci, yenilik dretmeye istekli
bireylerin yetistirilmesine yonelik uygulamalarin artirilmasini gerekili
kilmistir (Yokus ve Yanpar Yelken, 2016). Nitekim insan hem yeniligi
ureten hem de yenilikten etkilenen bir varhktir. Yenilik¢ilik bir dlkenin
gelisip bUyUmesinde ve toplumun refahinin artmasinda oldukcga
onemlidir (Kocasarag ve Karatas, 2018). Yenilik¢iligin dnemi anlasildik¢a
da gelismis Ulkeler basta olmak Uzere pek cok ulke yenilikciligi devlet
politikasl haline getirmektedir (Acikgdz Ersoy ve Muter Sengul, 2008).
21. yuzyilda, surdurulebilir bir kalkinma yakalayabilmek, Ulkesel ve
bireysel refahi artirmak, kendi kultdrinu &zUmsemis farkl kulturlere
saygl duyabilen bireyler yetistirmek egitimden beklenen en 6nemli
sorumluluktur (MEB, 2018). Tum bunlardan hareketle bireylerin yenilige
karsi  olumlu tutum gelistirmesi ve yenilikcilik  becerilerini
kazanabilmeleri ancak ve ancak egitim araciligi ile mumkundur (Yilmaz
OztUrk ve Summak, 2014) denilebilir. Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik
duzeylerinin  kendilerini gelistirmelerinde, teknolojik yeterliklerini
arttirmada, cagdas egitim ydnelimlerine ayak uydurmada, kisacasi
mesleki gelisimlerine olumlu yansiyacak her turlu yenilikle bas etmek
icin etkin rol oynamasinda &nemli gérulurken; ote yandan okul
yenilikciligi ise egitimde yenilesmenin yayginlasmasi, 6gretmenlerin
mesleki gelisimlerinin desteklenerek &grenciye yansimasinda c¢ok
onemlidir. Turkiye'de yenilikcilik ile ilgili arastirmalar incelendiginde
genel olarak calismalarin 6gretmen adaylari ile (Cuhadar ve digerleri,
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2014; Sahin, 2016; Yokus ve Yelken, 2016) gerceklestirildigi okul
yenilikciliginin henuz alanda yeni oldugu ve yenilikcilik calismalarinin
dgretmenlerle (Aslaner, 2010; Demir Basaran ve Keles, 2015; Ozturk ve
Summak, 2014; Sahin izmirli ve GuUrbulz, 2017) yapilsa da egditim
acisindan birbirini etkileyen iki degiskenin (okul yenilikciligi ve bireysel
yenilikcilik) birlikte incelenmedigi tespit edilmistir. Bu baglamda egitim
kurumlarinin yetistirdigi bireyler top yekun bir kalkinma veya toplumun
ilerlemesine katki saglama konusunda olduk¢ca muhim, yenilikciligin
kalkinmada en gerekli araclardan birisi oldugu dusunuldugunde de
okullarin ve 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i olma durumlarinin ele alinmasi cok
onemlidir. Yenilikciligi kabul edebilen, yenilik¢i fikirler Uretebilen
bireylerin yetistirilmesi ancak yenilik¢ci 6gretmenler ve okul iklimine
yenilikciligi  yansitan egitim kurumlari ile gerceklesebilecektir.
Okullarda bu atmosferi yaratmak ogretmenlere dolayisi ile de
toplumun degisen ihtiyaclari ile uyumlu bireylerin yetisebilmesine etki
edecektir. Bireysel yenilikcilik 6égretmenlerin  ¢cagin gerektirdigi
degisime uyum saglayabilmesi yani bireyle ilgili iken, okul yenilikciligi
de degisimin topluma yayginlasmasidir denilebilir. Butin bunlardan
hareketle s6z konusu arastirmada, 6gretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik
duzeylerini ve yenilik¢i okul algilarini tespit ederek aralarindaki iliskiyi
incelemek, bu degiskenler ile cinsiyet, kidem, egitim durumu ve okul
taru degdiskenleri acisindan anlamli farklhilasma olup olmadigini
belirlemek amaclanmistir. Bu amacg¢ dogrultusunda asagidaki alt
problemlere yanit aranmistir:

1) Ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilari nasildir?
2) Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri nasildir?

3) Ogretmenlerin yenilikgci okul algilar ile bireysel yenilikcilik
duzeyleri cinsiyet, kidem, okul turu ve egitim durumu degiskeni
acisindan farklilasmakta midir?

4) Ogretmenlerin  yenilikci okul algilari ile bireysel yenilikgcilik
duzeyleri arasinda iliski var midir?

Yontem

Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ile yenilikci okul algilari
arasindaki iliski tespit edilmeye calisildigindan arastirmada, nicel
arastirma yontemlerinden iliskisel tarama modeli kullaniimistir. Genel
tarama modeli turlerinden olan iliskisel tarama modeli; iki ya da daha
cok sayidaki dedisken arasinda, birlikte dedisim varligi ve/veya
derecesini belirlemeyi amaclayan bir arastirma modelidir (Fraenkel ve
Wallen, 2009; Karasar, 2005). Ayrica bu calismada &gretmenlerin
bireysel yenilikcilik ve yenilik¢i okul algilarinin cinsiyet, kidem, okul turu
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ve egitim durumu degiskenlerine gdre ne duzeyde farklilastigi ortaya
konulmak istenmistir.

Bu arastirma Gazi Universitesi Etik Komisyonu tarafindan 12.01.2021
tarininde 77082166-604.01.02-9608 sayili karari ile alinan izinle
yuratulmustar.

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini Turkiye'de devlet okullarinda goérev yapan
ogretmenler olustururken, érneklemini ise kolay ulasilabilir drnekleme
yoéntemi ile égretmenlere arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan ve
Google form araciligi ile ulastirilan veri toplama aracina yanit veren 472
ogretmen olusturmustur. Turkiye'de 2020-2021 egitim-6gretim yilinda
okul oncesi, ilkogretim ve ortadgretim duzeyinde toplam 1.139.000
ogretmen goérev yapmaktadir (meb.gov.tr). Evrenden &rneklem
belirleme yontemlerinden birisi de orneklem buyuklGgunu gosteren
tablolardan yararlanmaktadir. Bu tablolar incelendiginde, %95 guven
araliginda 1 milyon ve Uzeri evren icin orneklemin 384 Kkisiden
olusmasinin yeterli olacagi belirtiimektedir (Buyukozturk ve digerleri,
2012; Yazicioglu ve Erdogan, 2004). Arastirmanin érneklemini olusturan
ogretmenlerin demografik 6zellikleri ile ilgili bilgiler asagidaki tabloda
yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1
Orneklemi Olusturan Ogretmenlerin Demografik Bilgileri
Degiskenler Kategoriler F %
Cinsiyet Kadin 276 58.47
Erkek 176 37.28
Okul turu Okul 6ncesi 24 5.08
ilkokul 79 16.73
Ortaokul 94 19.91
Lise 275 58.26
Egitim Durumu Lisans 368 77.96
Lisansustu 104 22.03
Mesleki Kidem 1- 5yl 65 13.77
6-10 vyl 131 27.75
11-15 vl 98 20.12
16-20 yil 74 15.67
21 yil ve Uzeri 104 22.03
Medeni durum Evli 385 81.56
Bekar 87 18.43
Toplam 472 100

Tablo 1 incelendiginde arastirmanin orneklemini olusturan 472
ogretmenin 276'sinin (%58.47) erkek, 176'sinin (%37.28) ise kadin oldugu
goérulmektedir. Ogretmenlerin okul tdrl acisindan codunlugunun
(N=275; %58.26) liselerde, 94'Unun (%19.91) ortaokul, 79'unun (16.73)
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ilkokul ve 24'Unun (%5.08) de okul 6ncesi egitimi veren kurumlarda
gorev yaptigl tespit edilmistir. Egitim durumu bilgilerine gdre ise
ogretmenlerin 368'inin (%77.96) lisans mezunu, lisansustu egitimi alan
sadece 104 (%22.03) d6gretmenin oldugu belirlenmistir. Mesleki kidem
acisindan 6-10 yil kidem grubunda en fazla 6gretmenin (n=131;, %27.75)
yer aldigl, en az ise 1-5 yil kidem grubunda égretmenin (n=65; %13,77)
bulundugu gorulmektedir. Medeni durumlari incelendiginde ise 385
(%81.56) o6gretmenin evli, 87 (%18.43) o6gretmenin ise bekar oldugu
belirlenmistir. Asagidaki tabloda ise Turkiye'nin cografi bolgelerine goére
orneklem sayilari verilmistir.

Tablo 2

Orneklemi Olusturan Ogretmenlerin Bélgelere Gére Dagilimi
Bolgeler F %
ic Anadolu Bdlgesi 247 52.33
Karadeniz Bolgesi 29 6.14
Akdeniz Boélgesi 91 19.27
Ege Bolgesi 9 1.90
Marmara Bdlgesi 18 3.81
Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi 39 8.26
Guneydogu Anadolu Bolgesi 30 6.35
Toplam 472 100

Tablo 2'de bodlgelere gére orneklem grubundaki 6gretmenlerin
yarisindan fazlasinin %52.33 (f=247) ic Anadolu Bdlgesi, %19.27'sini (f=91)
Akdeniz Bolgesi, % 8.26'sin1 (f=39) Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi, %6.35'ini (f=30)
Guneydodu Anadolu Boélgesi, %6.14'Unu (f=29) Karadeniz Bodlgesi,
%3.81'ini  (f=18) Marmara Bolgesi, % 1.90'n1 da (f=9) Ege Bolgesi
olusturmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araclari

Veri toplama araci olarak arastirmada Aslan ve Kesik (2016) tarafindan
gelistirilmis olan Yenilik¢i Okul Olcedi (YOO) ve Hurt, Joseph ve Cook
(1977) tarafindan gelistirilip, Kilicer ve Odabasi (2010) tarafindan

Turkceye uyarlanan “Bireysel Yenilikcilik Olcedi” ve kisisel bilgi formu
kullanilmistir.

Yenilik¢i Okul Olgegi (YOO)

Olcek, 19 maddeden ve yenilikci atmosfer, yénetsel destek ve érgutsel
engeller olmak Gzere U¢ boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olcedin Cronbach alfa
degeri dlcedi gelistirenler tarafindan ydnetsel destek boyutu icin .91,
yenilik¢i atmosfer boyutu icin .90, érgutsel engeller boyutu icin .79 ve
dlcedin tamami icin ise .85 olarak bulunmustur. Olcedin acikladig
toplam varyans %62.70 olarak hesaplanmistir. YOO 5'li Likert tipinde bir
Olcektir ve dlcekteki maddeler “Her Zaman” ile “Hicbir Zaman” arasinda
deger almaktadir. Olcekten en yUksek 5.00 en dustk 100 puan
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alinabilir. Olcedin drgutsel engeller boyutunda yer alan maddeler ters
olarak kodlanir. Olcedin tamamindan veya alt boyutlardan alinan
yuksek puanlar okulla ilgili yenilikcilik algisinin da yuksek oldugunu
gostermektedir. Arastirma kapsaminda o&lcegin guvenirlik analizi
tekrarlanmistir. Cronbach alfa degeri olcegin yenilik¢ci atmosfer alt
boyutunda .92, ydnetsel destek alt boyutunda .90, érgutsel engeller alt
boyutunda .89, d&lcedin tamaminda ise .95 olarak bulunmustur.
Guvenirlik katsayisinin 0.70 ve daha yuksek olmasi test puanlarinin
guvenirligi icin genel olarak yeterli gorulmektedir (Buyukozturk, 2013).

