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The relational screening model was used in this study, which examined the relationship
between the general procrastination behaviors of school administrators and their
personality traits. The sample group of the research consists of 352 school
administrators. Research data were obtained by using the "General Procrastination
Scale", "Five Factor Personality Scale" and "Personal Information Form". Descriptive
analyzes, Parametric Difference Tests and Pearson Bidirectional Correlation analysis
were used in the analysis of the data. As a result of the analyzes, it was determined that
the school administrators exhibited a low level of procrastination behavior and their
general procrastination behavior differed according to the marital status variable, but
did not differ according to the variables of title, age, gender, professional seniority,
education level, seniority of management, type of school and branch. It has been
determined that married school administrators have less procrastination behavior than
single school administrators. It was observed that there was a moderate and negative
significant relationship between the general procrastination behaviors exhibited by
school administrators and the personality traits of responsibility, extraversion,
agreeableness and openness to development, and a moderate and positive significant
relationship between neurotic personality traits. According to the research findings,
emotionally inconsistent school administrators exhibit more procrastination behavior.
Responsible, open to improvement, easygoing and extroverted school administrators
exhibit less procrastination behavior.
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Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranuslar ile kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskinin
incelendigi bu arastirmada iliskisel tarama modeli kullanulmustir. Arastirmanin drneklem
grubunu 352 okul yoneticisi olusturmaktadir. Aragtirma verileri, “Genel Erteleme Olgegi”,
“Beg Faktor Kisilik Olgegi” ve “Kisisel Bilgi Formu” kullarularak elde edilmistir. Verilerin
analizinde tanimlayici analizler, Parametrik Fark Testleri ve Pearson Cift Yonlii Korelasyon
analizi kullanilmistir. Analizler sonucunda okul yoneticilerinin diisiik diizeyde erteleme
davranus: sergiledikleri ve genel erteleme davranislarinin medeni durum degiskenine gore
farklilastig1 ancak unvan, yas, cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, 6grenim durumu, yoneticilik kidemi,
calistig okul tiirii ve brans degiskenlerine gore farklilasmadig: tespit edilmistir. Evli okul
yoOneticilerinin bekar okul yoneticilerinden daha az erteleme davranisinda bulunduklar:
tespit edilmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin sergiledikleri genel erteleme davramglar: ile
sorumluluk, disadoniikliik, yumusak baslilik ve gelisime aciklik kisilik dzelikleri arasmnda
orta diizeyde ve negatif yonlii anlamh bir iligki, nevrotik kisilik 6zeligi ile arasinda orta
diizeyde ve pozitif yonlii anlamh bir iliski oldugu goriilmiistiir . Aragtirma bulgularina gére
duygusal olarak tutarsiz okul yoneticileri daha fazla erteleme davranisi sergilemektedirler.
Sorumluluk sahibi, gelisime agik,yumusak basl ve disadoniik okul yoneticileri ise daha az
erteleme davrams sergilemektedirler.
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Giris

Hayatin her déoneminde yapilmasi gereken bir takim gorev ve sorumluluklar vardir. Bu gorev
ve sorumluluklar bazen zamaninda yapilmayip, geciktirilip ertelenebilmektedir. Yapilan ertelemeler
bazen giindelik basit isler ile bazen de bireylerin gelecegini sekillendirebilecek daha 6nemli konularla
ilgili olabilmektedir. Giindelik yasamda Odenmesi gereken faturalar, yapilmas: gereken telefon
goriismeleri, sinavlara hazirlik gibi bircok calisma cesitli gerekgelerle ertelenebilmektedir. Bu erteleme
davranis1 baslangicta bireylerde gecici bir rahatlama ve keyif verici bir durum olarak kendini
gostermektedir. Ancak ilerleyen zamanlarda bu keyifli durum yerini kaygy, stres, pismanlik ve gerginlik
gibi durumlara birakmaktadir. Erteleme davranisindan rahatsiz olan bireyler, bir daha asla islerini
ertelemeyecekleri hsususunda kendilerine so6z verirler. Verilmis olan bu sozler genellikle
tutulamadigindan kisiler cogunlukla kendilerini ayni1 kisir dongii igerisinde bulurlar. Toplumun biiyiik
bir kisminda var olan bu problem modern bir hastalik olarak, teknolojinin ilerlemis oldugu toplumlarda
daha yaygin olarak goriilmektedir. Hayatimizda bu kadar yaygin olan bir kavramin anlasilmas: ve
bagka kavramlar ile olan iliskisinin incelenmesi bireylerin yasantilarina bir ¢ok agidan katki

saglayacaktir. Erteleme
kavrammin ilk olarak ne zaman kullanildigina dair alan yazinda farkli gortisler yer almaktadir.
Ertelemenin, insanlik uygarligi ile basladigi ve 2,5 milyon yil 6nce ortaya ¢ikmis oldugu ileri
suriilmektedir (Knaus, 2000). Baz1 arastirmacilar ise Babil Krali Hammurabi'nin kanunlarinda, erteleme
karsit1 sdylemlerin oldugunu belirterek bu kavramin ge¢misini 3700 yil 6ncesine dayandirmaktadir
(Knaus, 2002). Gecmisi ¢ok eskilere dayanan erteleme kavramini, M.O.8. Y.Y.”da Yunan Sairi Hesiodun
siirlerinde (Rawson ve Miner, 1986), William Shakspeare’in 1592 yilindaki “6. Henry” adli oyununda
(Rawson ve Miner, 1986) ve Ingiliz Sair Edward Young'un 1742 yilindaki “Night Thoughts” adli siirinde
gormek miimkiindiir. Erteleme kavraminin kullanimi ¢ok eski tarihlere dayanmasina ragmen bu
problemin arastirilmasina yonelik calismalarin yakin zamanda basladig1 soylenebilir. Ulkemizde ise
2003 yilina kadar bu konuda yapilmis olan herhangi bir ¢alismaya alan yazinda rastlanmamuistir.
Erteleme kavramina ait bir¢ok tanim ve kuram
gelistirilmistir Bu tanimlar ve kuramlarin incelenmesi, erteleme kavramin daha iyi anlasilmasina katki
saglayacaktir. Erteleme kavrami Latince “procrastinare” fiilinden gelmektedir ve bir vazifeyi yerine
getirmeyi veya sorumluluk almay1 baska zamana birakmak olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Ferrari, Jonhson
ve McCown, 1995; Milgram, Mey-Tal ve Levison, 1998). Oxford Dictionary of English adli sozliikte
erteleme, “isleri geciktirme veya sonraya birakma davranisi” olarak tanimlanirken, Tiirk Dil Kurumu
ise ertelemeyi “sonraya birakma”, “tehir veya tecil etmek” seklinde tamimlamaktadir (Tiirk Dil
Kurumu [TDK], 2016). ingilizcede "procrastination” kavrami ile karsilik bulan erteleme kavramina
iliskin literatiirde bir¢ok tanim yer almaktadir. Literatiirde yer alan tanimlara bakildiginda
aragtirmacilarin ertelemenin tanim tizerinde ortak bir fikire sahip olmadiklar1 goriilmektedir (Ferrari

ve digerleri, 1995). Diger yandan yapilmis olan tanumlarin bir ¢ogunda ertelemenin ¢ok boyutlu
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yapisina (Rothblum, Solomon ve Murakabi, 1986) ve tiirlerine odaklanildig: (Ferrari ve Pychyl, 2007)

sOylenebilir.

Erteleme olgusunu aciklamaya yonelik ¢alismalar incelendiginde arastirmacilarin ertelemeyi
farkli boyutlarda ele aldiklar1 goriilmektedir. Her arastirmac: ertelemeyi ele aldig1 boyut iizerinden
degerlendirmeye ¢alismaktadir. Erteleme olgusu, zamamni yonetememe, motivasyon eksikligi,
basarisizlik korkusu gibi bir¢ok gerekge ile baglantili olarak tamimlanmaya calisilmistir. Ancak
ertelemenin sayilan kavramlardan daha fazlasmi kapsayan bilissel, duyussal ve davranigsal
boyutlardan olusan kompleks bir kavram oldugu kabul edilmektedir (Ferrari ve digerleri, 1995).
Ertelemenin davranissal boyutu, bireyin yapilmasi gereken isleri zamaninda yapilmamas: ya da
almmasi gereken kararlari i¢in zamaninda alinmamasi (Senecal ve digerleri, 1997, aktaran Aydogan,
2008) ve yapilmas: gereken isin gereginden fazla uzun siirmesi seklinde (Senecal ve digerleri, 1997,
aktaran Cakici, 2003) tanimlanabilir. Ertelemenin bilissel boyutu, bireyin amaglar1 ile gergek
davraniglar1 arasindaki uyumsuzluk (Ferrari, 1994) olarak tanimlanabilir. Ertelemenin duyussal boyutu
ise bireyde erteleme davranisindan sonra ortaya c¢ikan kendini reddetme, yetersizlik, karamsarlik,

pismanlik, sucluluk, asabiyet, panik (Binder, 2000) duygusu olarak tanimlanabilir.

Erteleme davramisinin bireylerin kisilik o©zellikleri ile iliskisinin incelenmesi erteleme
davraniglarinin azaltilmasina katki saglayabilir. Bu amag ile yapilan arastirmalara bakildiginda,
erteleme davranis ile kisiligin sorumluluk (Lee, Kelly ve Edwards, 2005; McCown ve Johnson, 1991;
Ozer ve Altun, 2011; Ozer, 2012) duygusal dengesizlik, disa doniikliik ve deneyime agiklik boyutlart
arasinda onemli iligkilerin var oldugu goriilmektedir. Yapilmis olan bu arastirmalar ile kisiligin
erteleme davranisini hangi yonde ve ne diizeyde etkiledigi incelenmeye calisilmistir. Lee ve digerleri
(2005) ogretmenler iizerine yapmis olduklar1 ¢alismada sorumluluk bilincinin erteleme davranisini
azalthigim tespit etmislerdir. Bu calismay1 destekleyen benzer bir arastirmada Kandemir (2010)
bireylerin erteleme davranisi ile sorumluluk diizeyleri arasinda negatif yonlii orta diizeyde bir iliskinin
oldugunu belirlemistir. Lee ve digerleri (2005), yaptiklar: ¢alisma ile erteleme davramus: ile kisiligin
deneyime aciklik boyutu arasinda negatif yonde ve kisiligin duygusal dengesizlik boyutu arasinda
pozitif yonde anlaml bir iliskinin varligini tespit etmislerdir. Bu bulgular erteleme davranisinin
kisiligin deneyime agiklik boyutundan etkilendigi gostermektedir. Dogan, Kiiriim ve Kazaka'nin (2017)
yaptiklar1 calismada erteleme davranisi ile kisiligin sorumluluk boyutu arasinda negatif yonli,
duygusal dengesizlik boyutu arasinda ise pozitif yonlii bfir iliski oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Ozer
(2012), tarafindan yapilan benzer bir arastirmada da erteleme davrams: ile duygusal dengesizlik
arasinda pozitif yonlii bir iliski belirlenmis; bunun yaninda, 6zdenetim ve erteleme davranisi arasinda
negatif yonlii bir iliski saptanmistir. Erteleme davrarusi ve kisilik 6zelliklerinin ele alindig1 baska bir
calismada McCown ve Johnson (1991), erteleme davrarnsi ile kisiligin disaddniikliik boyutu arasinda
pozitif yonlii ve anlamli bir iliski bulmuslardir. Erteleme davranisi ile kisiligin bes temel faktorii

(disadoniikliik, nevrotiklik, uyumluluk, deneyime agiklik ve sorumluluk) arasindaki iliskileri inceleyen
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aragtirmalara baktigimizda, erteleme davranmisinin bireylerin sahip olduklar: kisilik 6zelliklerinden

etkilendigi sonucuna ulasilmaktadir.

Kompleks bir yapiya sahip olan erteleme davramsinin okul yo&neticilerinde ne diizeyde
oldugunu belirlemeye yonelik literatiirde ¢ok az sayida arastirma yer almaktadir. Bu alanda yapilan
aragtirmalarin  biiylik bir bolimiinii lise ve {iniversite Ogrencileri ile yapilan arastirmalar
olusturmaktadir. Yogun bir is hayatina ayak uydurabilmek icin bir¢ok fedakarlikta bulunan okul
yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranis diizeylerinin belirlenmesi ve bu diizeyin daha asag1 seviyeler
¢ekilmesine yonelik miidahale programlarinin hazirlanmasi, bu alandaki biiyiik bir eksikligin
giderilmesine katk:i saglayacaktir. Ayrica okul yoOneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislar ile kisilik
ozellikleri arasindaki iliskinin belirlenmesi okul yoneticilerinin se¢ilmesi ve mevcut okul yoneticilerinin
yaptiklari calismalarin daha kolay anlasilmasina katki saglayacaktir. Siralanan tiim bu faydalar dikkate
almarak arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislar ile kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki

iligkinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir.
Yontem

Arastirmanin bu kisminda arastirmanin modeline, evren ve Orneklemine, verilerin

toplanmasina ve verilerin analizine iliskin bilgiler yer almaktadir.
Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu arastirma, iliskisel modele gore gelistirilmistir. Iliskisel arastirmalar mevcut fenomenler
tizerinde incelemeler yaparak insan eylemlerinin karmasikligmin aciklanabilmesine imkan
saglamaktadir. Bu sayede bireylerin davranis bigimleri ile davranislar1 tanumlayan degiskenler
arasindaki iliskiler tespit edilebilmektedir (Cohen, Manion ve Morrison 2007). Iki veya daha fazla
degisken arasindaki iliskinin incelenebildigi iliskisel arastirmalar ii¢ 6nemli uygulamaya olanak
vermektedir: (a) degiskenler arasi iligkileri degerlendirmek, (b) degiskenler arasindaki tutarliligi
degerlendirmek ve (c) yordama yapmaktir (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen ve Razavieh, 2010). iliskisel
arastirmalarin dogasina uygun olarak bu calismada, belirlenen bagimsiz degisken (kisilik 6zellikleri) ile

bagiml degisken (erteleme davranisi) arasindaki iliskinin incelenemesi amaglanmaktadir.
Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin calisma evreni, Van ilindeki ilkokul, ortaokul ve liselerde 2016-2017 egitim-
ogretim yilinda gorev yapmakta olan 2103 okul yoneticisinden olusmaktadir. Bu evren biiyiikliigii icin
%5’lik hata payma gore secilmesi gereken 6rneklem sayisi en az 333 olmalidir (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak,
Akgun, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2009). Arastirmada 400 okul yoneticisine anket formu dagitilmis olup
357 anket geri toplanabilmistir. Arastirmanin 6rneklem grubunu ise bu evren icerisinden tesadiifii
ornekleme yontemi ile belirlenen 352 okul yoneticisi olusturmaktadir. Bu yontem, her bir birimin esit

secilme olasiligina sahip oldugu bir Ornekleme ydntemidir. Tesadiifii Ornekleme yonteminde,
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evrendeki tiim birimler, 6rnekleme se¢ilmek i¢in esit ve bagimsiz bir olasiliga sahiptir (Biiyiikoztiirk ve
digerleri, 2009). Orneklemlerin farkli egitim bolgelerinden seckisiz olarak secilmesinin evreni temsil
etme kabiliyetini artiracag1 diisiincesi ile yonetici sayis1 200’iin altinda olan 9 ilceden 21’ser okul
yOneticisi, yonetici sayis1 200’tin {istiinde olan 4 ilceden ise 42’ser okul yoneticisi seckisiz olarak
secilmistir. Toplanan Olceklerden 5'inin tam olarak doldurulmadig: tespit edilmis ve bu oOlgekler
hesaplamalara dahil edilmemistir. Orneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerin sosyo-demografik

ozelliklerine dair istatistik bulgular Tablo 1'de yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 1. Orneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin sosyo-demografik ozelliklerine iliskin istatistik bulgular

Degisken Diizey N %
Cinsiyet Erkek 296 84,1
Kadin 56 15,9
U Mudur 170 48,3
fvan Miidiir yardimcisi 182 51,7
. Evli 254 72,2
Medeni durum BeKar 08 278
Ogrenim durumu Lisans 305 86,6
Lisanstistii 47 13,4
20-25 Yas arasi 24 6,8
26-30 Yas arast 93 26,4
Yas 31-35 Yas arast 77 21,9
36-40 Yas arast 73 20,7
41 ve Ustii yas 85 24,1
Tlkokul 142 40,3
Calistig1 kurum Ortaokul 104 29,5
Lise 106 30,1
1-5 Yil Aras1 217 61,6
6-10 Y1l Arasi 63 17,9
Yoneticilik kidemi 11-15 Yil Arasi 37 10,5
16-20 Y1l Arasi 21 6,0
21 Yil ve Ustii 14 4,0
1-5 Y1l Arasi 112 31,8
6-10 Y1l Arasi 73 20,7
Mesleki kidem 11-15 Yil Aras1 71 20,2
16-20 Y1l Arasi 45 12,8
21 Yil ve Ustii 51 14,5
Sinaf Ogretmeni 123 34,9
Tlkégretim matematik 12 3,4
Tiirkce 18 51
Fen ve teknoloji 11 3,1
Sosyal bilgiler 24 6,8
Beden egitimi 5 1,4
Miizik 3 0,9
Fizik 2 0,6
Kimya 4 1,1
Biyoloji 5 1,4
ingilizce 19 54
Brans Tarih 6 1,7
Rehberlik 4 1,1
Gorsel sanatlar 15 4,3
Okul 6ncesi 21 6,0
Din kuiltiirii 10 2,8
Bilgisayar 9 2,6
Cografya 6 1,7
Meslek dersi 22 6,3
Edebiyat 21 6,0
Matematik (Lise) 4 1,1
Felsefe 8 2,3
Toplam 352 100,0

Tablo 1'de katiimalarin demografik bilgileri yer almaktadir. Veriler incelendiginde

aragtirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore 296’smn (%84,1) erkek, 56’smin
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(%15,9) ise kadin oldugu goriilmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinden 1701 (%48.3) miidiir
ve 182'si (% 51.7) miidiir yardimcis1 unvanina sahiptir. Bu sayilarin birbirlerine ¢ok yakin olmasi okul
yoneticiligi kavraminin iki es pargasi olan bu unvanlarin temsil edilebilirligi bakimindan énem arz
etmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin medeni durumlarina bakildiginda ¢ogu
yoneticinin evli oldugu goriilmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan yoneticilerinin 254’iiniin (72.2) evli ve
98'inin (27.8) ise bekar oldugu ve biiyiik ¢ogunlugun lisans mezunu oldugu goriilmektedir. Okul

yoneticilerinin 305’1 (%86.6) lisans ve 47’si (%13.4) lisansiistii 6grenim durumuna sahiptir.

Orneklem grubunun yag diizeyleri incelendiginde ¢ogunlugun otuz yas ve iistiinde oldugu
goriilmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin 24’i1 (% 6.8) 20-25 yas arasi, 93'1i (% 26.4) 26-30
yas arasl, 77’si (% 21.9) 31-35 yas arasy, 73"ii (% 20.7) 36-40 yas aras1 ve 851 (% 24.1) 41 yas ve iistii olarak
goriinmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin ¢alistiklar: kurumlara bakildiginda ilkokulda
calisan yoneticilerin daha fazla katihm sagladiklar1 goriilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin 142’si (% 40.3)
ilkokulda, 104’11 ortaokulda (% 29.5) ve 106’s1 (% 30.1) lisede gorev yapmaktadir. Yoneticilik kidemleri
incelendiginde yoneticilerin ¢ogunun yedi yilin altinda bir yoneticilik kidemine sahip oldugu
goriilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin 217’sinin (%61.6) 1-5 yil arasi, 63'iiniin (% 17.9) 6-10 yil aras,
37’sinin (%10.5) 11-15 y1l arasi, 21’inin (% 6) 15-20 yil aras1 ve 14’iintin (% 4) 21 yil ve iistii yoneticilik
kidemine sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin mesleki kidemleri incelendiginde ¢ogu
yoneticinin mesleklerinin ilk bes yili igerisinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan okul
yoneticilerinin 112’sinin (% 31.8) 1-5 yil arasi, 73’{iniin(% 20.7) 6-10 yil arasi, 71’inin (% 20.2) 11-15 yil
arast, 45’inin (% 12.8) 16-20 yil aras1, 51'inin(% 14.5) 21 y1l ve {istii mesleki tecriibeye sahip olduklarin
goriilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin branglaria gore dagilimlarina bakildiginda, 123'{iniin (% 34.9)
smif, 12’sinin (% 3.4) ilkogretim matematik, 18'inin(% 5.1) Tiirkge, 11'inin (% 3.1) fen ve teknoloji,
24’tniin (% 6.8) sosyal bilgiler, 5'inin (% 1.4) beden egitimi, 3’tiniin (% 0.9) miizik, 2’sinin (%0.6) fizik,
4'{iniin (% 1.1) kimya, 5'inin (%1.4) biyoloji, 19"unun (% 5.4) Ingilizce, 6’stmn (%1.7) tarih, 4’iiniin (%1.1)
PDR, 15inin (% 4.3) gorsel sanatlar, 21'inin(% 6.0) okul dncesi, 10'unun (% 2.8) din kiiltiirii ve ahlak
bilgisi, 9’unun (% 2.6) bilgisayar, 6’stnin (% 1.7) cografya, 22’sinin (% 6.3) meslek dersi, 21’inin (% 6.0)
edebiyat, 4'lintin (% 1.1) ortadgretim matematik ve 8inin (% 2.3) felsefe bransinda oldugu
goriilmektedir. En ¢ok katilim saglayan brangin sinif 6gretmenligi alaninda ve en az katilim saglayan
bransin fizik alaninda oldugu goriilmektedir. Baz1 branslarda katilimeci sayismnin ¢ok az olmasi ve
sayilar arasindaki biiyiik farkliliklardan dolay1 branslar, sinif ve okul dncesi, fen ve matematik ve sosyal