Bireysel Yenilikgilik Olcegi

Bireysel Yenilikcilik Olcedi 5'li Likert tipindedir ve 20 maddeden
olusmaktadir. “Bireysel Yenilikcilik Olcedi” guvenirlik katsayisi .88
olarak, i¢c tutarlik katsayisi 0.82, test- tekrar test guUvenirligi ise 0.87
olarak bulunmustur. Olcek maddeleri “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum” ve
“Tamamen Katiliyorum” araliginda deger almaktadir ve olcek 5'li likert
tipindedir. Olcedin maddelerinin 12'si olumlu (1,2, 3,5, 8,9, 11,12, 14, 16, 18.
ve 19. maddeler), 8'i ise olumsuz ifadelerden (4, 6,7, 10,13, 15,17. ve 20.
maddeler) olusmaktadir. Yenilikcilik puani 42+(1, 2,3, 5,8, 9,11, 12,14,
16,18, 19. Madde puanlarinin toplami) - (4, 6, 7, 10, 13, 15, 17, 20. madde
puanlarinin toplami) formullyle, diger bir ifade ile pozitif maddelerden
alinan puandan negatif maddelerden alinan puanlar c¢ikarilarak
hesaplanmaktadir. Bu hesaplamaya gore olcekten, en dusuk 14, en
yuksek ise 94 puan alinabilmektedir. Calisma kapsaminda &lg¢egin
yeniden guvenirligi hesaplanmis ve bireysel yenilik¢ilik &lceginin
Cronbach alfa degeri 82 olarak bulunmustur. Buyukozturk'e gore (2013),
guvenirlik katsayisinin 0,70 ve daha yuksek olmasi test puanlarinin
guvenirligi icin genel olarak yeterlidir.

Tablo 3
Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik Dizeylerini Degerlendirme Olcdtleri
Degerlendirme Araligi Degerlendirme Kriteri
81 ve Uzeri Yenilikciler
69 ve 80 arasi Onculer
57 ve 68 arasi Sorgulayicilar
46 ve 56 arasi Kuskucular
46 ve alti Gelenekgiler

Arastirmanin veri toplama araci séz konusu dlceklerden ve kisisel bilgi
formundan olusmaktadir. Arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan veri
toplama araci katilimcilara Google form seklinde internet aracihgi ile
goénderilmistir.

Veri Analizi

Arastirmanin verileri SPPS 25.0 istatistik programi kullanilarak analiz
edilmistir. Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik ve yenilikci okul algilarini
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belirlemek icin  betimsel isatistikler kullanilmis, normallik ve
varyanslarin  homojenligi kontrol edilmistir. Parametrik testlerin
uygulanabilmesi icin varyanslarin homojen olmasi gerekmektedir.
Yapilan analizde Skewness ve Kurtosis degerlerinin (bireysel yenilikcilik
icin Skewness -.126, Kurtosis .258; yenilik¢i okul algisiicin Skewness -.378,
Kurtosis -140) -1 ve +1 arasinda degistigi goérulmustur. Ayrica Levene
testi yapilmis; cinsiyete, mesleki kideme, okul kademesine ve egitim
duzeyine gore yapilan analizde p degerlerinin 0.05'ten yuksek oldugu
saptanmistir. Baska bir deyisle 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i okul algisi ve
bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerini demografik degiskenler acisindan
karsilastirmalarda Levene testi sonuclarina gore varyanslarin homojen
oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu bulgular, élcek puanlarinin normal dagilim
gosterdigini ve parametrik testlerin kullanilabilecegini géstermistir.
Buna gore parametrik testlerden t testi ve tek yonlu varyans analizi
kullanilmistir (Buyukozturk, 2013). Bulgularin anlamli olup olmadiginin
degerlendiriimesinde 0.05 anlamhllik duzeyi olcut alinmistir.
Ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilarina iliskin goérusleri analiz edilirken
ortalama ve standart sapma puanlarindan  yararlaniimistir.
Degiskenlere ait ortalama puanlar, .00 - 1.79 arasi ¢cok dusuk, 1.80 — 2.59
dusuk, 2.60 - 3.39 orta, 3.40 -4.19 yuksek ve 4.20 - 5.00 ¢cok yuksek olarak
yorumlanmistir.  OJretmenlerin  bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ise
yukaridaki tablo 3'te belirtildigi gibi, bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerini
degerlendirme araligi ve kriterlerine gore almis olduklari puanlarla ilgili
yorum yapilmistir. Yenilik¢i okul algisi ile bireysel yenilik¢ilik duzeyi
arasindaki iliskiyi belirleyebilmek icin Pearson Momentler Carpimi
korelasyon analizinden faydalanilmistir. Pearson Momentler Carpimi
korelasyon analizi, iki surekli degisken arasindaki iliskinin
belirlenmesinde kullanilan bir tekniktir (Buyukozturk ve digerleri, 2018).
Degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin ydnunu ve derecesini yorumlayabilmek
icin korelasyon kat sayisi .30'dan dusuk olanlar zayif, .30-.70 arasinda
orta ve .70'ten yuksek olanlar yuksek olarak; r=- ise negatif dogrusal bir
iliski, r= + ise pozitif dogrusal iliski olarak degerlendirilmistir
(BUyUkézturk ve digerleri, 2012). Ayrica arastirmada kullanilan dlceklerin
alt boyutlarinda degiskenler acisindan farklilik olup olmadigini
belirlemek icin cinsiyet icin bagimsiz gruplarda t testi, mesleki kidem,
okul kademesi ve egitim duzeyi degiskenlerine iliskin olarak, , tek yonlu
varyans analizi (ANOVA) testi kullaniimistir. Varyanslarin esit olmasi
durumunda coklu karsilastirmalar icin kullanilabilecek testlerden birisi
de Tukey testidir (Buyukdzturk, 2013).

Bulgular

Arastirmanin  bu bolumunde alt problemlere ydnelik arastirma
bulgulari yer almaktadir.
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Ogretmenlerin Yenilik¢ci Okul Algilari

Tablo 4'te 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢ci okul algilarina yer verilmistir. S6z
konusu arastirma problemi ile ilgili bilgiler asagidaki tabloda yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 4

Ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilari
YOO alt boyutlari N X S
Yenilik¢i atmosfer 472 3.50 812
Yonetsel destek 472 3.45 739
Orgutsel engeller 472 3.04 .858
YOO Toplam 472 3.34 724

Tablo 4 incelendiginde égretmenlerin yenilik¢i okul algilarinin yenilikei
atmosfer (X=3.50) ve yonetsel destek alt boyutunda (X=3.45) yUksek
oldugu; oérgutsel engeller (X=3.04) alt boyutunda orta dlzeyde oldugdu
tespit edilmistir. Genel ortalamalari (X=3.34) itibari ile 6gretmenlerin
yenilik¢i okul algilarinin yUksek oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik Duzeyleri

Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri incelenmis ve yeniligi
benimseme sekillerine gore bulunduklari yenilikcilik kategorileri tespit
edilmeye calisiilmistir. Tablo 5te &gretmenlerin bireysel yenilik¢ilik
duzeylerine iliskin algilari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5

Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik DUzeyleri
Yenilikcilik Kategorileri N X S
Yenilikciler 2 94.50 16.26
Onculer 23 71.87 2.59
Sorgulayicilar 309 61.18 3.01
Kuskucular 134 53.54 2.44
Gelenekgiler 4 40.50 5.69
Toplam 472 59.50 6.030

Tabloya gore &gretmenlerin  bireysel  yenilikgilik  duzeyleri
incelendiginde 472 &gretmenin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri genel
ortalamalarinin X=59.50 oldugdu ve yenilik¢ilik acisindan ortalamalarina
gore dusuk duzeyde yenilikci olduklari ifade edilebilir. Bununla birlikte
yeniligi benimseme acisindan bireysel yenilikcilik kategorilerine gore
de ogretmenlerin cogunlugunun (N=309, X=61.18 sorgulayici
kategoride yer aldigi tespit edilmistir. Ayrica diger cogunluk ise (n=134,
X=53.54 kuskucu kategoride yer alirken sadece 2 6gretmenin yenilikci
kategoride yer aldigl, 4 6gretmenin gelenekgi ve 23 d6gretmenin ise
oncu kategoride yer aldigi belirlenmistir.
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Ogretmenlerin Yenilikgi Okul Algilar ile Bireysel Yenilikgilik
Duzeylerinin Cinsiyet, Kidem, Okul Kademesi ve Egitim Durumu
Degiskeni Acisindan Incelenmesi

Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ve yenilikci okul algilarinin
cinsiyet, kidem, okul turu ve egitim durumu degiskenleri acisindan
incelenmesi amaclanmis ve tablo 6, 7, 8 ve 9'da bu degiskenlere ait
bulgulara yer verilmistir.

Tablo 6
Ogretmenlerin Yenilikci Okul Algilarinin ve Bireysel Yenilikcilik Ddzeylerinin
Cinsiyete Gore Karsilastirilmasi

Cinsiyet N X S t P

YOO Kadin 276 3.50 756 .097 922
Yenilikgi Erkek 196 3.49 .886
Atmosfer
YOO- Kadin 276 3.45 .689 -.031 975
Yonetsel Erkek 196 3.45 .807
destek
YOO- Kadin 276 3.06 .837 646 519
Orgutsel Erkek 196 3.01 .888
Engeller
YOO- Kadin 276 9.99 2.90 156 .876
Toplam Erkek 196 9.95 2.40
Bireysel Kadin 276 59.36 570 -494 622
Yenilikcilik Erkek 196 59.65 6.47

p>.05

Ogretmenlerin  yenilikci okul algilarinin  ve bireysel yenilikcilik
duzeylerinin t testi sonuclarina gore cinsiyet acisindan gruplar arasinda
anlaml farklihk gérulmedigi bulgusuna ulasiimistir (p>.05), Bireysel
yenilikcilik duzeylerine goére hem kadin (X=59.36) hem de erkek
(X=59.65) 6gretmenlerin ortalamalarinin birbirine yakin oldugu ve her
iki grubun da dusuk duzeyde yenilik¢ci oldugu tespit edilmistir,
Ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilarinin ise sadece 6rgutsel engeller alt
boyutunda hem kadin ( X=3.06) hem de erkek 6gretmenlerin (X=3.01)
ortalamalarinin orta duzeyde, diger iki alt boyutta ise ortalamalarin
yuksek duzeyde ve birbirine yakin oldugu bulgusuna ulasiimistir,

Tablo 7
Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik Duzeyleri ile Yenilikci Okul Algilarinin
Kideme Gére Karsilastiriimasi

Kidem N X S F Gruplar
arasl fark
1-5 yil 65 3.49 929
. 6-10 yil 131 3.50 778
YOO-
. M-15 yil 98 3.53 .886 -
venilikel 1620yl 74 351 849 0 976
Atmosfer
2lyil ve