bilimler olarak {i¢ grup altinda siniflandirilmistir.
Veri Toplama Araglan

Aragtirma verileri, “Genel Erteleme C)lgegi”, “Bes Faktor Kisilik Olgegi” ve arastirmacinin —

hazirlamis oldugu “Kisisel Bilgi Formu” kullanilarak elde edilmistir.
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Kisisel bilgi formu: Arastirmada drenklemdeki yoneticilerin sosyo-demografik 6zelliklerini belirlemek
amaciyla kisisel bilgi formu hazirlanmistir. Bu formda katilimcilara; gorev unvan, cinsiyeti, medeni
durumu, yasi, yoneticilikteki kidemi, meslekteki kidemi, ¢alistig1 kurumu, 6grenim durumu ve mezun

oldugu brans sorulmustur.

Genel erteleme odlcegi: Bu 6lcek Cakici, Yorulmaz ve Giilebaglan (2003) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup
dlgekte 7 olumlu ve 11 olumsuz olmak iizere toplamda 18 madde yer almaktadir. Olgekte bulunan
maddelere verilen cevaplar "beni hi¢ yansitmiyor", "beni ¢ok az yansitiyor", "beni biraz yansitiyor”,
"beni ¢ogunlukla yansitiyor', '"beni tamamen yansitiyor" olarak besli likert tipinde
derecelendirilmektedir. Genel erteleme Olgeginin Cronbach’s Alpha giivenirlik katsayr degeri 0.91
olarak tespit edismistir. Olgegin Sperman Brown iki yarim test giivenirlik degeri toplam 0.85 olarak
tespit edilmistir. Test tekrar test giivenirlik katsayis1 0.83 olarak bulunmustur. Olgekten alinan
puanlarin artmasi erteleme davranisi sergileme sikliginin artmasi olarak yorumlanmaktadir (Cakici,
2003). Arastirmada 6lgegin ic glivenirlik degerleri hesaplanmis ve Cronbach’s Alpha giivenirlik katsay1
degerini 0.82 olarak hesaplanmuistir. Elde edilen bu deger 0,80 < <1,00 arasinda olmasindan dolay:
Olcegin oldukga giivenilir oldugu sdylenebilmektedir (Uzunsakal ve Yildiz, 2018). Bu durumda genel

erteleme Olgeginin giivenilir oldugu soylenebilir.

Bes faktor kisilik 6lcegi: Olcek Benet-Martinez ve John (1998) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup lgekte 44
madde- year almkatadir. Hazirlanan bu 6lgek kisilik 6zelliklerinden “névrotiklik”, “disadoniikliik”,
“deneyime agiklik”, “uyumluluk” ve “sorumluluk” boyutlarini 6lgmektedir. Olgegin Tiirkge'ye
uyarlamasi, 56 iilke kapsaminda kisilerin kendilerini tanimlama profilleri ve desenleri konusunda
yapilan bir arastirmanin {ilkemiz kapsamindaki calismalari, Siimer ve Siimer (2005) tarafindan
gerceklestirilmistir. Anilan ¢alismada Bes Faktor Kisilik Olgegi’nin Cronbach Alfa giivenilirlik degerleri
0.79, 0.77, 0.76, 0.70 ve 0.78 olarak sirasiyla “nevrotiklik”, “disadoniikliik”, “gelisime agiklik”,
“uyumluluk” ve “sorumluluk” faktorlerini gosterdigi ortaya konmaktadir (Schmitt, Allik, McCrae ve
Benet-Martinez, 2007). Olgekte bulunan her bir alt béliimden alan yiiksek puanlar, katimicinin o
kisilik 6zelligini yiiksek diizeyde ortya koydugunu gostermektedir (Siimer, Lajunen ve Ozkan, 2005).
Bu arastirmada Olgegin glivenirlik diizeyini belirlemeye yo&nelik yapilan analizler sonucunda,
Cronbach’s Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi nevrotiklik boliimii i¢in 0.68, disadoniikliik boliimii igin 0.70,
gelisime aciklik boliimii igin 0.62, uyumluluk boliimii icin 0.61 ve sorumluluk béliimii igin 0.73 olarak
tespit edilmistir. Hesplanan bu a degerleri bes faktdr kisilik Olgeginin  giivenilir oldugu

gostermektedir.
Verilerin Toplanmasi

Olgekler uygulanmadan énce Van Il Milli Egitim Miidiirliigiinden gerekli izinler alinmistir.
Uygulanacak oOlgekler belirlenen &rneklem sayisindan daha fazla c¢ogaltilarak hazirlanmistir.

Aragtirmaci ilgelerde gergeklestirilen okul yoéneticilerine yonelik toplantilara katilarak burada
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aragtirmanin konusu ve 6lgekler hakkinda bilgi vererek dlgeklerin uygulanmasi siirecini takip etmis ve

arastirmaya goniillii katilimin saglanmasina énem gostermistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizinde aritmetik ortalama, standart hata, standart sapma, frekans, varyans, yiizde
(tanimlayici analizler), t testi ve ANOVA (parametrik fark testleri) ve Pearson Cift Yonlii Korelasyon

analizi kullanilmigtir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Yiiksekdgretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin
Etigi Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yénergenin ikinci bolimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden higbiri

gerceklestirilmemistir.
Bulgular ve Tartisma

Calismanin bu béliimiinde arastirma sonucunda elde edilen bulgular ile bu alanda yapilmus
olan benzer ve farkl arastirma sonuglar: birlikte ele alinarak degerlendirilmistir. Arastirmanin amaci
dogrultusunda toplanan verilerin analizinde hangi testlerin kullanilacagina karar vermek igin 6ncelikle
elde edilen degerlerin parametrik test varsayimlarini karsilayip karsilamadigina bakilmistir. Calismada
toplanan verilerin incelenmesi sonucunda tiim Ol¢iim araglarindan elde edilen puanlarin normal
dagilim gosterdigi tespit edilmis ve parametrik testlerin uygulanabilecegine karar verilmistir. Daha
sonra okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin ne diizeyde oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla
Genel Erteleme Olgegi'nden elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda okul yoneticilerinin en yiiksek ve en
diisiik puanlari, aritmetik ortalamalar1 ve standart sapma sonuclarina bakilmistir. Elde edilen veriler
okul yoneticilerinin diisiik diizeyde ( X =1.81 ) erteleme davranisinda bulunduklarini gostermektedir.

Tablo 2. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraniglari, en yiiksek ve en diisiik puanlar, aritmetik ortalama ve
standart sapma sonuclar

N Min. Max. Y sS

Tp R —
Okul y6neticilerinin 352 1.00 428 1.81 0.58621
genel erteleme davraniglar:

Okul yoneticilerinin Olgekten aldiklar1 en diisiik erteleme ortalama puanin 1 (diisiik diizey
ertelemeci) ve en yiiksek erteleme ortalama puanin 4.28 (yiiksek diizey ertelemeci) oldugu gortilmiistiir.
Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme puan ortalamalarinin 1.81 (diisitk diizey ertelemeci) oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bagka bir ifade ile okul yoneticileri 6lgege verdikleri cevaplar ile kendilerinin diisiik
diizeyde erteleme davranisi gosterdiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Literatiir incelendiginde okul
yoneticilerinin erteleme davraniglarini belirlemeye yénelik yapilmis olan az sayida (Cémert, 2009; Ici,
2012; Ozdemir, 2012; Cémert ve Dénmez, 2018; Beycioglu, Ugurlu ve Abdurrezzak, 2018; Acar, 2020)
arastirmada da okul yoneticilerinin erteleme davranislarinin diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
bulgulardan hareketle aragtirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin gorev ve sorumluluklarini genelde

ertelemedikleri, sorumlu olduklari is ve islemleri zamaninda yaptiklari sonucuna ulagilabilir.
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Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarimin cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir

farklilik gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramglarimin cinsiyet deliskenine gore aritmetik ortalama,
standart sapma ve t-testi sonuglari

Cinsiyet N X ss sd t p
Erkek 296 1.80 0.60 350 0.369 0.713
Kadin 56 1.84 0.50 350

Tablo 3'te goriildiigii gibi, 6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari
cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklihik gostermemektedir. t(350)= 0.369, p>0,713. Tablodaki
bulgular incelendiginde, her iki gruptaki yoneticilerin de erteleme davranisini gosterme diizeylerine
iliskin algilarinin benzerlik gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Olgekten alinan diisiik puanlarin diisiik diizeyde
ertelemecilik davranisini temsil ettigi diisiiniildiigiinde, hem erkek yoneticilerin (X =1.80) hem de
kadin yoneticilerin (X =1.84) kendilerini diisiik diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri
sOylenebilir. Literatiir incelendiginde erteleme davranisi ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasindaki farka iliskin
yapilan arastirmalarda da (Giilebaglan, 2003; Giiner, 2008; Haycock, 1993; ici, 2012; iskender, 2011;
Kizilkaya Cumaoglu ve Diker Coskun, 2012; Onwuegbuzic, 2004; Ozdemir, 2012; Solomon ve
Rothblum, 1984; Sirin, 2011; Topal, 2015, Watson, 2001; Acar, 2020) benzer sonuglarin ¢iktig1

goriilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin unvan degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik

gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglar1 asagida (Tablo 4'te) sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramislarinin unvan degiskenine gore standart sapma, aritmetik
ortalama ve t-testi sonuglar

Unvan N X ss sd t p
Midiir 170 1.85 0.63 350 1.32 0.186
Midir Yardimcisi 182 1.77 0.53