S 104 3.46 679
azeri
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Toplam 472 3.50 812

1-5 yil 65 334 787
6-10 vl 131 344 7703
YOO- 1N-15 yil 98 354 802
Yoénetsel 16-20 vl 74 352 751 918 453 -
Destek 2yilve 0. 341 683
uzerl
Toplam 472 3.45 739
1-5 yil 65 306 926
6-10 vl 131 210 840
YOO- 1N-15 yil 98 321 926
Orgutsel 16-20 vl 74 308 .827 200 .093 -
Engeller 2vilve o4 288 77
uzerl
Toplam 472 3.04 .858
1-5 yil 65 989 238
6-10 v 131 993 212
i 1N-15 yil 98 1028 242
YOO-Toplam  16-20 il 74  10.02 246 760 552 -
2yilve 404 975 975
uzerl
Toplam 472 9.97 9.97
1- 5yl 65 59935 5088
6-10 vl 131 59212 6150
Bireysel 1N-15 yil 98 58500 4.786
Fo= 16-20 v 74 60.821 4528 1734 141 -
Yenilikgilik 2lyil ve
A 104 59.586 7.983
uzerl
Toplam 472 59498 6.030
p>.05

Tablo 7 incelendiginde &gretmenlerin yenilik¢ci okul algilarinin ve
bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerinin kidem acisindan karsilastirildiginda,
gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik olmadigi sonucuna ulasiimistir (p>.05),
Kidem gruplari icerisinde en fazla 6gretmenin 6-10 yil arahigindaki
kidem grubunda yer aldigi (n=131), ez az 6gretmenin ise 1-5 yil (n=65)
kidem araliginda oldugu tespit edilmistir, Okul yenilikciligi algisi genel
ortalamasi en yUksek kidem grubunun da 11-15 yil (X=10.28) aralidindaki
dgretmenlere, genel ortalamasi en dusuk égretmenlerin ise 1-5 yil (X=
9.89) kidem araligindaki 6gretmenlere ait oldugu gérulmektedir, Ayrica
bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyi en yuksek kidem grubunun 16-20 yil
(X=60.821), en dusUk ortalamalarin ise 11-15 yil (X=58.50) kidem grubu
araligindaki 6gretmenlere ait oldugu belirlenmistir.
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Tablo 8
Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik Dlzeyleri ile Yenilikci Okul Algilarinin Okul
Kademesine Gore Karsilastirilmasi

okul tard N e S F o) Gruplar arasi
fark
Ok.bncesi 24 383 629 4863 .002 Ok.
Venilikei iIkokul 79 351 736 én;esi>OrtaokuI
Atmosfer Ortgokul 94 325 957 Lise>Ortaokul
Lise 275 355 774
Toplam 472 350 .812
Ok.bncesi 24 3.88 525 5846 .001 Ok.
Vénetsel IIkokul 79 355 646 C'mcesi>QrtaokuI,
Destek Ortgokul 94 324 796 . Lise
Lise 275 3.46 741 [Ikokul>Ortaokul
Toplam 472 345 739
Ok.6ncesi 24 338 622 2375 .069 -
Orgiitsel iIkokul 79 3.09 870
Engeller Ortgokul 94 289 859
Lise 275 3.04 .865
Toplam 472 3.04 .858
Ok.bncesi 24 11.09 1.45 4.629 .003 Ok.
VOO- IIkokul 79 1016 2.02 énce§i>0rtaokul,
Toplam Ortgokul 94 937 2.41 ilkokul
Lise 275 10.03 222
Toplam 472 997 222
Ok.Oncesi 24 6032 5742 1240 .290 -
Bireysel IIkokul 79 60.33 5.741
venilikcilik Qrtaokul 94 5933 5338
Lise 275 5924 6344
Toplam 472 5950 6.030
p<.05

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, 6gretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerinin
okul turu degiskenine godre anlaml bicimde farklilasmadigi (p>.05)
bulgusuna ulasilirken; yenilik¢gi okul algisi acisindan okul taru
degiskenine goére gruplar arasinda anlamli farkhlik oldugu bulgusuna
ulasiimistir (p<.05). Farklihgin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit
etmek icin TUKEY testi analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analizlere gore
Yenilikci Okul Olcedi'nin yenilikci atmosfer alt boyutunda okul dncesi
égretmenlerinin (X=3.83) ve lise 6gretmenlerinin (X=3.55) yenilikci okul
algilarinin ortaokul 6gretmenlerinden (X=3.25) daha yuUksek oldugu
bulgusuna ulasiimistir. Ayrica yonetsel destek alt boyutunda ise okul
déncesi 6gretmenlerinin yenilikci okul algilarinin (X= 3.88) ortaokul (X=
3.24) ve lise (X=3.46) o6Jretmenlerinden; ilkokul égretmenlerinin de
(X=3.56) ortaokul 6gretmenlerinden (X=3.24) daha yUksek oldugdu tespit
edilmistir. Ayrica Okul yenilikcilik algisi toplam puanlari incelendiginde
de yine gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Okul
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déncesi 6gretmenlerinin (X=11.09) okul yenilikcilik algilarinin ortaokul (X
=9.37) ve ilkokul 6gretmenlerinden (X=10.16)yluksek oldudu ve bu
gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilasma oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 9
Odgretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilikcilik Dlzeyleri ile Okul Yenilikcilik Algilarinin
Egitim Duzeyine Gore Karsilastirilmasi

Egitim -

dazey X S sd t o
Yenilikci Lisans 258 350 819 167999 089 930
Atmosfer Lisansustu 104 3.49 793

Lisans 368 3.46 750
Yonetsel o g0 oog 1770 491 624
destek
Srgutsel Lisans 368  3.04 869 172610 499 618
Engeller Lisansustu 104 3.00 814
\T/??;;m Lisans 368 998 226 172268 310 757
P LisansUstd 104 991 212
Bireysel Lisans 368 69.15 9.08

venilikcilik Lisansistd 104 7000 936 20727 820 413

Tablo 9 incelendiginde d6gretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilari ve bireysel
yenilikcilik duzeylerinin egitim durumu degiskeni acisindan bulgularin
yer aldigl gorulmektedir, Tabloya gore yapilan t testi analiz sonuclari
incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ve yenilikgi
okul algilarinin egitim durumu degiskeni acisindan gruplar arasinda
anlamli farklihk olmadidi bulgusuna ulasiimistir (p>.05). Ogretmenlerin
egitim duzeyine gore yenilik¢i okul algisi genel ortalamalarinin lisans
duzeyindekilerin (n=368, X = 9.98) lisansUstlU egditim alanlara gore
(n=104; X= 9.9]) daha yuksek oldugu tespit edilmistir, Bireysel
yenilik¢ilik  genel ortalamalarinin  ise; lisansustu egitim alan
dgretmenlerde (X=70,00) lisans egditimi alanlara gore (X=69,15) yUksek
oldugu bulgusuna ulasiimistir.

Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Yenilik¢ilik Duzeyleri ile Yenilikgi Okul
Algilar Arasinda lligki

Tablo 10'da 6gretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ile yenilikci okul
algilari arasindaki iliskiye yer verilmistir.
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Tablo 10
Ogretmenlerin okul yenilikcilik algilar ile bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri
arasindaki iliski

N r p
BYO toplam
4772 135 .003
YOO toplam
p<.05

Tablo 10 incelendiginde 6égretmenlerin yenilik¢i okul algilari ile bireysel
yenilik¢ilik duzeyleri arasindaki iliskiyi belirlemek icin  Pearson
Momentler Carpimi korelasyon analizi yapilmis ve iki degisken arasinda
anlamli duzeyde pozitif yonde dusuk bir iliski (r =0.135; p<0.05) oldugu
bulgusuna ulasiimistir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmada, Turkiye'nin cesitli illerinden arastirmaya katilan
ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilari ve bireysel yenilik¢ilik duzeyleri
arasindaki iliski belirlenmeye calisiimis ve ayni zamanda cinsiyet, kidem
okul turu ve egitim durumu degiskenleri acisindan gruplar arasinda
farklilasma olup olmadigini ortaya ¢cikarmak amaclanmistir.

Arastirmada ilk olarak &gretmenlerin yenilik¢i okul algilarinin ne
duzeyde oldugu belirlenmeye calisiimistir. Buna gore égretmenlerin
okullarini genel olarak yuksek duzeyde yenilik¢i bulduklari sonucuna
ulasiimistir. Alanyazin incelendiginde arastirma sonucunu destekleyen
benzer calismalarin (Bodur ve Argon, 2019; Bozkurt, 2019; Daghan, 2019;
Yuner ve Ozdemir, 2020) oldudu goérulmektedir. Yenilikci Okul
Olcegi'nin  o6zellikle vyenilikci atmosfer ve yoénetsel destek alt
boyutlarinda &gretmenlerin algilarinin  yuksek oldugu bulgusuna
ulasiimistir. Bu bulgu dahilinde 6gretmenlerin calistiklari okullarda
yenilik¢ci  fikirlerinin  ve yaraticiliklarinin  desteklendigi, yeniligi
desteklemek adina herkesin isbirligi icinde ve istekli bir sekilde Uzerine
duseni yaptigi yorumu yapilabilir. Orgutsel engeller alt boyutunda
ogretmen algilarinin orta duzeyde olmasi, 6gretmenlerin érgutsel
engel ile bazen karsilastigr seklinde degerlendirilebilir. Bu durum
okullarda risk almakta c¢ekinmeyen, degisimin ve yeniligin
desteklendigi yonetimlerin varligina inancin oldugunu géstermektedir.
Yeniligi destekleyen, bircok dustncenin ifade edilebildigi esnek okul
yaplilarl, ortaya cikan ihtiyaclarin karsilanmasi gibi etmenler yeniligi
destekleyen orgutsel yapilar olarak gorulmekte (Pervaiz, 1998), yenilikci
orgutsel kulture sahip olmak egditim kurumlarina rakiplerine kiyasla
ustunlUuk kazandirmaktadir  (Kurt, 2010). Yenilik¢ci dusunceleri
destekleyerek farkliligi zenginlik olarak gdren, yeniliklere karsi istekli
olan ve érgutsel engelleri ortadan kaldirmaya gayret eden bir yénetimin
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olmasi okulda yenilik¢ci atmosferin hakim olmasina ve yenilikci
uygulamalarin ortaya ¢cikmasina yardimci olacaktir.

Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerine bakildiginda, yeniligi
benimseme kategorileri arasinda sorgulayici kategoride yer aldiklari
ancak dusuk duzeyde yenilik¢i olduklari sonucuna ulasiimistir. Ayrica
ogretmenlerin  sayisal olarak diger cogunlugunun da kuskucu
kategoride yer aldigi tespit edilmistir. Turkiye'de bireysel yenilikcilik ile
ilgili yapilan bircok ¢calismada d6gretmenlerin sorgulayici kategoride yer
aldiklari (Cetin ve Bulbul, 2017; Coklar ve Ozbek, 2017; Demir Basaran ve
Keles, 2015; Kayasandik, 2017; Pinarcik ve digerleri, 2016; Yapicl ve Kaya,
2020) ve dusuk duzeyde yenilik¢i olduklari (Kilig, 2015; Yilmaz, 2013)
sonucuna ulasiimistir. Yeniligi benimseme anlaminda sorgulayici
kategorideki bireylerin bir yeniligi benimseme sureleri daha uzun ve
yenilige karsi temkinli olmakla birlikte, yeniligi ne ge¢ ne de erken
benimseyenler arasinda olduklari séylenebilir. Yas, egitim ve ekonomik
gelir duzeyi olarak orta seviyededirler (Kilicer, 2011; Ozgur, 2013; Rogers,
1995). Ayrica Kili¢ ve Ayvaz Tuncel (2015) de sorgulayici kategoride yer
alan bireylerin yenilige karsi direnis gosterdigini ve bundan dolayi
yeniligi benimseme surelerinin uzadigini vurgulamaktadirlar. Buradan
hareketle egitim sistemindeki yeniliklerin ve gelismelerin topluma
yayllmasinda éncu olabilecek d6gretmenlerin yenilige karsi ihtiyath ve
sorgulayicl olmalarinda ya da dusuk duzeyde yenilik¢ci olmalarinda
bircok etkenin rol oynadidi ifade edilebilir. OJretmenlerin yeniligi
benimseme, bir yenilige inanma durumlarinin yeniligin sonucu ile ilgili
olarak degisebilecegi ve bu durumun onlari yeniligi uygulamadan énce
temkinli olmaya itebilecedi vurgulanmaktadir (Uras, 2000). Bu
kapsamda Turk egitim sisteminde daha dnceden yapilan degisiklikleri
benimseme, yeniligi icsellestirme konusunda dgretmenlerin temkinli
oldugunu godsteren benzer arastirmalar bulunmaktadir. Ornegdin 2005-
2006 yillarinda yapilandirmacilik egitim felsefesi temel alinarak
olusturulan &gretim programlarini  benimseme veya yenilikleri
uygulama konusunda ogretmenlerin temkinli yaklastiklari, yenilikleri
uygulamaya gec¢ basladiklari arastirmalarla da (Bayrakdar Ciftci ve
digerleri, 2013; Karagdz ve Dogan, 2016) ortaya konmustur. Ozellikle
Tarkiye egitim sisteminin surekli degisime ugramasl, yapilan
yeniliklerin henlz tam olarak benimsenmeden farkli uygulamalara
gecilmesi  égretmenlerin  sorgulayici  olmalarinda ve yenilikgilik
duzeylerinin dusuk olmasinda etkili olmus olabilir.

Ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ile yenilikci okul algilarinin
cinsiyet, kidem, okul turu ve egitim durumu degiskenine goére
farklilasma olup olmadigi incelenmistir. Bu kapsamda dgretmenlerin
cinsiyete gore hem bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerinin hem de yenilikgi
okul algilarinin gruplara goére farklilasma gostermedigi sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Alan yazinda arastirma sonucunu destekleyen benzer
arastirmalar (Bodur, 2019; Yasar, 2020) bulunmaktadir. Genel olarak her
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iki cinsiyet grubunun da yenilikci atmosfer ve yonetsel destek
boyutunda okullarinin yenilikciligi ile ilgili olumlu; érgutsel engeller alt
boyutunda ise okul yenilik¢iligi ile ilgili orta duzeyde bir algiya sahip
olduklari tespit edilmistir. Bununla birlikte bireysel yenilikgilik
duzeylerine gére de cinsiyet acisindan gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik
olmadigi ve cinsiyetin bireysel yenilik¢ilik Uzerinde belirgin bir etkisinin
bulunmadigini destekleyen benzer arastirmalar (Cetin ve Bulbul, 2017,
Demir Basaran ve Keles, 2015; Kilig, 2015; Ozbek, 2014; Rogers ve Wallace,
2011; Unal, 2014) bulunmaktadir. Ote yandan Yilmaz vd. (2014) tarafindan
kadin  ogretmen adaylarinin  bireysel yenilikgilik  duzeylerinin
erkeklerden daha yuksek oldugunu ortaya koyan bir sonuc tespit edilse
de kadin ve erkek o&ogretmenlerin genel olarak yenilik¢i olma
durumlarinin benzer oldugunu séylemek mumkundur.

Ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilari ve bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri
Uzerinde kidem degiskeninin anlamli bir fark yaratmadigi sonucuna
ulasiimistir. Ogretmenlerin kidem degiskeni ile ilgili bireysel yenilikgilik
duzeylerinin arastirildigi arastirmalarda da (Coklar, 2012; Demir Basaran
ve Keles, 2015; Kilig, 2015; Ozbek, 2014) yenilikci okul algilar ile ilgili
yapilan benzer arastirmalarda da (Bozkurt, 2019; Daghan, 2019) kidem
degiskeni acisindan arastirma bulgusu ile értusen sonuclar tespit
edilmistir.  Ogretmenlerin  yenilikcilik algilarinin kideme  goére
degismemesi  olumlu  bir sonug¢ olarak  degerlendirilebilir.
Ogretmenlerin  kendilerini yenilikcilik anlaminda gelistirme veya
okulun atmosferini yenilik¢i olarak algilama duzeylerinin her kidem
grubunda ayni olmasi 6rgut iklimi acisindan énemlidir,

Ogretmenlerin okul turl degiskeni acisindan bireysel yenilikcilik
duzeylerinin farkhlasmadigi; fakat okul yenilikciligi algilarinin yenilikgi
atmosfer ve yonetsel destek alt boyutlarinda anlaml farkhlik oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Okul dncesi 6gretmenlerinin ve lise égretmenlerinin
yenilikci atmosfer alt boyutunda ortaokul 6gretmenlerine gore yenilikgci
okul algilarinin daha yuksek oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Benzer
sekilde yonetsel destek alt boyutunda da okul éncesi 6gretmenlerinin
yenilikci okul algilarinin ortaokul ve lisede gdrev yapan égretmenlerden
yuksek ve yine ayni alt boyutta ilkokul égretmenlerinin de yonetsel
destegi algilama duzeyinin ortaokul 6gretmenlerinden daha yuksek
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yasar (2020), calismasinda okul turu degiskeni
acisindan gruplar arasinda farkhlik olmadigl fakat imam hatip
ortaokullarindaki 6gretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilarinin daha yuksek
oldugu bulgusuna ulasmistir. Ote yandan Daghan (2019) ise tez
calismasinda okul oncesi o6gretmenlerinin ydnetsel destek alt
boyutunda yenilik¢i okul algilarinin ortaokul d6gretmenlerinden daha
yuksek oldugunu tespit etmistir. Okul dncesi 6gretmenlerinin ézellikle
diger okul turlerinde calisan 6gretmenlere gére yenilikci algilarinin
yuksek olmasinin nedeni, genel olarak ayni branstan égretmen ve
yoneticilerle is birligi icerisinde ¢calismalarindan dolayi okul atmosferinin
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daha yenilige uygun ve yonetiminin de yenilik anlaminda 6gretmenleri
daha fazla destekleyici bir tutum icerisinde olmalarindan kaynakl
olabilir. Bazi calismalarda ise lise yoneticilerinin yeniligi yonetme
yeterliklerinin ortaokul yoneticilerinden daha yuksek oldugu tespit
edilmistir (Karatas ve digerleri, 2015). Yenilik¢i okullar, egiticilerini dersle
ilgili veya sinif ortamlarinda yeni ara¢ ve gerecleri kullanmalarinda
tesvik edicidirler (Watt, 2002). Bu baglamda okul turlerine gore
ogretmenlerin  yenilik¢i  okul algilarinin  farkliik gostermesinde
yoéneticilere yenilikcilik anlaminda cok énemli gdérevler dusmektedir.
Cunku bireyin yoneticilerle olan iliskilerinde yenilige verilen énem,
kurum icindeki faktorler yenilikcilik agisindan dis faktérlerden daha
bUyUk bir etkiye sahiptir (Ulgen, 1997).

Arastirmada 6gretmenlerin hem bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerinde hem
de yenilikci okul algilarinda egitim durumu acisindan gruplar arasinda
anlaml farklilasma olmadigi sonucuna ulasiimistir. Bireylerin egitim
durumu degiskenine gére hem bireysel yenilikcilik duzeylerine (Isik ve
Meric, 2015; Isik ve digerleri, 2016; OzgUr, 2013; Pekdogan, 2017) hem de
yenilik¢ci okul algilarina yénelik yapilan calismalarda (Bozkurt, 2019;
Murtezaoglu, 2015) s6z konusu arastirma bulgusunu destekler nitelikte
sonuclara ulasildigl gérulmektedir. Bununla birlikte alan yazinda
arastirma bulgusuna zit sonuclarin oldugu da gérulmektedir. Daghan
(2019) okullarin yenilikci olma o&zellikleri ile ilgili yapmis oldugu
calismasinda lisans mezunu ogretmenlerin yuksek lisans yapmis
olanlara gore yenilikcilik algilarinin daha yuksek oldugu sonucuna
ulasmistir. S6z konusu arastirma bulgusuna gére de egitim durumu
acisindan gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik olmasa de lisans mezunu
ogretmenlerin  yenilik¢ci  okul algilarinin  lisansustu  egitim alan
ogretmenlerden daha yuksek oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Arastirmmada ogretmenlerin bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri ve yenilikci
okul algilari arasindaki iliski tespit edilmek istenmistir. Buna gore
ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilari ile bireysel yenilikcilik duzeyleri
arasinda olumlu yénde dusuk duzeyde bir iliskinin oldugu sonucuna
ulasiimistir. Ogretmenlerin yenilikci okul algilar arttikca bireysel
yenilik¢ilik duzeyleri de dusuk oranda da olsa artmaktadir. Okul
yonetiminin yenilik adina destegi arttikca okulda yenilik ile ilgili olumlu
bir iklim ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. Yenilikler, ilgililer tarafindan desteklendigi
takdirde kabul orani artacaktir (Varis, 1982). Yenilik¢i okullar, yenilikgi
dusuncelere énem veren, bu tur dusunceleri destekleyen, bilginin
paylasimi konusunda tesvik eden, kaliplarin 6tesinde girisimler icin
olanak saglayan esnek yapi ve sureclerden olusan bir atmosfere sahip
okullardir (Watt, 2002). Ayrica 6gretmenlerin yenilikcilik anlayisi ve
yeniligi uygulama davranisi ile okullarin yenilik¢i atmosferi ve iklimi
arasinda dogrusal yonde bir iliski vardir. Bu baglamda okullarda
yenilik¢i  bir atmosferin  olusmasinda ogretmenin  yenilikciligi
benimseme ve uygulama davranisi oldukca &nemli olmaktadir
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(Kocasarag, 2018). Baska bir ifade ile 6gretmenlerin bireysel yenilikgilik
durumlari ile yenilik¢i okul algilarl arasinda dusuk duzeyde de olsa bir
iliski oldugunu sdylemek mumkundur. Bireysel yenilik¢ilik bireyin
degisimive gelisimiyani bireyle ilgili iken, okul yenilikciligi yeniligin tum
topluma yayginlasmasidir. Butun bunlardan hareketle bireylerin ihtiyag
duyulan toplumlara dénusebilmesinde hem &gretmenlere hem de
okullara cok dnemli gdrevler dusmektedir. Bu kapsamda arastirma
sonuclarina da dayali olarak su onerilerde bulunulabilir:

e Ogretmenlerin yenilikcilik algilarinin yUksek duzeyde ancak cok
yuksek duzeyde olmadigl ve érgutsel engeller alt boyutunda
olumsuz alginin daha yuksek oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Bu
konuda yoneticilerle ilgili yenilikcilik calismalari ve uygulamalari
yapilabilir.

e Okullarda yenilikcilige engel durumlar arastirilarak yeniligin
yayginlasmasi kapsaminda calismalar yapilabilir.

e Okul turlerine go6re ogretmenlerin yenilikgi algl duzeyleri
farklilasabildiginden, duruma yonelik yenilikcilikle ilgili hizmet ici
egitimler dUzenlenebilir.

e OgJretmenlerin yenilikcilik duzeylerini artirmak icin yenilikgi
fikirler Gretmelerini saglayacak programlar, projeler gelistirilebilir
ve yeni olan fikirler desteklenebilir.

Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Gazi Universitesi Etik Komisyonun
12.01.2021 tarihli 77082166-604.01.02-9608 sayili karar ile alinan izinle
yarutalmauastdar.

Yazar Cikar Catismasi Bilgisi: Yazarlarin beyan edecegi bir c¢ikar
catismasi yoktur.

Yazar Katkisi: YA: Calismanin tasarlanmasi, giris ve ydntemin
yazilmasi, verilerin toplanmasi, SPSS’e girilmesi, tartismanin yazimi ve
raporlanmasi GA: verilerin analizi, arastirma izinlerinin alinmasi,
verilerin toplanmasi.
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Abstract

This study aims to examine the relationship between the
individual innovativeness level of teachers, whose role is very
significant in transforming into a desired society, and their
perceptions of innovative schools, and to determine whether
teachers' perceptions of innovativeness and innovative schools
differ in terms of variables such as gender, seniority, school type,
and education level. The study utilized the relational survey
model, and the sample consisted of 472 teachers working in
public schools in various provinces in Turkey and included in the
study with the convenience sampling method. Besides the
personal information form, the Likert-type "Individual
Innovativeness Scale" developed by Hurt, Joseph, and Cook and
adapted into Turkish by Kilicer and Odabasi (2010), and the
"Innovative School Scale" developed by Aslan and Kesik (2016)
were used as data collection tools. Statistical analyses revealed
a positive and low-level relationship between teachers'
individual innovativeness levels and their perceptions of
innovative schools. Furthermore, it was concluded that the
majority of the teachers were in the questioning category within
the categories of adopting innovation and that they were low-
level innovative, while their perceptions of innovative schools
were found to be at a high level when their general mean scores
were examined. It was concluded that there was a significant
difference between the groups regarding the variables only in
the school level variable and accordingly, preschool teachers'
perceptions of innovative schools were higher than primary and
secondary school teachers.
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Introduction

In a world of constant change and development, the rate of increase in
knowledge is getting shorter and shorter. Until the Second World War,
the rate at which information multiplied and increased was a century,
25 years after the Second World War, then 18 months (Fuller, 1983), and
nowadays it is stated that the rate at which information is multiplied is
down to hours. Along with this rapidity and developments in
information, the 21st century (Ozden, 2008), which is quite different
from the previous periods due to technological developments and
innovations, is the scene of change in many areas, and these changes
affect the understanding of education and teachers and schools, which
have the most crucial role in education.

It is necessary for societies to take measures against the problems that
arise due to globalization and for the individuals who make up the
society to keep up with the change. The source of change should be
educational institutions, and then this change should spread to the
whole society (Yurdabakan, 2002). At this point, schools are considered
as institutions that have a great potential for social change and at the
same time belong to society (Lasser & Fite, 2011). According to Guven
(2001), social changes enhance the duties and responsibilities of
teachers and therefore cause changes. In the 2Ist century, the
recognition of the teacher as an agent of change, their role as a
promoter, the quality of teaching, and the importance of being a
teacher have been emphasized as never before (Delors, 1996). Therefore,
in parallel with the trends that have emerged in the world in recent
years, it is aimed to raise individuals who can solve problems, think
critically, be effective in communication, be innovative, respect
different cultures, and acquire skills that can compete in the
international arena, which are considered among the 21st-century skills
in our country. These objectives reveal the need not only to renew the
curricula but also to discuss and redefine the position of the teacher in
society and the qualities that the teacher should possess (MoNE, 2017).
In this regard, the achievement of the goals of education, and the
training of individuals equipped with the skills that society needs can
only be realized through innovative, well-equipped teachers and a well-
structured education system.

There are many factors that cause innovation to occur in a society.
These factors can be the source of innovation, a person, an organization,
or a different situation occurring in society, and all these are the source
or trigger of innovation (Kilicer, 2011). Indeed, the 21st century contains
many elements that can be the source or trigger of innovation in this
sense. According to the Turkish Language Association (TDK, 2022),
innovation means replacing old or harmful things with new, useful, or
adequate ones; according to Smith (2009), it is a cycle that does not only
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emerge from the laboratory environment but is formed in cooperation
with the influence of many stakeholders; according to the Ministry of
National Education (MoNE, 2010), it is any change that adds a new
dimension to people's performance. Innovativeness is defined by TDK
(2022) as the state of being innovative in general and by Hurt, Joseph,
and Cook (1977, p.59) as the desire for innovation and change. Although
there are many definitions of innovativeness in the literature, it is
generally seen that all definitions emphasize the view that most people
react differently to new things (Turhan, 2009). Individual
innovativeness, on the other hand, refers to the individual's utilization
of innovation, adoption of innovation, and implementation of
innovation by developing a positive perspective toward innovation
(Kilicer, 2011; Yuan & Woodman, 2010).

Innovation has been considered as the most fundamental element in
global competition, causing organizations to turn towards innovation
(Bayrakci & Eraslan, 2014) and assuming the key role of progress. In
previous years, being innovative was perceived as a characteristic that
distinguished an individual from others, whereas today, being
innovative is a characteristic that individuals should possess and that
distinguishes them (Kilicer, 2011). Indeed, Leavitt and Wallton (1975)
defined an innovative individual as an individual who is open to new
experiences not for excitement but to gain meaningful and different
experiences. The innovative individual does not use the information
exactly but uses it by structuring it and adapting it to themselves.
Innovative individuals have low burnout, high problem-solving
competence, and high individual achievement (Tavli, 2009). At this
point, Rogers (1995), who defines innovativeness as a personality trait
that shows the individual's slow or fast acceptance of innovation in
society compared to others, categorized individuals into five groups
based on the way they consider innovation. These are innovators,
pioneers, questioners, skeptics, and traditionalists. Innovators are
individuals who are willing to try new ideas, know how to cope with
uncertainty caused by innovation, are entrepreneurial, eager to take
risks, well-respected, well-off, have a strong communication network
within society, and have high-level roles in the flow of new ideas within
society (Beal & Bohlen, 1956; Rogers, 1995). Pioneers have the power to
influence society and have a respected place in society; they are also
opinion leaders, technology-oriented individuals who are open to
change. Questioners are neither the first nor the last adopters of
innovation. They are individuals who are cautious about adopting
innovation and have an average level of education, age, and socio-
economic income (Beal & Bohlen, 1956; Kilicer, 2011, Ozgur 2013; Rogers,
1995). Skeptics tend to be skeptical and cautious about innovations and
adopt them after the majority of the society has adopted an innovation
(Kilicer, 2011; Rogers, 1995). Traditionalists are individuals who are averse
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to taking risks, are slow adopters of innovation, and need a lot of
support in using technology (Beal & Bohlen, 1956; Kilicer, 2011; Ozgur
2013; Rogers, 1995). Furthermore, it can be stated that not all individuals
accept an innovation all at once; on the contrary, they may adopt the
innovation over a certain period of time.

In education, it is very significant to be able to apply the innovations
that society requires, the innovations introduced by the period in which
they live, and to internalize them into society's culture. Developed
societies aim to improve the quality of education and to raise creative,
entrepreneurial, innovative, and self-confident individuals (Coolahan,
2002). In fact, 2Ist-century learners need innovation in education as a
requirement of the age they live in. As with education and innovation
(Yilmaz Ozturk & Summak, 2014), improvement and innovation of
teachers (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977) are mutually interactive. According to
Giray (2006), there are two essential factors for innovation in education.
First, since the society in which we live is constantly changing,
education has to change, and it has to renew its programs to meet
changing demands. Second, educational institutions must be
competitive with other educational institutions in the world. As
Musluoglu (2008) states, innovation in education is to create an
education system that is more qualified than the existing one, to create
generations that follow current developments and think differently,
and to make education stages goal-oriented and efficient. In this
regard, practices related to innovation in education and innovative
schools can be possible with pioneering teachers capable of
qguestioning traditional perspectives, not approaching change and
innovation with skepticism but rather initiating change and taking risks
(Aslan & Kesik, 2018). Since the profession of teaching is a dynamic
occupation, every teacher needs to constantly update themselves in
the areas of innovation along with their educational perspectives (Soffer
et al,, 2010)

The quality of education is undoubtedly closely related to the teacher's
teaching skills, educational qualifications, and perspective on
innovation. In the 2Ist century, with the changes in science and
technology, the expectations of individuals and society from education
have also changed. In this century, it is an important responsibility
expected from the education system to raise individuals with universal
characteristics who respect different cultures by internalizing their own
culture and to achieve sustainable development by coping with global
competition (MoNE, 2018). At this stage, the most crucial input in the
education system and the most fundamental element that directs
education is the teacher (Akyuz, 2011). Today, having competent
teachers has become one of the primary tasks of modern education,
and current knowledge about the education system has led to changes
in the role of the teacher and the emergence of new methods. The role
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of the teacher has evolved from the role of a teacher to the role of a
developer (Dzhurylo & Shparyk, 2019).

Teachers' capacity to fulfill the needs of society is related to their
openness to innovations and innovative characteristics (Kocasarac &
Karatas, 2018). Innovative teachers are the ones who can improve
themselves in their fields, renew their teaching and learning strategies
in line with the evolving needs of learners, make use of new approaches
in presenting their knowledge, apply different methods that will make
students active, and make these sustainable (Ritchhart, 2004). In
addition, innovative teachers strive to improve students' life and career
skills, help their students learn, and continuously improve themselves
(MoNE, 2010). Teachers' innovative attitudes and behaviors affect both
students and the organizational structure they are in (Vatansever
Bayraktar & Karabulut, 2020). It has been supported by various studies
(Tabak et al., 2010; Tezcan, 1999) that innovative teachers contribute to
the culture, development, and achievements of the school and also
contribute greatly to turning it into a learning environment that is open
to innovation and improvement.

In order for innovations to be successful, individuals who are aware of
their own knowledge and skills, who can adapt to innovation, and who
have acquired the competence to learn are needed. Undoubtedly,
innovative and qualified individuals can only grow up with a qualified
and innovative education. Therefore, educational institutions play an
essential role in raising innovative individuals who can adapt to
changing conditions (Yuner & Ozdemir, 2020). In today's world, in which
scientific and technological developments are very intense, schools
need to be able to adapt to these changes and respond to the needs of
society. It is not possible for the school to be independent of and distant
from society. All changes and innovations at both national and
international levels directly or indirectly affect education systems
(Argon & Ozcelik, 2007).