Tablo 4’te goriildiigii gibi, 6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislar:
unvan degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermemektedir. t(350)= 1.32, p>0.186. Tablodaki
bulgular incelendiginde, her iki gruptaki yoneticilerin de erteleme davranisini gosterme diizeylerine
iliskin benzer goriiglere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Olgekten alman diisiik puanlarin diisiik
diizeyde ertelemecilik davranisinu temsil ettigi diisiiniildiigiinde, hem miidiirlerinin ( X =1.85) hem de
miidiir yardimcilariin (X =1.77) kendilerini diisiik diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri
sOylenebilir. Erteleme davrarisi ile unvan arasindaki farka iliskin yapilan az sayidaki arastirmada da
(Comert, 2009; Ozdemir, 2012; Comert ve Dénmez, 2018; Acar, 2020) benzer sonuglara ulasildig:

goriilmektedir

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraniglarinin 6grenim durumu degiskenine gére anlaml

bir farklilik gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglar: asagida (Tablo 5’de) sunulmustur.
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Tablo 5. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramslarinin 63renim durumu degiskenine gore standart sapma,
aritmetik ortalama ve t-testi sonuclari

Ogrenim Durumu N X ss sd t p
Lisans 305 1.82 0.58 350 1.04 0.296
Lisanstistii 47 1.73 0.56

Tablo 5'te goriildiigii gibi, 6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari
Ogrenim durumu degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermemektedir. t(350)= 1.04, p>0.296.
Tablodaki bulgular incelendiginde, her iki gruptaki yoneticilerin de erteleme davranisini gosterme
diizeylerine iliskin benzer goriislere sahip olduklari goriilmektedir. Olgekten alinan diisiik puanlarin
diisiik diizeyde ertelemecilik davranisini temsil ettigi diisiiniildiigiinde, hem lisans mezunu
yoneticilerin ( X =1.82) hem de lisansiistii mezuniyete sahip yoneticilerin ( X =1.84) kendilerini d{isiik
diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri sOylenebilir. Erteleme davranisi ile 6grenim durumu
arasindaki farka iliskin Giiner (2008), Comert (2009) ve Acar (2020) tarafindan yapilan arastirmalarda

da benzer sonuglarin ¢ikmis oldugu goriilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin yas degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik

gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglar1 asagida (Tablo 6’da) sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin yas degiskenine gore aritmetik ortalama, standart
sapma ve anova testi sonuglar

— Varyansin ~ Kareler Kareler
Yas N X > Kazna@ Top. d Ort. Foop  Fark
30 Yas ve alt1 117 192 0.60 Gruplarici 2229 3 0.743 218 .090 -
30-35Yasarast 77 173 0.58  Gruplar 118.389 48 0.340
Arasi
36-40 Yasarast 73 176 0.53  Toplam 120.618 51

41 Yas ve iistii 8 176 0.59

Tablo 6’da goriildiigii gibi, 6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraruslar
yas degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermemektedir. F(3,249)=2.18, p>0.090. Tablodaki bulgular
incelendiginde, farkli yas gruplarindaki okul yoneticilerinin erteleme davranisini gésterme diizeylerine
iliskin benzer goriislere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Olcekten alnan diisiik puanlarin diisiik
diizeyde ertelemecilik davramisini temsil ettigi diistiniildiigiinde, tiim yas gruplarindaki okul
yoneticilerinin (X =1.92, X =1.73, X =1.76) kendilerini diisiik diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak
gordiikleri soylenebilir. Literatiir incelendiginde erteleme davranisi ile yas degiskeni arasindaki farka
iliskin Cakic1 (2003), Akkaya (2007), Ici (2012), Ozdemir (2012) ve Acar (2020) ‘in benzer sonuglara

ulagtiklar: goriilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin c¢alisilan kurum degiskenine gore anlamh

bir farklilik gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglar1 asagida (Tablo 7’de) sunulmustur.

Tablo 7. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramglarimn calistigr kurum deSiskenine gbre standart sapma,
aritmetik ortalama ve anova testi sonuclar

Calistig1 — Varyansin Kareler Kareler

kurum N X 5 Kaynag1 Top. d Ort. F P Fark
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Tlkokul 142 184 060 Gruplarici 0.848 2 0.424 1.23  0.296 -
Ortaokul 104 184 061 COruplar 119770 349  0.343

Arasi
Lise 106 173 053  Toplam 120618 351

Tablo 7’'de goriildiigii gibi, 6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislar:
calisilan kurum degiskenine gore anlamh bir farklilik gostermemektedir. F(2,249)= 1.23, p>0.296.
Tablodaki bulgular incelendiginde, farkli kurumlarda ¢alisan okul yoneticilerinin erteleme davranisin
gosterme diizeylerine iliskin benzer goriislere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Olgekten alinan diisiik
puanlarin diisiik diizeyde ertelemecilik davramsini temsil ettigi diisiintildiigiinde, ilkokul ( X =1.84),
ortaokul (X =1.84) ve lise (X =1.73) ‘de calisan yoneticilerin benzer bir sekilde kendilerini diisiik
diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri sdylenebilir. Comert ve Dénmez (2018) tarafindan

yapilan arastirma sonuglari ile arastirmamizin sonuglari benzerlik gostermektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin yoneticilik kidemi degiskenine gore anlamh

bir farklilik gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonugclar1 asagida (Tablo 8’de) sunulmustur.

Tablo 8. Okul yéneticilerinin genel erteleme davramslarimin yoneticilik kidemi degiskenine gore standart sapma,
aritmetik ortalama ve anova testi sonuglart

Yoneticilik — s Varyansin Kareler d Kareler P

Kidem X Kaynag1  Top. Ort. P
-3 Yl 11.84 0057 STUPlAT o0 0254 0739 0.478
arasl Ici

4- vil ]

? " g6 11.79 0061 CTPIT 150109 349 0.344

arasi Arasi

i(s)tﬁm ve 882 11.76 00.58 Toplam  120.618 351

Tablo 8'de goriildiigii gibi, orneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraruslar
yoneticilik kidemi degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermemektedir. F(2,249)= 0.739, p>0.47.
Tablodaki bulgular incelendiginde, farkli yoneticilik kideme sahip okul yoneticilerinin erteleme
davranisini gosterme diizeylerine iligskin benzer goriislere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Olgekten
alman diisiik puanlarin diisiik diizeyde ertelemecilik davranisini temsil ettigi diisiiniildiigiinde, farkh
yoneticilik kideme sahip yoneticilerin (X =1.84, X =1.79, X =1.76) benzer bir sekilde kendilerini
diisiik diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri sdylenebilir. Comert (2009) ve Ici (2012)
tarafindan yapilan benzer arastirmalarda da okul yo&neticilerinin yoneticilik kidemleri ile erteleme

davraniglari arasinda anlaml bir fakliligin olmadig: goriilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramnislarinin mesleki kidem diizeyine gore anlaml bir

farklilik gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglari asagida ( Tablo 9'da) sunulmustur.

Tablo 9. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davransglarimin mesleki kidem degiskenine gore standart sapma,
aritmetik ortalama, ve anova testi sonuclar
Mesleki
Kidem

N X s Varyansvm Kareler od Kareler F b Fark
Kaynag Top. Ort.

Gruplar

ici 2.063 3 0.688 201 0111 -

1-4 Y1l aras1 88 1.90 0.53



Memduhoglu, H.B. & Sahin, M.

IOML s yg 063 CTUPRT gigsss 348 041
arasl Arasi

7N gy 168 054 Toplam 120618 351

arasi

18 Y1l ve

v e 89 1.82 0.60
ustu

Tablo 9'da goriildiigii gibi, 6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraruslar
mesleki kidem diizeyine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermemektedir. F(9,248)=2.01, p>0.111. Tablodaki
bulgular incelendiginde, farkli mesleki kideme sahip okul yoneticilerinin erteleme davranisini
gosterme diizeylerine iliskin benzer goriislere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Olgekten alman diisiik
puanlarin diisiik diizeyde ertelemecilik davranisini temsil ettigi diistiniildiigtinde, farkli mesleki kidem
yilina sahip yoneticilerin ( X =1.90, X =1.83, Y=1.68, X =1.82) benzer bir sekilde kendilerini diisiik
diizeyde ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri sylenebilir. Acar (2020) tarafindan yapilan benzer bir
calismada da benzer bir sekilde okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramiglarinin mesleki kidem

diizeyine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislarinin medeni durumu degiskenine gore anlaml

bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin yapilan analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 10’da verilmistir.

Tablo 10. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramglarinin medeni durum degiskenine gire standart sapma,
aritmetik ortalama ve t-testi sonuglar

Medeni Durumu N X ss sd t p
Evli 254 1.76 0.57 350 251 0.012
Bekar 98 1.93 0.59

Tablo 10’da goriildiigii gibi, Orneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme
davraniglart medeni durum degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik géstermektedir. t(350)= 2.51, p<0.012.
Bekar okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme ortalamalar1 ( X =1.93), evli okul yoneticilerine (X = 1.73)
gore daha yiiksek goriinmektedir. Evli okul yoneticileri bekar okul yoneticilerinden daha az erteleme
davranisi gosterebilirler. Topal (2015) tarafindan akademisyenlerin erteleme davranislarinin medeni
duruma gore incelendigi bir arastirmada bekar akademisyenlerin evli akademisyenlerden daha
ertelemeci olduklari sonucuna ulagilmistir. Ancak Ozdemir (2012) ve Acar (2020) tarafindan yapilan
benzer ¢alismalarda okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranmiglarinin medeni durum degiskenine

gore anlaml bir farklilik géstermedigi sonucuna ulagilmusgtir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraniglarinin brans degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik

gosterip-gostermedigine dair yapilan analiz sonuglari Tablo 11’de verilmistir.

Tablo 11. Okul yéneticilerinin genel erteleme davramslarinin brans degiskenine gire standart sapma, aritmetik
ortalama ve anova testi sonuclar

— Varyansin  Kareler Kareler
Brans N X 5 Kaynag1 Top. sd Ort. F P Fark
Swuf veOkul 104 187 061  Gruplarici 132 2 0616 180 0167 -
Oncesi
Sosyal 139 174 053 Gruplar 119.386 349 0.342

1816



KEFAD Cilt 22, Say1 3, Aralik, 2021

Bilimler Arasi
Fen ve

Matematik 69 1.83 0.61 Toplam 120.618 351

Tablo 11'de goriildiigii gibi, O6rneklemi olusturan okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme
davraniglar1 brans degiskenine gore anlamh bir farklilik gostermemektedir. F(2,249)= 1.80, p>0.167.
Tablodaki bulgular incelendiginde, farkli branslara sahip okul yoneticilerinin erteleme davranisin
gosterme diizeylerine iliskin benzer goriislere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Olgekten alman diisiik
puanlarin diisiik diizeyde ertelemecilik davranisini temsil ettigi diisiiniildiigiinde, farkli mesleki kidem
yilina sahip yoneticilerin (X =1.87, X =1.74, X =1.83) benzer bir sekilde kendilerini diisiik diizeyde
ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri sdylenebilir. Giiner (2008), Cémert (2009) ve Ozdemir(2012)in

aragtirmalarinda da benzer sonuglara ulasildig1 goriilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari ile kisilik Ozellikleri arasindaki iligkiyi
belirlemek amaciyla pearson ¢ift yonlii korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Bu analiz sonucunda elde edilen
verilerin anlamlilik diizeyi kontrol edilmis ve anlamli oldugu anlasilan iliskilerin hangi yon ve diizeyde
oldugu incelenmistir. Bu incelemeler sonucunda elde edilen bulgular ayrintili olarak agiklanmustir.
Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari ile bes temel kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiye dair
sonuglar asagida (Tablo 12’de) sunulmustur.

Tablo 12. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramslar: ile bes temel kisilik ozellikleri arasindaki iliskiye ait
pearson ¢ift yonlii koreldsyon analiz sonuclart

Y
Disadoniikliik Nevrotiklik umusak Sorumluluk Deneyime Aciklik
Baghlik
Erteleme -0.261(**) 0.347(**) -0.287(*) -0.579(**) -0.384(**)

**P<0.01

Tablo 12’de yer alan veriler incelendiginde, okul yoneticilerinin disadoniikliik kisilik 6zelikleri
ile genel erteleme davranislari arasinda negatif yonlii, diisiik diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlaml1 bir
iliskinin oldugu goriilmektedir (r= -0.261 p<0.01). Buna gore okul yoneticilerinin dis ¢evreyle olan
baglantilar1 arttikca daha az erteleme davranisi gosterebilecekleri belirlenmistir. Bir baska deyisle
cevresi ile daha fazla iliski kuran sosyal yoneticiler daha az erteleme davranisinda bulunabilirler. Okul
yoneticilerinin dis ¢evre ile olan baglantilar1 ve irtibatlar1 zayifladik¢a erteleme davrarsi gosterme

sikliklar: artabilir.

Yine benzer sekilde tabloda goriildiigii iizere okul yoneticilerinin yumusak bashlik kisilik
ozellikleri ile genel erteleme davraniglari arasinda negatif yonlii, diisiik diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir iliskinin oldugu goriilmektedir (r= - 0.287, p< 0.01). Comert (2009) ve Baltaci (2017)
tarafindan yapilan benzer bir arastirmalarda da okul yoneticilerinin erteleme davranislari ile yumusak
bashlik diizeyleri arasinda negatif yonlii anlamli bir iliskinin oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgular

1s1ginda yumusak basli ve uyumlu okul yoneticilerinin daha az erteleme davranisi gosterebilecekleri
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belirlenmistir. Yumusak bash okul yoneticilerinin ¢evreleriyle olan iligkilerindeki uyum diizeyinin

artmasi ile birlikte daha az erteleme davranis: gosterebilecekleri belirlenmistir.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranisi ile sorumluluk diizeyleri arasinda negatif yonlii,
orta diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskinin var oldugu analiz sonuglarinda goriilmektedir
(r=-0.579, p<0.01). Dogan, Kiiriim ve Kazaka'nin (2014) yaptiklar1 bir calismada erteleme davranisi
ile kisiligin sorumluluk boyutu arasinda negatif yonlii bir iligki bulunmustur. Baltaci (2017), Comert ve
Donmez (2018) tarafindan yapilan benzer calismalarda da okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme
davraniglari ile sorumluluk diizeyleri arasinda orta diizeyde negatif yonlii ve istatistiksel olarak anlaml1
bir iliski belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglar sorumluluk diizeyi yiiksek olan okul yoneticilerinin daha az
erteleme davranisinda bulunabileceklerini gostermektedir. Sorumluluk sahibi okul yoneticileri islerini
zamaninda yaparak erteleme davranisi gostermekten kagmabilirler. Oz disipline sahip olmayan okul

yoneticilerinde ise bu durum tam tersi bir sekilde meydana gelebilir.

Gelisime ve deneyime acik okul idarecilerinin erteleme davranislarina bakildiginda bu oranin
diisiik oldugu goriilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin deneyime aciklik diizeyleri ile genel erteleme
davranislari arasinda negatif yonlii, orta diizeyde ve istatiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskinin var oldugu
goriilmektedir (r = - 0.384, p< 0.01). Lee ve digerleri (2005) 6gretmenler ile yapmus olduklar1 bir
calismada erteleme davrarsi ile kisiligin deneyime aciklik boyutu arasinda negatif yonlii bir iliskinin
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Balatac1 (2017)'nin okul yoneticileri ile yapmis oldugu benzer bir arastirmada
okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari ile deneyime aciklik 6zellikleri arasinda diisiik diizeyde
negatif yonlii anlamli bir iliski tespit edilmistir. Bu sonuglara gore okul yoneticilerinin deneyime agiklik
diizeyleri artik¢a erteleme davranisi gosterme diizeyleri azalabilir. Deneyime agik ve yenilikgi okul
yoneticileri kendilerini zamanin ve ortamin sartlarina gore hazirlayarak daha az erteleme davranisi

gosterebilirler.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari ile nevrotiklik (duygusal dengesizlik)
diizeyleri arasindaki iliskiye baktigimizda pozitif yonlii, orta diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
ilisgkinin oldugu goriilmektedir ( r = 0.347, p< 0.01). Cémert ve Dénmez (2018), Ozer (2012) ve Baltac
(2017) tarafindan yapilan benzer arastirmalarda da nevrotiklik ve erteleme davranisi arasinda pozitif
yonlii bir iligki tespit edilmistir. Bu sonuglar okul yoneticilerinin nevrotiklik diizeylerindeki artisin
erteleme davranislarinda artisa neden olabilecegini belirtmektedir. Baska bir ifade ile okul
yoneticilerinin nevrotiklik diizeylerindeki artis erteleme davranisi gosterme sikliginda artisa neden

olabilir ve bu yoneticiler dogal olarak daha fazla erteleme davrams: gosterebilirler.

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Okul yoneticilerinin kisilik 0Ozellikleri ile genel erteleme davramislart arasindaki iligkiyi

belirlemek amaci ile yapilan bu arastirma, alanda var olan eksikligin tamamlanmasma katk:
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saglayacaktir. Arastirma bulgular1 neticesinde okul yoneticilerinin kendilerini diisiik diizeyde
ertelemeci bireyler olarak gordiikleri sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Digerr yandan okul yoneticilerinin genel
erteleme davranislarina iliskin algilarinin unvan, cinsiyet, yas, 6grenim durumu, ¢alistiklar1 kurum,
yoneticilik kidemi, mesleki kidem ve brans degiskenlerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik
gostermedigi goriilmiistiir. Medeni durum degiskenine gore ise anlamli bir farklilik gostermektedir.

Evli okul yoneticileri bekar okul yoneticilerine gore daha az erteleme davranisi gostermektedirler.

Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davramslar1 ile kisilik oOzellikleri arasindaki iliski
incelendiginde farkli diizeylerde iligkilerin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Okul yoneticilerinin disadonitiklitk
kisilik 6zellikleri ile genel erteleme davranislar1 arasinda negatif yonlii, diisiik diizeyde ve istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bir iliskinin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Disadoniik okul yoneticilerinin daha az erteleme
davranis1 gosterebilecekleri belirlenmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin yumusak bashlik kisilik 6zellikleri ile
genel erteleme davranislar1 arasinda negatif yonlii, diisitk diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir
iliskinin oldugu gorilmistiir. Uyumlu okul yoneticilerinin daha az erteleme davrams:
gosterebilecekleri belirlenmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin sorumluluk diizeyleri ile genel erteleme
davranislar1 arasinda negatif yonlii, orta diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskinin oldugu
gortlmistiir. Sorumluluk sahibi okul yoneticilerinin daha az erteleme davrams: gosterebilecekleri
belirlenmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davraruslari ile deneyime agiklik diizeyleri arasinda
negatif yonlii, orta diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yeniliklere
agitk okul yoneticilerinin daha az erteleme davramisi gosterebilecekleri belirlenmistir. Okul
yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari ile nevrotiklik( duygusal dengesizlik) diizeyleri arasinda
pozitif yonlii, orta diizeyde ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iligskinin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Nevrotik

okul yoneticilerinin daha fazla erteleme davrarns: gosterebilecekleri belirlenmistir.

Arastirmada elde edilen bulgular ve sonuglar neticesinde yoneticilere, karar alicilara, politika
yapicilara, arastirmacilar ve uygulayicilara yonelik bir takim onerilerde bulunma ihtiyact dogmustur.
Bu oOnerilerin sahada yer alan gorevlilere ve bundan sonra bu alanda arastirma yapmay1 diistinen

arastirmacilara katki saglayacag: diistiniilmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin diisiik diizeyde olan genel erteleme davranislarinin daha da az seviyelere
cekebilmek icin farkindalik yaratacak hizmet i¢i egitim seminerleri diizenlenebilir. Ayrica 6gretmenler
odasi sohbetlerinde, toplantilarda erteleme davranisi iizerine tartismalar, miizakereler yapilabilir

Arastirma sonucunda okul yoneticilerinin digsadoniikliik diizeylerindeki artisin genel erteleme
davraniglarinda azalmaya neden olacagi belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle sosyal ve girisimci okul
yoneticilerinin desteklenerek odiillendirilmeleri erteleme davranislarinda azalma saglayabilir. Okul
yoneticilerinin gevreleriyle olan uyum ve sorumluluk diizeylerindeki artisin daha az erteleme

davranisinda bulunmalarina olumlu katki saglayacagi arastirma sonucunda tespit edilmistir. Okul



Memduhoglu, H.B. & Sahin, M.

yoneticilerinin sorumluluklarini zamaninda yerine getirdiklerinde, ddiillendirilmeleri daha az erteleme

davranig1 gostermelerine katki saglayacaktir.

Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 tarafindan okul yoneticilerinin siklikla erteleme davrams: gosterdikleri
alanlar belirlenebilir ve bu alanlarda erteleme davranisini azaltmaya yonelik tedbirler alinabilir. Okul
yoneticilerinin se¢iminde kisilik 6zellikleri goz oniinde bulundurulabilir.