In parallel with the changes in the world, expectations from schools and
educators have also evolved. Schools must follow and catch up with the
changes required by the era and meet the needs of society. Educational
institutions, which are obliged to respond to the increasing needs of
society, need to be more flexible and innovative (Bulbul, 2012). This is
because changing needs and the requirements of society make it
inevitable to focus on innovation in all organizations (Matthews, 2003).
Educational innovation can be achieved through the effectiveness of
schools. In other words, educational innovation is only possible in an
environment that encourages teachers to take risks, pioneers them to
progress in areas of specialization, and supports their creativity beyond
the traditional (Edwards et al, 2002). Moreover, the ability of an
organization to achieve innovation depends on teamwork, creative
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ideas, and the ability to implement these ideas and take risks for the
organization (Denison, 2008). In this case, the perspective of schools on
innovation and their implementation of innovative approaches in
school environments are of great importance. In this respect, innovative
schools are required to have a number of characteristics. For example,
innovative schools are institutions that strive for educational outcomes
that are always better than the existing ones (Omur, 2014). Therefore, it
can be said that innovative schools are constantly dynamic and aim for
the best. Innovative schools tend to find new tools and methods to
enhance the learning experiences of learners in collaboration with their
educators in consultation with each other, and they also have
individuals who strive to continuously improve their environment in an
innovative school atmosphere, who are eager and give importance to
innovative thinking (Watt, 2002). This is because collaboration among
teachers is one of the most important features of innovative schools
(Ozgur, 2017). Moreover, in innovative schools, skilled teachers prepare
lesson plans and teaching-learning methods and strategies to include
innovative, effective activities that lead to more learning (Bubner, 2009)
and the leaders of these schools are principals and vice-principals who
have a clear vision, support their staff, and care about student learning
(Watt, 2002).

In the development of countries, the increase in their economic welfare,
and the development of societies, new knowledge is undoubtedly the
most important power. This power has influenced many areas, such as
the economy, technology, and education, making it necessary to
innovate. In the 21Ist century, the rapid change in information and the
need for individuals to access information and use it the most efficiently
have made it necessary to increase the practices in educational
institutions to raise individuals who are entrepreneurial and willing to
produce innovation (Yokus & Yanpar Yelken, 2016). Indeed, human
beings are both producers of innovation and affected by it. Innovation
is very significant in the development and growth of a country and in
enhancing the welfare of the society (Kocasarac & Karatas, 2018). As the
importance of innovation is understood, many countries, especially
developed countries, turn innovation into a state policy (Acikgoz Ersoy
& Muter Sengul, 2008). In the 2Ist century, the most important
responsibility expected from education is to achieve sustainable
development, enhance national and individual welfare, and raise
individuals who have internalized their own culture and have respect
for different cultures (MoNE, 2018). Based on all these, it can be said that
individuals can adopt positive attitudes towards innovation and acquire
innovation skills only through education (Yilmaz Ozturk & Summak,
2014). Teachers' individual innovativeness levels are considered very
important in improving themselves, increasing their technological
competencies, keeping up with contemporary educational
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orientations, in short, playing an active role in coping with all kinds of
innovations that reflect positively on their professional development;
school innovativeness, on the other hand, is very important for the
spread of innovation in education, supporting teachers' professional
development and reflecting it on students. A review of the research on
innovativeness in Turkey reveals that studies are generally conducted
with pre-service teachers (Cuhadar, et al, 2014; Sahin, 2016; Yokus &
Yelken, 2016), school innovativeness is still new in the field, and although
innovativeness studies are conducted with teachers (Aslaner, 2010;
Demir Basaran & Keles, 2015; Ozturk & Summak, 2014; Sahin Izmirli &
Gurbuz, 2017), two variables (school innovativeness and individual
innovativeness) that affect each other in terms of education are not
examined together. In this regard, the individuals trained by
educational institutions are crucial in contributing to the total
development or the progress of society, and considering that
innovation is one of the most necessary tools for development, it is very
important to address the innovative status of schools and teachers.
Raising individuals who can embrace innovation and generate
innovative ideas can only be realized with innovative teachers and
educational institutions that reflect innovation in the school
environment. The establishment of this atmosphere in schools affects
teachers and thus the raising of individuals who are in tune with the
changing needs of society. While individual innovativeness is related to
the ability of teachers to adapt to the changes required by the age, it
can be said that school innovativeness is the spread of change to
society. Based on all these, this study aimed to determine the individual
innovativeness levels of teachers and their perceptions of innovative
schools, to examine the relationship between them, and to determine
whether there is a significant difference between these variables and
gender, seniority, educational status, and school type variables. In line
with this aim, answers to the following sub-problems were sought:

1) What are teachers' perceptions of innovative schools?
2) What are the individual innovativeness levels of teachers?

3) Do teachers' perceptions of innovative schools and individual
innovativeness levels differ in terms of gender, seniority, school
type, and educational status?

4) Is there a relationship between teachers' perceptions of
innovative schools and their individual innovativeness levels?

Method

Since the relationship between teachers' individual innovativeness
levels and their perceptions of innovative schools was attempted to be
determined, the relational survey model, one of the quantitative
research methods, was used in the study. The relational survey model,
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which is one of the general survey model types, is a research model that
aims to determine the presence and/or degree of co-variance between
two or more variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Karasar, 2005). This
study also aimed to reveal to what extent teachers' perceptions of
individual innovativeness and innovative schools differ according to
gender, seniority, school type, and educational status variables.

This study was conducted with the permission of the Gazi University
Ethics Commission with the decision numbered 77082166-604.01.02-
9608 and dated 12.01.2021.

Population and Sample

The population of the study consisted of teachers working in public
schools in Turkey, and the sample consisted of 472 teachers who
responded to the data collection tool prepared by the researchers and
distributed to the teachers via Google form with the convenience
sampling method. During the 2020-2021 academic year, a total of
1,139,000 teachers were employed at pre-school, primary, and
secondary education levels in Turkey (meb.gov.tr). One of the methods
of determining the sample from the population is to make use of tables
showing the sample size. These tables indicate that for a population of
1 million or more, a sample of 384 people would be sufficient with a 95%
confidence interval (Buyukozturk, et al, 2012; Yazicioglu & Erdogan,
2004). Information about the demographic characteristics of the
teachers constituting the sample of the study is given in the table
below.

Table 1
Demographic Information of the Teachers in the Sample
Variables Categories F %
Gender Female 276 58.47
Male 176 37.28
School Type Preschool 24 5.08
Primary school 79 16.73
Secondary 94 19.91
HighSchool 275 58.26
Educational Undergraduate 368 77.96
Status
Postgraduate 104 22.03
Seniority 1- 5year 65 13.77
6-10 year 131 27775
1-15 year 98 20.12
16-20 year 74 15.67
2121 years and above 104 22.03
Marital Status Married 385 81.56
Single 87 18.43
Total 472 100
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Table 1 shows that 276 (58.47%) of the 472 teachers in the sample were
male, and 176 (37.28%) were female. In terms of school type, it was
determined that the majority of the teachers (n=275; 58.26%) worked in
high schools, 94 (19.91%) in secondary schools, 79 (16.73%) in primary
schools, and 24 (5.08%) in preschool institutions. Regarding education
level, it was determined that 368 (77.96%) of the teachers had
undergraduate degree and only 104 (22.03%) of the teachers had
postgraduate degrees. In terms of professional seniority, it was found
that the highest number of teachers (n=131; 27.75%) were in the 6-10 year
seniority group, while the lowest number of teachers (n=65; 13.77%)
were in the 1-5 year seniority group. In terms of marital status, 385
(81.56%) teachers were married, and 87 (18.43%) were single. The table
below shows the number of samples according to the geographical
regions of Turkey.

Table 2

Distribution of Teachers in the Sample Based on Regions
Regions F %
Central Anatolia Region 247 52.33
Black Sea Region 29 6.14
Mediterranean Region 91 19.27
Aegean Region 9 1.90
Marmara Region 18 3.81
Eastern Anatolia Region 39 8.26
Southeastern Anatolia 30 6.35
Region
Total 472 100

Table 2 shows that 52.33% (f=247) of more than half of the teachers in
the sample group were from Central Anatolia Region, 19.27% (f=91) from
Mediterranean Region, 8.26% (f=39) from Eastern Anatolia Region, 6.35%
(f=30) from Southeastern Anatolia Region, 6.14% (f=29) from Black Sea
Region, 3.81% (f=18) from Marmara Region, and 1.90% (f=9) from Aegean
Region.

Data Collection Tools

The Innovative School Scale (ISS), developed by Aslan and Kesik (2016),
the "Individual Innovativeness Scale" developed by Hurt, Joseph, and

Cook (1977) and adapted into Turkish by Kilicer and Odabasi (2010), and
personal information form were used as data collection tools.

Innovative School Scale (ISS)

The scale consists of 19 items and three dimensions:. innovative
atmosphere, managerial support, and organizational barriers. The
Cronbach's alpha value of the scale was found to be .91 for the
managerial support dimension, .90 for the innovative atmosphere
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dimension, .79 for the organizational barriers dimension,and .85for the
total scale. The total variance explained by the scale was calculated as
62.70%. The ISS is a 5-point Likert-type scale, and the items in the scale
range from "Always" to "Never". A maximum score of 500 and a
minimum score of 1.00 can be obtained from the scale. The items in the
organizational barriers dimension of the scale are reversely coded. High
scores obtained from the total scale or sub-dimensions indicate that
the perception of school-related innovativeness is also high. Within the
scope of the research, the reliability analysis of the scale was repeated.
Cronbach's alpha value was found to be .92 in the innovative
atmosphere sub-dimension, 90 in the managerial support sub-
dimension, .89 in the organizational barriers sub-dimension and .95 in
the total scale. A reliability coefficient of 0.70 and higher is generally
considered sufficient for the reliability of test scores (Buyukozturk, 2013)

Individual Innovativeness Scale

The Individual Innovativeness Scale is 5-point Likert-type and consists
of 20 items. The reliability coefficient of the "Individual Innovativeness
Scale" was .88, the internal consistency coefficient was .82, and the test-
retest reliability was .87. The scale items range from "Strongly Disagree"
to "Strongly Agree", and the scale is a 5-point Likert type. Twelve of the
items of the scale consist of positive statements (items 1, 2, 3,5, 8, 9, 11,
12,14, 16, 18, and 19) and 8 of negative statements (items 4, 6, 7, 10, 13, 15,
17, and 20). The innovativeness score is calculated by the formula 42+
(sum of the scores of items 1, 2, 3, 5, 8,9, 11,12, 14, 16, 18, 19) - (sum of the
scores of items 4, 6, 7,10, 13, 15,17, 20); in other words, by subtracting the
scores obtained from negative items from the scores obtained from
positive items. According to this calculation,a minimum score of 14 and
a maximum score of 94 can be obtained from the scale. Within the
scope of the study, the reliability of the scale was calculated again, and
the Cronbach's alpha value of the individual innovativeness scale was
found to be .82. According to Buyukozturk (2013), a reliability coefficient
of .70 and higher is generally sufficient for the reliability of test scores.

Table 3

Criteria for Assessing Teachers' Individual Innovativeness Levels
Evaluation Range Evaluation Criteria
80 and above Innovators
Between 69 and 80 Early Adopter
Between 57 and 68 Early Majority
Between 46 and 56 Late Majority
Less than 46 Laggards

The data collection tools of the study consist of these scales and a
personal information form. The data collection tool prepared by the
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researchers was sent to the participants via the Internet in the form of
a Google form.

Data Analysis

The data of the study were analyzed using SPPS 25.0 statistical
program. Descriptive statistics were used to determine teachers'
perceptions of individual innovativeness and innovative schools, and
normality and homogeneity of variances were checked. In order to
apply parametric tests, variances must be homogeneous. In the
analysis, Skewness and Kurtosis values (Skewness -.126, Kurtosis .258 for
individual innovativeness; Skewness -.378, Kurtosis -.140 for innovative
school perception) were found to vary between -1 and +1. Besides,
Levene's test was performed, and it was found that the p values were
higher than 0.05 in the analysis according to gender, professional
seniority, school level, and education level. In other words, it was
determined that the variances were homogeneous according to
Levene's test results in comparisons of teachers' perceptions of
innovative schools and individual innovativeness levels in terms of
demographic variables. These findings showed that the scale scores
were normally distributed and parametric tests could be used.
Accordingly, t-test and one-way analysis of variance were used as
parametric tests (Buyukozturk, 2013). The significance level of 0.05 was
considered as a criterion in evaluating the significance of the findings.
Mean scores and standard deviation scores were used to analyze
teachers' perceptions of innovative schools. The mean scores of the
variables were classified as 1.00 - 1.79 (very low), 1.80 - 2.59 (low), 2.60 -
3.39 (moderate), 3.40 - 419 (high), and 4.20 - 5.00 (very high). The
individual innovativeness levels of the teachers were interpreted based
on the scores they received according to the range and criteria for
evaluating individual innovativeness levels, as stated in Table 3 above.
Pearson Product Moment correlation analysis was used to determine
the relationship between the perception of innovative schools and
individual innovativeness levels. Pearson Product Moments correlation
analysis is a method used to determine the relationship between two
continuous variables (Buyukozturk et al, 2018). To interpret the
direction and degree of the relationship between the variables,
correlation coefficients lower than .30 were considered as wealk,
between .30-.70 as moderate, and higher than .70 as high; r=- was
considered as a negative linear relationship, and r=+ as a positive linear
relationship (BuyuUkodzturk et al., 2012). Also, to determine whether there
were differences in the sub-dimensions of the scales used in the study
in terms of variables, independent samples t-test was used for gender,
and the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was used for the
variables of professional seniority, school level, and education level. In
case the variances are equal, one of the tests that can be used for
multiple comparisons is the Tukey test (BUyukozturk, 2013).
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Findings
In this section of the study, research findings related to the sub-
problems are presented.
Teachers' Perceptions of Innovative Schools

Table 4 presents teachers' perceptions of innovative schools.
Information about the research objective in question is given in the
table below.

Table 4

Teachers' Perceptions of Innovative Schools
ISS sub-dimensions N X S
Innovative Atmosphere 472 3.50 812
Managerial Support 472 3.45 739
Organizational Barriers 472 3.04 .858
ISS Total 472 3.34 724

As Table 4 shows, it was determined that teachers' perceptions of
innovative schools were high in the innovative atmosphere (X=3.50) and
managerial support (X=3.45) sub-dimensions, and moderate in
organizational barriers (X=3.04) sub-dimension. It can be said that
teachers' perceptions of innovative schools are high in terms of their
mean score (X=3.34).

Teachers' Individual Innovativeness Levels

The individual innovativeness levels of the teachers were analyzed, and
their innovativeness categories were identified according to the ways
of adopting innovation. Table 5 shows teachers' perceptions of their
individual innovativeness levels.

Table 5

Teachers' Individual Innovativeness Levels
Innovation Categories N X S
Innovators 2 94.50 16.26
Early Adopter 23 71.87 2.59
Early Majority 309 61.18 3.01
Late Majority 134 53.54 2.44
Laggards 4 40.50 5.69
Total 472 59.50 6.03

Based on the table, when the individual innovativeness levels of the
teachers are analyzed, it can be stated that the general average of the
individual innovativeness levels of 472 teachers is X=59.50 and that they
are innovative at a low level relative to their averages regarding
innovativeness. Nevertheless, it was determined that the majority of
teachers (n=309, X=61.18) were in the early majority category according
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to the individual innovativeness categories regarding adopting
innovation. In addition, while the majority of the others (n=134, X=53.54)
were in the late majority category, only 2 teachers were in the
innovative category, 4 teachers were in the laggards category, and 23
teachers were in the early adopter category.

Investigation of Teachers' Innovative School Perceptions and
Individual Innovativeness Levels in Terms of Gender, Seniority,
School Level, and Education Level Variables

It was aimed to examine teachers' individual innovativeness levels and
innovative school perceptions in terms of gender, seniority, school type,
and educational status variables, and the findings of these variables are
given in Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9.

Table 6
Comparison of Teachers' Perceptions of Innovative Schools and Individual
Innovativeness Levels by Gender

Gender S t p
N X
ISS-Innovative Female 276 3.50 .76 .097 922
Atmosphere Male 196 3.49 .86
ISS- Female 276 3.45 .69 -.031 975
Managerial Male 196 3.45 .87
Support
ISS - Female 276 3.06 .87 646 519
Organizational Male 196 3.01 .88
Barriers
ISS- Total Female 276 9.99 2.0 156 .876
Male 196 995 2.0
Individual Female 276 59.6 50 - 622
Innovativeness Male 196 595 6.47 494
p>.05

Based on the t-test results of teachers' perceptions of innovative schools and
individual innovativeness levels, it was found that there was no significant
difference between the groups in terms of gender (p>.05). Based on individual
innovativeness levels, it was determined that the averages of both female
(X=59.36) and male (X=59.65) teachers were close to each other and both
groups were found to be innovative at low levels. Regarding teachers'
perceptions of innovative schools, it was found that only in the organizational
barriers sub-dimension, the averages of both female (X=3.06) and male
(X=3.01) teachers were at a moderate level, while in the other two sub-
dimensions, the average values were at a high level and close to each other.
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Comparison of Teachers' Individual Innovativeness Levels and Innovative
School Perceptions Based on the Seniority

Differenc
. - e
Seniority N X S F o) Between
Groups
1-5years 65 349 929 119 976
6-10years 131 350 .778 ;
ISS- N-15years 98 353 .886
Innovative 15 o0vears 74 351 .849
Atmospher 2lyearsand 10 246 679
€ above 4 ' '
Total ;ﬁ 350 812
1-5years 65 334 787 918 453
6-10 years 131 3.44 703
ISS- N-15years 98 354 .802
Managerial - le e o L '
Support
PP above 4 3.41 683
Total 427 345 739
1-5 years 65 306 926 2005 .093
6-10 years 131 210 .840
ISS- M-15years 98 321 926
Organizatio 16-20years 74 308 .827 -
nal 2lyearsand 10
Barriers above 4 288 771
Total 427 3.04 .858
1-5 years 65 989 238 -/60 552
6-10years 131 993 212
M-15years 98 10.28 242
ISS- Total ;?—20 yea rz Zg 10.02 246 _
years an 975 975
above 4
Total 427 997 997
1-5years 65 5993 509 1734 .41
6-10 years 131 5921 615
Individual M-15years 98 5850 4.79 i
ess 2lyearsand 10 5959 798
above 4
Total 427 5950 6.03
p>.05
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Among the seniority groups, it was determined that the highest
number of teachers were in the seniority group between 6-10 years
(n=131), and the lowest number of teachers were in the seniority group
between 1-5 years (n=65). It is observed that the seniority group with the
highest overall average of school innovativeness perception belongs to
the teachers in the 11-15 year seniority range (X=10.28), while the
teachers with the lowest overall average belong to the teachers in the
1-5 year seniority range (X= 9.89). In addition, it was determined that the
highest individual innovativeness level belongs to teachers with 16-20
years of seniority (X=60.82), and the lowest average belongs to teachers
with 11-15 years of seniority (X=58.50).

Table 8
Comparison of Teachers' Individual Innovativeness Levels and Innovative
School Perceptions Based on the School Level

School = F p Difference
N X S
Type between groups
Preschoo >4 283 629 4863 .002 Preschool>
I Secondary
Primary High Sch.>
Innovati Sch. 79 35 736 Secondary
ve secondar g, 355 g5y
Atmosp Y
here High Sch. 257 355 774
Total 427 3.50 812
Preschoo 54 388 5o 5846 .001 Preschool>.
| Secondary. High
Primary Sch.
Sch. 79 355 646 Primary Sch.>
Manage Secondar Secondar
rial 94 324 796 Y
Support Y >7
High Sch. 5 3.46 741
Total 427 3.45 739
Preslchoo 54 338 622 2375 .069 -
Primary 29 309 870
. Sch.
Organiz Secondar
ational 94 289 .859
Barriers Y 57
High Sch. c 3.04 .865
Total 427 3.04 .858
ISS- Preschoo 54 11.09 145 4629 .003 PrescthI>Second
Total I ary,Primary Sch.
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Primary
e 79 1016 202
Sec‘;”dar 94 937 2.4
High Sch. 257 10.03 222
Total 427 997 222
Preslchoo 54 6032 5742 1.240 290 -
Primary
Individu  Sch, /9 0033 5741
al  secondar o, 5933 5338
Innovati \Y%
VENEeSS  High sch. 257 5924 6344
Total 427 5950 6.030

p<.05

Table 8 shows that teachers' individual innovativeness levels do not differ
significantly (p>.05) depending on the school type variable, whereas there is a
significant difference between the groups regarding the perception of
innovative schools depending on the school type variable (p<.05). TUKEY test
analysis was conducted to determine between which groups the difference
occurred. Based on the analysis, it was found that in the innovative
atmosphere sub-dimension of the Innovative School Scale, preschool
teachers (X=3.83) and high school teachers (X=3.55) had higher perceptions of
innovative schools than secondary school teachers (X=325). In the
administrative support sub-dimension, it was found that preschool teachers'
perceptions of innovative school (X=3.88) were higher than secondary school
teachers (X= 3.24) and high school teachers (X=3.46), and the perceptions of
primary school teachers (X=3.56) were higher than secondary school teachers
(X=3.24). A significant difference was also found between the groups when the
total scores of school innovativeness perception were analyzed. It was
determined that preschool teachers (X=11.09) had higher perceptions of school
innovativeness than secondary school teachers (X =9.37) and primary school
teachers (X =10.16), and there was a significant difference between these
groups.

Table 9
Comparison of Teachers' Individual Innovativeness Levels and School
Innovativeness Perceptions Based on the Education Level

Education

Status N X S Sd t o)
Innovative Undergraduate 368 350 .819 167999 089 930
Atmosphere Postgraduate 104 349 793
Managerial Undergraduate 368 346 .750
Support Postgraduate 104 342 708 171710 491624
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Organizational Undergraduate 368 3.04 .869
Barriers Postgraduate 104 3.00 814

Undergraduate 368 998 226

Postgraduate 104 991 212
Individual Undergraduate 368 69.15 9.08
Innovativeness Postgraduate 104 70.00 9.36

172610 499 618
ISS-Total 172268 310 757

159.757 -820 413

Table 9 shows the findings on teachers' perceptions of innovative
schools and individual innovativeness levels with respect to the variable
of educational status. The results of the t-test analysis show that there
is no significant difference between the groups in terms of the
educational status of teachers' individual innovativeness levels and
innovative school perceptions (p>.05). It was determined that the
general averages of innovative school perception of the teachers in
terms of education level were higher in the undergraduate level group
(N=368, X = 9.98) than in the graduate level group (n=104; X = 9.9]). It was
found that the general averages of individual innovativeness were
higher in teachers with postgraduate education (X=70.00) than those
with undergraduate education (X=69.15).