Bu arastirma ile okul yoneticilerinin genel erteleme davranislari ile kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki
iligkiler belirlenmistir. Yapilacak benzer arastirmalar ile 6gretmenler ve 6grencilerin kisilik 6zellikleri
ve erteleme davraniglar1 arasindaki iliskiler belirlenebilir. Erteleme davranisinin farkli yonetsel
kavramlarla iligkisi incelenebilir. Bu konuda nicel ve nitel yaklasimlarin uygulandig: karma desen
calismalar vyiiriitiilebilir. Yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda akademisyenlerin akademik erteleme

davraniglari tizerine ¢alismalar yapilabilir.
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Introduction

There are some duties and responsibilities that need to be fulfilled in every period of life. These
duties and responsibilities are sometimes not done on time and can be delayed or
postponed. Postponements can sometimes be related to simple daily tasks and sometimes to more
important issues that can shape the future of individuals. In daily life, many works such as bills to be
paid, phone calls to be made, preparation for exams can be postponed for various reasons. This
procrastination behavior initially manifests itself as a temporary relief and pleasurable situation in
individuals. However, in the future, this pleasant situation leaves its place in situations such as anxiety,
stress, regret, tension. Individuals who are uncomfortable with procrastination make a promise to
themselves that they will never procrastinate again. Since these promises are often not kept, people
often find themselves in the same vicious circle. This problem, which is present in a large part of society,
is more common in societies where technology has advanced, as a modern disease. Understanding a
concept that is so common in our lives and examining its relationship with other concepts will
contribute to the lives of individuals in many ways. There are different opinions in the literature about
when the concept of procrastination was used for the first time. It is claimed that procrastination began
with human civilization and emerged 2.5 million years ago (Knaus, 2000). Some researchers, on the
other hand, state that there are anti-procrastination discourses in the laws of the Babylonian King
Hammurabi, and date this concept back to 3700 years ago (Knaus, 2002). The concept of postponement,
which dates back to ancient times, BCS8. In the 19th century, in the poems of the Greek Poet Hesiod
(Rawson and Miner, 1986), William Shakespeare's “6. Henry” (Rawson and Miner, 1986) and English
Poet Edward Young's poem “Night Thoughts” in 1742. Although the use of the concept of
procrastination dates back to ancient times, it can be said that studies to investigate this problem have
started recently. In our country, no study on this subject until 2003 was found in the literature. Many
definitions and theories have been developed for the concept of procrastination. Examining these
definitions and theories will contribute to a better understanding of the concept of procrastination. The
concept of procrastination comes from the Latin verb “procrastinate” and is defined as leaving the
fulfillment of a task or taking responsibility for another time (Ferrari, Johnson, and McCown,

1995; Milgram, Mey-Tal, and Levison, 1998). In the Oxford Dictionary of English, procrastination is
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defined as “delaying or delaying work”, while the Turkish Language Association defines
procrastination as “postponing”, “delaying or deferring ” (Tiirk Dil Kurumu [TDK], 2016). There are
many definitions in the literature regarding the concept of procrastination which corresponds to the
concept of "procrastination" in English. Looking at the definitions in the literature, it is seen that
researchers do not have a common idea on the definition of procrastination (Ferrari et al., 1995). On the
other hand, it can be said that most of the definitions made focus on the multidimensional structure of

procrastination (Rothblum, Solomon, and Murakabi, 1986) and its types (Ferrari and

Pychyl,2007).

When the studies to explain the phenomenon of procrastination is examined, it is seen that the
researchers deal with procrastination in different dimensions. Each researcher tries to evaluate
procrastination based on the dimension it deals with. The phenomenon of procrastination has been tried
to be defined in connection with many reasons such as not being able to manage time, lack of
motivation, and fear of failure. However, it is accepted that procrastinationis a complex concept
consisting of cognitive, affective, behavioral dimensions that includes more than the above-mentioned
concepts (Ferrari et al., 1995). The behavioral dimension of procrastination is that the individual does
not do the things that need to be done on time or make the decisions that need to be taken on time
(Senecal et al., 1997, as cited in Aydogan, 2008) and that the work that needs to be done takes too
long (Senecal et al., 1997, as cited in Cakici, 2003) can be defined. The cognitive dimension of
procrastination can be defined as the inconsistency between the individual's goals and actual behaviors
(Ferrari, 1994). The affective dimension of procrastination, on the other hand, can be defined as the
feeling of self-denial, inadequacy, pessimism, regret, guilt, irritability, and panic (Binder, 2000) that

occurs after the behavior of procrastination.

Examining the relationship between procrastination behavior and personality traits of
individuals may contribute to reducing procrastination behaviors. Considering the studies conducted
for this purpose, there are significant relationships between procrastination behavior and the
dimensions of responsibility (Lee, Kelly, and Edwards, 2005; McCown and Johnson, 1991; Ozer and
Altun, 2011; Ozer, 2012), emotional instability, extraversion, and openness to experience. appears to
be. With these studies, it has been tried to examine in which direction and to what extent personality
affects procrastination behavior. Lee et al. (2005) found that responsibility awareness reduces
procrastination behavior in their study on teachers. In a similar study supporting this study, Kandemir
(2010) determined that there is a moderate negative relationship between individuals' procrastination
behavior and their level of responsibility. Lee et al. (2005), in their study, determined that there is a
negative and a positive relationship between procrastination behavior and the personality's openness
to experience dimension, and a positive significant relationship between the emotional instability
dimension of the personality. These findings show that procrastination behavior is affected by the

personality's openness to experience dimension. Dogan, Kiiriim, and Kazaka (2017) found in their study
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that there is a negative relationship between procrastination behavior and the responsibility dimension
of the personality, and a positive relationship between the emotional instability dimension. In a similar
study conducted by Ozer (2012), a positive relationship was determined between procrastination
behavior and emotional instability; In addition, a negative relationship was found between self-control
and procrastination behavior. In another study dealing with procrastination behavior and personality
traits, McCown and Johnson (1991) found a positive and significant relationship between
procrastination behavior and the extraversion dimension of personality. When we look at the studies
examining the relationships between procrastination behavior and the five basic factors of personality
(extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, openness to experience, responsibility), it is concluded that

procrastination behavior is affected by the personality traits of individuals.

There are very few studies in the literature to determine the level of procrastination behavior,
which has a complex structure, in school administrators. Most of the research in this field consists of
research with high school and university students. Determining the general procrastination behavior
levels of school administrators, who make many sacrifices to keep up with busy business life, and
preparing intervention programs to lower this level will contribute to the elimination of a great
deficiency in this area. In addition, determining the relationship between the general procrastination
behaviors of school administrators and their personality traits will contribute to the selection of school
administrators and an easier understanding of the work of current school administrators. Considering
all these listed benefits, it was aimed to examine the relationship between the general procrastination

behaviors of school administrators and their personality traits.
Method

In this part of the research, there is information about the model of the research, the universe

and the sample, the collection of data, the analysis of the data.
Model of the Research

This research was developed according to the relational model. Relational research provides an
opportunity to explain the complexity of human actions by examining existing phenomena. In this way,
the relationships between the behavior patterns of individuals and the variables that define the
behaviors can be determined (Cohen, Manion and Morrison 2007). Relational studies, in which the
relationship between two or more variables can be examined, allow three important applications: (a)
evaluating the relationships between variables, (b) evaluating the consistency between the variables,
and (c) making predictions (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, and Razavieh, 2010). By the nature of relational
research, this study aims to examine the relationship between the determined independent variable

(personality traits) and the dependent variable (procrastination behavior).
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Universe and Sample

The study population of the research consists of 2103 school administrators working in primary,
secondary, high schools in the province of Van in the 2016-2017 academic year. For this population size,
the number of samples to be selected according to a 5% margin of error should be at least 333
(Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgun, Karadeniz, and Demirel, 2009). In the study, questionnaire forms were
distributed to 400 school administrators and 357 questionnaires were collected. The sample group of
the study consists of 352 school administrators determined by random sampling method from this
universe. This method is a sampling method in which each unit has an equal probability of being
selected. In the random sampling method, all units in the universe have an equal and independent
probability of being selected for sampling (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2009). With the thought that choosing
the samples randomly from different education regions will increase the ability to represent the
universe, 21 school administrators from 9 districts with less than 200 administrators and 42 school
administrators from 4 districts with more than 200 administrators were randomly selected. It was
determined that 5 of the collected scales were not filled in completely and these scales were not included
in the calculations. Statistical findings regarding the socio-demographic characteristics of the school

administrators who constitute the sample are given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Statistical findings related to the socio-demographic characteristics of the school administrators

constituting the sample

Variable Level N %
Boy 296 84.1
Gender Woman 56 159
. manager 170 48.3
Title Assistgant director 182 51.7
marital status married 254 72.2
Single 98 27.8
Education status License 305 86.6
graduate 47 13.4

Ages 20-25 24 6.8
Ages 26-30 93 26.4
Age Ages 31-35 77 21.9
Ages 36-40 73 20.7
Age 41 and Above 85 241
T . Primary school 142 40.3
a};‘iljﬁg“gtmon he I fiddle School 104 295
High school 106 30.1
Between 1-5 Years 217 61.6
Between 6-10 Years 63 17.9
managerial seniority ~Between 11-15 Years 37 10.5

Between 16-20 Years 21 6.0

21 Years and Above 14 4.0
Between 1-5 Years 112 31.8
professional Between 6-10 Years 73 20.7
seniority Between 11-15 Years 71 20.2
Between 16-20 Years 45 12.8
21 Years and Above 51 14.5
Class Teacher 123 34.9