The Relationship Between Teachers' Individual Innovativeness
Levels and Their Perceptions of Innovative Schools

Table 10 shows the relationship between teachers' individual
innovativeness levels and their perceptions of innovative schools.

Table 10
The Relationship between Teachers' Perceptions of School Innovativeness
and Individual Innovativeness Levels

N r ]

Individual
Innovativeness
total
472 135 .003
Individual School
total
p<.05

Table 10 shows the Pearson Product Moments correlation analysis
conducted to determine the relationship between teachers'
perceptions of innovative schools and their individual innovativeness
levels, and it was found that there was a low positive relationship
between the two variables at a significant level (r =0.135; p<0.05).

Discussion, Conclusion, and Suggestions

In this study, it was aimed to determine the relationship between
innovative school perceptions and individual innovativeness levels of
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the teachers participating in the research from various provinces of
Turkey and also to reveal whether there is a difference between the
groups in terms of gender, seniority, school type, and educational status
variables.

In the study, first of all, it was attempted to determine the level of
teachers' perceptions of innovative schools. Accordingly, it was
concluded that teachers generally found their schools to be highly
innovative. When the literature is examined, relevant studies
supporting the research result (Bodur & Argon, 2019; Bozkurt, 2019;
Daghan, 2019; Yuner & Ozdemir, 2020) were found to be available. It was
found that teachers' perceptions were high, especially in the innovative
atmosphere and managerial support sub-dimensions of the Innovative
School Scale. Based on this finding, it can be concluded that teachers'
innovative ideas and creativity are supported in the schools where they
work, and that everyone does their share in cooperation and with a
willingness to support innovation. The moderate level of teachers'
perceptions in the organizational barriers sub-dimension can be
interpreted as teachers sometimes encounter organizational barriers.
This indicates that there is a belief in the existence of administrations
that do not hesitate to take risks and support change and innovation in
schools. Factors such as flexible school structures that support
innovation, where many Iideas can be expressed, and meeting
emerging needs are seen as organizational structures that support
innovation (Pervaiz, 1998), and having an innovative organizational
culture gives educational institutions an advantage over their
competitors (Kurt, 2010). Having a management that supports
innovative ideas, considers diversity as richness, is willing to innovate,
and strives to eliminate organizational barriers would help the school to
have an innovative atmosphere and to let innovative practices emerge.

Considering the individual innovativeness levels of teachers, it was
concluded that they were in the questioning category among the
categories of adopting innovation, however, they were low-level
innovators. It was also found that the other majority of the teachers
were in the skeptical category. In many studies on individual
innovativeness in Turkey, it has been concluded that teachers are in the
guestioning category (Cetin & Bulbul, 2017; Coklar & Ozbek, 2017; Demir
Basaran & Keles, 2015; Kayasandik, 2017; Pinarcik et al., 2016; Yapici &
Kaya, 2020) and that they are low-level innovators (Kilic, 2015; Yilmaz,
2013). In terms of adopting innovation, it can be said that individuals in
the questioning category are neither late nor early adopters, albeit they
take longer to adopt an innovation and are cautious towards
innovation. They are in the middle in terms of age, education, and
income level (Kilicer, 2011, Ozgur, 2013; Rogers, 1995). Additionally, Kilic
and Ayvaz Tuncel (2015) emphasize that individuals in the questioning
category show resistance to innovation, and therefore, the adoption
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period of innovation is prolonged. Hence, it can be stated that many
factors play a role in the fact that teachers, the pioneers in the diffusion
of innovations and developments in the education system to society,
are cautious and skeptical towards innovation, or have low levels of
innovation. It isemphasized that teachers' attitudes towards innovation
and belief in an innovation may change depending on the outcome of
the innovation, and this may lead them to be cautious before
implementing the innovation (Uras, 2000). Similar studies show that
teachers are cautious about adopting the changes made in the Turkish
education system and internalizing innovation. For example, studies
(Bayrakdar Ciftci et al., 2013; Karagoz & Dogan, 2016) have shown that
teachers were cautious about adopting the curricula based on
constructivist educational philosophy or implementing innovations in
2005-2006 and that they began implementing innovations with a delay.
In particular, the fact that the Turkish education system is constantly
undergoing changes and that different practices are adopted before
the innovations are fully adopted may have been effective in teachers'
guestioning and low levels of innovativeness.

It was examined whether teachers' individual innovativeness levels and
innovative school perceptions differed based on gender, seniority,
school type, and educational status. In this scope, it was concluded that
both individual innovativeness levels and innovative school perceptions
of teachers did not differ based on gender. Similar studies (Bodur, 2019;
Yasar, 2020) in the literature support the research results. In general, it
was found that both gender groups had positive perceptions of their
schools' innovativeness in the innovative atmosphere and managerial
support dimension and had a moderate perception of school
innovativeness in the organizational barriers sub-dimension. Besides,
there are similar studies (Cetin & Bulbul, 2017, Demir Basaran & Keles,
2015; Kilic, 2015; Ozbek, 2014; Rogers & Wallace, 2011; Unal, 2014) that
support the fact that there is no significant difference between the
groups based on gender regarding individual innovativeness levels and
that gender does not have a significant effect on individual
innovativeness. On the other hand, although Yilmaz et al. (2014) found
that the individual innovativeness levels of female pre-service teachers
were higher than male pre-service teachers, it is possible to say that the
general innovativeness of female and male teachers is similar.

It was concluded that the seniority variable did not induce a significant
difference regarding teachers' perceptions of innovative schools and
individual innovativeness levels. In studies investigating teachers'
individual innovativeness levels related to seniority variable (Coklar,
2012; Demir Basaran & Keles, 2015; Kilic, 2015; Ozbek, 2014) and similar
studies on innovative school perceptions (Bozkurt, 2019; Daghan, 2019),
overlapping results with the research finding regarding seniority
variable were identified. The fact that teachers' perceptions of

244



PUJE, 60, [2023] Abbak & Erdamar https://doi.org/10.9779/pauefd.1108835

innovativeness do not change depending on seniority can be
considered as a positive result. In terms of organizational atmosphere,
it is crucial that teachers' levels of self-improvement in terms of
innovation or perceiving the atmosphere of the school as innovative are
the same in every seniority group.

It was determined that teachers' individual innovativeness levels did
not differ in terms of school-type variables, but there was a significant
difference in their perceptions of school innovativeness in the sub-
dimensions of innovative atmosphere and managerial support. It was
concluded that preschool teachers and high school teachers had
higher perceptions of innovative schools than secondary school
teachers in the innovative atmosphere sub-dimension. Similarly, in the
administrative support sub-dimension, preschool teachers' perceptions
of innovative schools were higher than those of secondary and high
school teachers, and in the same sub-dimension, primary school
teachers' perceptions of administrative support were higher than those
of secondary school teachers. In a study by Yasar (2020), it was found
that there was no difference between the groups regarding the school
type variable; however, teachers in religious secondary schools had
higher perceptions of innovative schools. On the other hand, Daghan
(2019) found in his thesis study that preschool teachers' perceptions of
innovative schools in the administrative support sub-dimension were
higher than those of secondary school teachers. The reason why
preschool teachers' perceptions of innovation are higher than those of
teachers working in other school types may be due to the fact that they
work in cooperation with teachers and administrators from the same
branch, the school atmosphere is more suitable for innovation, and the
administration has a more supportive attitude towards teachers about
innovation. In some studies, it was found that the competencies of high
school administrators to manage innovation were higher than those of
secondary school administrators (Karatas et al., 2015). Innovative schools
encourage their educators to use new tools and materials in the
classroom or the classroom environment (Watt, 2002). In this respect,
administrators play a major role in terms of innovation regarding the
difference in teachers' perceptions of innovative schools depending on
school types. This is because the emphasis given to innovation in the
individual's relations with managers and the factors within the
organization have a greater impact on innovation rather than external
factors (Ulgen, 1997).

In the study, it was concluded that there was no significant difference
between the groups based on the educational status in both individual
innovativeness levels and innovative school perceptions of teachers. In
the studies conducted on both individual innovativeness levels (Isik &
Meric, 2015; Isik et al., 2016; Ozgur, 2013; Pekdogan, 2017) and innovative
school perceptions (Bozkurt, 2019; Murtezaoglu, 2015) based on the
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educational status variable of individuals, results were found to support
the findings of the research in question. However, the literature also
shows that there are contrary results to the research findings. In a study
on the characteristics of schools to be innovative, Daghan (2019)
concluded that teachers with bachelor's degrees had higher
perceptions of innovativeness than those with master's degrees. The
research findings in question show that although there is no significant
difference between the groups based on educational status, the
innovative school perceptions of teachers with undergraduate degrees
are higher than those of teachers with postgraduate degrees.

In the study, it was aimed to determine the relationship between
teachers' individual innovativeness levels and their perceptions of
innovative schools. Accordingly, it was concluded that there was a
positive and low-level relationship between teachers' perceptions of
innovative schools and individual innovativeness levels. As teachers'
perceptions of innovative schools increase, their individual
innovativeness levels also increase, albeit at a low rate. As the school
administration's support for innovation increases, a positive
atmosphere related to innovation emerges in the school. The rate of
acceptance of innovations increases so long as they are supported by
the management (Varis, 1982). Innovative schools are the ones that give
importance to innovative thinking, support such thinking, encourage
the sharing of knowledge, and have an atmosphere of flexible
structures and processes that provide opportunities for out-of-the-box
initiatives (Watt, 2002). Furthermore, a linear relationship is present
between teachers' understanding of innovation and innovation
implementation behavior and the innovative atmosphere and climate
of schools. In this regard, the teacher's behavior of adopting and
implementing innovation is very effective in the formation of an
innovative atmosphere in schools (Kocasarac, 2018). In other words, it is
possible to say that there is a relationship, albeit at a low level, between
teachers' individual innovativeness and their perceptions of innovative
schools. Individual innovation is about the change and improvement of
the individual, whereas school innovation is about the diffusion of
innovation to the whole society. Based on all these, both teachers and
schools bear very crucial responsibilities in the establishment of the
desired societies by raising individuals. In this sense, the following
suggestions can be made based on the research results:

e |t was concluded that teachers' perceptions of innovativeness
were at a high level (but not at a very high level), and that the
negative perception was higher in the organizational barriers
sub-dimension. In this regard, innovation studies and practices
related to managers can be conducted.
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e Studies can be carried out within the scope of dissemination of
innovation by investigating the obstacles to innovation in schools.

e Since teachers' Iinnovative perception levels may differ
depending on school types, in-service training on innovation can
be organized to address this issue.

e To improve teachers' innovativeness levels, programs and
projects can be designed to enable them to generate innovative
ideas, and innovative ideas can be encouraged.
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