Elementary math 12 3,4

Turkish 18 5.1

Science and technology 11th 3.1

Social studies 24 6.8

Physical education 5 1.4

Music 3 0.9

Physical 2nd 0.6

chemical 4 1.1

Biology 5 1.4

The English 19 5.4

Branch Date 6 1.7

Guidance 4 1.1

Visual arts 15 4.3

Pre-school 21 6.0

Religion culture 10 2.8

Computer 9 2.6

geography 6 1.7

vocational course 22 6.3

literature 21 6.0

Mathematics (High School) 4 1.1

philosophy 8 2.3

Total 352 100.0
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Table 1. shows the demographic information of the participants. When the data are analyzed, it
is seen that 296 (84.1%) of the school administrators participating in the research are male and 56 (15.9%)
are female, according to the gender variable. Of the school administrators participating in the research,
170 (48.3%) have the title of principal and 182 (51.7%) have the title of assistant principal. The fact that
these numbers are very close to each other is important in terms of the representation of these titles,
which are two equal parts of the concept of school management. When the marital status of the school
administrators participating in the research is examined, it is seen that most of the administrators are
married. It is seen that 254 (72.2) of the managers participating in the research are married and 98 (27.8)
are single, and the majority of them are undergraduate graduates. 305 (86.6%) of the school
administrators have undergraduate and 47 (13.4%) graduate education. When the age levels of the
sample group are examined, it is seen that the majority are thirty years old and above. Of the school
administrators participating in the research, 24 (6.8%) were between the ages of 20-25, 93 (26.4%) were
between the ages of 26-30, 77 (21.9%) were between the ages of 31-35, and 73 (20.7%) were They appear
to be between 36-40 years of age and 85 (24.1%) are 41 years or older. When we look at the institutions
where the school administrators participating in the research work, it is seen that the administrators
working in the primary school participate more. Of the school administrators, 142 (40.3%) work in
primary school, 104 (29.5%) in secondary school, and 106 (30.1%) in high school. When managerial
seniority is examined, it is seen that most of the managers have managerial seniority of fewer than seven
years. 217 (61.6%) of the school administrators were between 1-5 years, 63 (17.9%) between 6-10 years,
37 (10.5%) between 11-15 years, 21 (6%) between 15-years. It is seen that between 20 years and 14 (4%)
of them have 21 years or more managerial seniority. When the professional seniority of school
administrators is examined, it is seen that most of the administrators are in the first five years of their
profession. Of the school administrators participating in the research, 112 (31.8%) were between 1-5
years, 73 (20.7%) were between 6-10 years, 71 (20.2%) were between 11-15 years, 45 (12.8%) were It is
seen that between 16-20 years, 51 (14.5%) have 21 years or more professional experience. Considering
the distribution of school administrators according to their branches, 123 (34.9%) class, 12 (3.4%)
primary school mathematics, 18 (5.1%) Turkish, 11 (3.1%) science and technology, 24 ( 6.8%) social
studies, 5 (1.4%) physical education, 3 (0.9%) music, 2 (0.6%) physics, 4 (1.1%) chemistry, 5 (1.4%)
biology, 19 (5.4%) English, 6 (1.7%) history, 4 (1.1%) PDR, 15 (4.3%) visual arts, 21 (6.0%) preschool, 10
(2.8%) religious culture and ethics, 9 (2.6%) computers, 6 (1.7%) geography, 22 (6.3%) vocational courses,
21 (6.0%) literature, 4 It is seen that 1% (1.1%) are in secondary education mathematics and 8 (2.3%) are
in philosophy. It is seen that the branch with the highest participation is in the field of classroom
teaching and the branch with the least participation is in the field of physics. Due to the small number
of participants in some branches and the large differences between the numbers, the branches were

classified under three groups as classroom and preschool, science and mathematics, and social sciences.

Data Collection Tools

1826



KEFAD Cilt 22, Say1 3, Aralik, 2021

The research data were obtained by using the "General Procrastination Scale", the "Five Factor

Personality Scale" and the "Personal Information Form" prepared by the researcher.

Personal information form: In the study, a personal information form was prepared to determine the
socio-demographic characteristics of the managers in the sample. In this form, the participants; job title,
gender, marital status, age, seniority in management, seniority in the profession, institution, education

level, and branch from which he graduated.

General procrastination scale: This scale was developed by Cakici, Yorulmaz, and Giilebaglan (2003),
and there are 18 items in total, 7 of which are positive and 11 are negative. The answers given to the

"non "on

items in the scale are graded as "doesn't reflect me at all", "reflects me very little", "reflects me a little",
"reflects me mostly", "reflects me completely”, and "reflects me completely". The Cronbach's Alpha
reliability coefficient value of the general procrastination scale was found to be 0.91. The Spearman-
Brown split-half test reliability value of the scale was found to be 0.85 in total. The test-retest reliability
coefficient was found to be 0.83. An increase in the scores obtained from the scale is interpreted as an
increase in the frequency of procrastination (Cakici, 2003). In the study, the internal reliability values of
the scale were calculated and the Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficient was calculated as 0.82. Since

this value is between 0.80 < ot < 1.00, it can be said that the scale is quite reliable (Uzunsakal and Yildiz,

2018). In this case, it can be said that the general procrastination scale is reliable.

Five-factor personality scale: The scale was developed by Benet-Martinez and John (1998) and consists
of 44 items and years. This scale measures the personality traits of "neuroticism ", "extraversion",
"openness to experience ", "agreeableness" and "responsibility". The adaptation of the scale to Turkish
was carried out by Siimer and Siimer (2005), a study on self-identification profiles and patterns of
individuals in 56 countries, within the scope of our country. In the aforementioned study, it was
revealed that the Cronbach Alpha reliability values of the Five-Factor Personality Scale were 0.79, 0.77,

non non

0.76, 0.70, and 0.78, showing the factors of "neuroticism", "extraversion", "openness to development”,
"adaptation” and "responsibility", respectively (Schmitt, et al. Blush, McCrae and Benet-Martinez,
2007). High scores obtained from each subsection in the scale indicate that the participant reveals that
personality trait at a high level (Stimer, Lajunen, and Ozkan, 2005). As a result of the analyzes performed
to determine the reliability level of the scale in this study, the Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency
coefficient was 0.68 for the neuroticism section, 0.70 for the extraversion section, 0.62 for the openness

section, 0.61 for the agreeable section, and 0.73 for the responsibility section. These calculated a

values show that the five-factor personality scale is reliable.
Data Collection

Before applying the scales, necessary permissions were obtained from the Van Provincial
Directorate of National Education. The scales to be applied were prepared by multiplying more than

the determined sample number. The researcher attended the meetings for school administrators held in
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the districts, gave information about the subject of the research and the scales, followed the
implementation process of the scales, and paid attention to ensuring voluntary participation in the

research.
Analysis of Data

Arithmetic means, standard error, standard deviation, frequency, variance, percentage
(descriptive analysis), t-test and ANOVA (parametric difference tests), and Pearson Bidirectional

Correlation analysis were used in the analysis of the data.

Ethics committee permission information: In this study, all the rules specified to be followed within
the scope of "Higher Education Institutions Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive" were
complied with. None of the actions specified under the title of "Actions Contrary to Scientific Research

and Publication Ethics", which is the second part of the directive, were not carried out.
Findings and Discussion

In this part of the study, the findings obtained as a result of the research and the results of
similar and different researches in this field are evaluated together. To decide which tests to use in the
analysis of the data collected in line with the purpose of the research, it was first checked whether
the obtained values met the parametric test assumptions. As a result of the examination of the data
collected in the study, it was determined that the scores obtained from all measurement tools showed a
normal distribution and it was decided that parametric tests could be applied. Then, to determine the
level of the general procrastination behaviors of school administrators, the highest and lowest scores,
arithmetic averages, and standard deviation results of school administrators were examined in line with
the data obtained from the General Procrastination Scale. The data obtained show that school
administrators have a low level ( X = 1.81) of procrastination behavior.

Table 2. School administrators’ general procrastination behaviors, highest and lowest scores, arithmetic mean and
standard deviation results

N Min. Max. Y Ss

hool -
School administrators 352 1.00 428 1.81 058621
general procrastination

It was seen that the lowest procrastination average score of the school administrators from the
scale was 1 (low procrastinator) and the highest procrastination average score was 4.28 (high
procrastinator). The general procrastination means a score of school administrators was found to be 1.81
(low-level procrastinator). In other words, school administrators stated that they showed a low level of
procrastination behavior with their answers to the scale. When the literature is examined, a small
number of studies (Comert, 2009; Ici, 2012; Ozdemir, 2012; Cémert and Dénmez, 2018; Beyciogly,
Ugurlu, and Abdurrezzak, 2018; Acar, 2020) was conducted to determine the procrastination behaviors
of school administrators also show that school administrators have low procrastination behaviors. level

appears. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the school administrators participating in the
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research generally do not postpone their duties and responsibilities and that they do the work and

transactions they are responsible for on time.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school

administrators show a significant difference according to the gender variable are given in Table 3.

Table 3. Arithmetic mean, standard deviation, and t-test results of school administrators’ general procrastination
behaviors according to gender variable

Gender N Y ss sd t p
Boy 296 1.80 0.60 350 0.369 0.713
Woman 56 1.84 0.50 350

As seen in Table 3, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the gender variable. t(350)=
0.369, p>0.713. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that the perceptions of the
managers in both groups regarding the level of procrastination behavior are similar. Considering that
low scores from the scale represent low levels of procrastination, it can be said that both male
administrators ( X =1.80) and female administrators ( X =1.84) see themselves as individuals with low
procrastination. When the literature is examined, studies on the difference between procrastination
behavior and gender variable (Giilebaglan, 2003; Giiner, 2008; Haycock, 1993; Ici, 2012; iskender, 2011;
Kizilkaya Cumaoglu and Diker Coskun, 2012; Onwuegbuzic, 2004; Ozdemir, 2012; Solomon and

Rothblum, 1984; Sirin, 2011; Topal, 2015; Watson, 2001; Acar, 2020) seem to have similar results.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the title variable are presented below (Table
4).

Table 4. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean and t-test results of school administrators” general procrastination
behaviors according to the title variable

Title N X ss sd t P
Manager 170 1.85 0.63 350 1.32 0.186
Deputy Director 182 1.77 0.53

As seen in Table 4, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the title variable. t(350)= 1.32,
p>0.186. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that the administrators in both groups
have similar views on the level of procrastination. Considering that low scores from the scale represent
low levels of procrastination, it can be said that both principals ( X =1.85) and assistant principals ( X
=1.77) see themselves as individuals with low procrastination. It is seen that similar results have been
reached in the few studies on the difference between procrastination behavior and title (Comert, 2009;

Ozdemir, 2012; Cémert and Dénmez, 2018; Acar, 2020).
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The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the variable of educational status are
presented below (Table 5).

Table 5. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean and t-test results of school administrators’ general procrastination
behaviors according to the variable of educational status

Education status N X ss sd t p
License 305 1.82 0.58 350 1.04 0.296
graduate 47 1.73 0.56

As can be seen in Table 5, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators
who constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the variable of educational
status. t(350)= 1.04, p>0.296. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that the
administrators in both groups have similar views on the level of procrastination. Considering that low
scores from the scale represent low levels of procrastination, it can be said that both undergraduate
managers ( X =1.82) and graduate managers ( X =1.84) see themselves as procrastinating individuals at
a low level. Itis seen that similar results were obtained in the studies conducted by Giiner (2008),
Comert (2009), and Acar (2020) regarding the difference between procrastination behavior and

educational status.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the age variable are presented below (Table

6).

Table 6. The arithmetic mean, standard deviation, and ANOVA test results of school administrators’ general
procrastination behaviors according to the age variable

Source

Squares Squares

Age NN — faq of sd FF P

X Variance Ball Avg.
Age

I
30 117 1.92 00.60 " 2.229 3 0.743 22.18 0.0
and Groups
under
30-35 Between
years 777 11.73 00.58 118,389 48 0.340
Groups

old
Ages
36 to 773 11.76 0053  Total 120,618 51
40
Age
4 885 11.76 00.59
and
above

As seen in Table 6, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the age variable. F(3,249)=2.18,
p>0.090. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that school administrators in different

age groups have similar views on the level of procrastination behavior. Considering that low scores
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obtained from the scale represent low levels of procrastination behavior, it can be said that school
administrators in all age groups ( X =1.92, X =1.73, X =1.76) see themselves as procrastinating
individuals at a low level. When the literature is examined, it is seen that Cakici (2003), Akkaya
(2007), Ici (2012), Ozdemir (2012), and Acar (2020) reached similar results regarding the difference

between procrastination behavior and the age variable.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the variable of the institution they work at are

presented below (Table 7).

Table 7. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean and ANOVA test results of school administrators’ general
procrastination behaviors according to the institution variable

The
msfltutlon N __ ss Sou?ce Squares Ball. d Squares F P Difference
heis X of Variance Avg.
working at
i
rimaty 142 18 060 InGroups 0.848 2 0424 123  0.296 -
school
Middle 104 18 o061  between 119,770 349 0.343
School Groups
High school 106 1.7  0.53 Total 120,618 351

As seenin Table 7, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who make
up the sample do not show a significant difference according to the variable of the institution they work
at. F(2,249)=1.23, p>0.296. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that school
administrators working in different institutions have similar views on the level of procrastination
behavior. Considering that low scores obtained from the scale represent low levels of procrastination
behavior, it can be said that administrators working in primary school ( X =1.84), secondary school
( X =1.84), and high school ( X =1.73) similarly see themselves as individuals with low levels of
procrastination. The results of the research conducted by Cémert and Donmez (2018) show similarities

with the results of our research.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the managerial seniority variable are

presented below (Table 8).

Table 8. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean and ANOVA test results of school administrators’ general
procrastination behaviors according to the variable of seniority of management

Management Source Squares
1ag N X ss of a d  Squares Avg. F p Difference
Seniority ) Ball.
Variance
I
1-3 years 184 1.84 0.57 " 0.509 2 0.254 0.739 0.478 -
Groups
Betweend- g6 179 061 UM 130109 349 0344
9 Years Groups
10 Years and

82 1.76 0.58 Total 120,618 51
above
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As seen in Table 8, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the seniority the administration
variable. F(2,249)= 0.739, p>0.47. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that school
administrators with different managerial seniority have similar views on the level of procrastination
behavior. Considering that low scores obtained from the scale represent low levels of procrastination
behavior, it can be said that managers with different managerial seniority ( X =1.84, X =1.79, X =1.76)
see themselves as individuals with low procrastination. In similar studies conducted by Cémert (2009)
and Ici (2012), it is seen that there is no significant difference between school administrators'

administrative seniority and procrastination behaviors.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the level of professional seniority are

presented below (Table 9).

Table 9. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean, and ANOVA test results of school administrators’ general
procrastination behaviors according to professional seniority variable

Source

Professional _
ro'es.smna N X ss of Squares sd  Squares Avg F p  Difference
Seniority . Ball.
Variance
l-4Years 88 190 053 COUPS 5063 33 0.688 2.01 0.111 -
Intra
510 Years 95 1.83 063 CotVeN jigsss 348 0.341
Groups
11-17 Years 80 1.68 0.54  Total 120,618 351
18 Years
1.82 0.
and above 82060

As seen in Table 9, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the level of professional
seniority. F(9,248)= 2.01, p>0.111. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that school
administrators with different professional seniority have similar views on the level of procrastination
behavior. Considering that low scores from the scale represent low levels of procrastination, it can be
said that managers with different professional seniority years ( X =1.90, X =1.83, X =1.68, X =1.82)
see themselves as individuals with low levels of procrastination. Similarly, in a similar study conducted
by Acar (2020), it was found that the general procrastination behaviors of school administrators did not

show a statistically significant difference according to the level of professional seniority.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school
administrators show a significant difference according to the marital status variable are given in Table
10.

Table 10. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean and t-test results of school administrators’ general procrastination
behaviors according to the marital status variable

Marital status N X ss sd t p

Married 254 1.76 0.57 350 2.51 0.012
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Single 98 1.93 0.59

As seen in Table 10, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample show a significant difference according to the marital status variable. t(350)=2.51,
p<0.012. The general procrastination mean of single school administrators ( X =1.93)  seems to be
higher than that of married school administrators ( X =1.73). Married school administrators may show
less procrastination behavior than single school administrators. In a study by Topal (2015), in which
academics' procrastination behaviors were examined according to marital status, it was concluded that
single academics were more procrastinating than married academics. However, in similar studies
conducted by Ozdemir (2012) and Acar (2020), it was concluded that the general procrastination
behaviors of school administrators did not show a significant difference according to the marital status

variable.

The results of the analysis on whether the general procrastination behaviors of school

administrators show a significant difference according to the branch variable are given in Table 11.

Table 11. Standard deviation, arithmetic mean and ANOVA test results of school administrators’ general
procrastination behaviors according to branch variable

Branch N X ss Source of  Squares od Squares

Variance Ball. Avg. F p Difference

Classroomand 40y 167 061  InGroups 132  2nd 0616 180 0167 -

Preschool

Liberal arts 139 174 053 DetWeen 1586 349 0342
Groups

Science and 183 061 Total 120,618 351

Mathematics

As seen in Table 11, the general procrastination behaviors of the school administrators who
constitute the sample do not show a significant difference according to the branch variable. F(2,249) =
1.80, p>0.167. When the findings in the table are examined, it is seen that school administrators from
different branches have similar views on the level of procrastination behavior. Considering that low
scores from the scale represent low levels of procrastination, it can be said that managers with different
professional seniority years ( X =1.87, X =1.74, X =1.83) similarly see themselves as individuals with
low procrastination. It is seen that similar results were obtained in the studies of Giiner (2008), Comert

(2009), and Ozdemir (2012).

Pearson two-way correlation analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between the
general procrastination behaviors of school administrators and their personality traits. The significance
level of the data obtained as a result of this analysis was checked and the direction and level of the
relations that were found to be significant were examined. The findings obtained as a result of these
examinations are explained in detail. The results of the relationship between the general procrastination
behaviors of school administrators and the five basic personality traits are presented below (Table 12).

Table 12. Pearson bidirectional correlation analysis results of the relationship between school administrators’
general procrastination behaviors and five basic personality traits
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Extraversion Neuroticism Docility Responsibility Hunger for Experience

Delay -0.261(**) 0.347(*%) 0.287(**)  -0.579(**) -0.384(**)
*P<0.01

When the data in Table 12 are analyzed, it is seen that there is a negative, low, and statistically
significant relationship between the extraversion personality traits of school administrators and their
general procrastination behaviors (r=-0.261 p<0.01). Accordingly, it has been determined that as school
administrators' connections with the external environment increase, they may show less procrastination
behavior. In other words, social administrators who have more relationships with their environment
may show less procrastination. As school administrators' connections and contacts with the external

environment weaken, their frequency of procrastination may increase.

Similarly, as can be seen in the table, it is seen that there is a negative, low, and statistically
significant relationship between school administrators' compliant personality traits and general
procrastination behaviors (r=- 0.287, p<0.01). In a similar study conducted by Comert (2009) and Baltaci
(2017), it is seen that there is a negative and significant relationship between school administrators'
procrastination behaviors and their level of agreeableness. In the light of these findings, it was
determined that the docile and compliant school administrators might show less procrastination
behavior. It has been determined that with the increase in the level of adaptability of the docile school

administrators in their relations with their environment, they may show less procrastination behavior.

It is seen in the analysis results that there is a negative, moderate, and statistically significant
relationship between the general procrastination behavior of school administrators and their level of
responsibility (r = - 0.579, p< 0.01). In a study by Dogan, Kiiriim and Kazaka (2014), a negative
relationship was found between procrastination behavior and the responsibility dimension of
personality. In similar studies conducted by Baltaci (2017), Comert and Dénmez (2018), a moderately
negative and statistically significant relationship was determined between the general procrastination
behaviors of school administrators and their level of responsibility. These results show that school
administrators with a high level of responsibility may have less procrastination behavior. Responsible
school administrators can avoid procrastination by doing their work on time. In school administrators

who do not have self-discipline, this situation may occur in the opposite way.

When the procrastination behaviors of school administrators who are open to development and
experience are examined, it is seen that this rate is low. It is observed that there is a negative, moderate
and statistically significant relationship between school administrators' openness to experience and
general procrastination behaviors (r = - 0.384, p< 0.01). In a study conducted by Lee et al. (2005) with
teachers, it was determined that there is a negative relationship between procrastination behavior and
personality's openness to experience dimension. In a similar study conducted by Balataci (2017) with

school administrators, a low-level negative significant relationship was found between the general
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procrastination behaviors of school administrators and their openness to experience. According to these
results, as the level of openness to experience of school administrators increases, their level of
procrastination may decrease. School administrators who are open to experience and innovation can
show less procrastination behavior by preparing themselves according to the conditions of the time and

environment.

When we look at the relationship between school administrators' general procrastination
behaviors and neuroticism (emotional imbalance) levels, it is seen that there is a positive, moderate and
statistically significant relationship (r = 0.347, p< 0.01). Similar studies by Cémert and Dénmez (2018),
Ozer (2012) and Baltact (2017) also found a positive relationship between neuroticism and
procrastination behavior. These results indicate that the increase in the neuroticism level of school
administrators may cause an increase in procrastination behaviors. In other words, the increase in the
neuroticism level of school administrators may cause an increase in the frequency of procrastination,

and these administrators may naturally show more procrastination behavior.
Conclusion and Recommendations

This research, which was conducted to determine the relationship between the personality traits
of school administrators and their general procrastination behaviors, will contribute to the completion
of the existing deficiency in the field. As a result of the research findings, it was concluded that school
administrators see themselves as individuals with a low level of procrastination. On the other hand, it
was seen that the perceptions of school administrators regarding general procrastination behaviors did
not show a statistically significant difference according to the variables of title, gender, age, educational
status, the institution they work for, seniority of management, professional seniority and branch. It
shows a significant difference according to the marital status variable. Married school

administrators show less procrastination behavior than single school administrators.

When the relationship between the general procrastination behaviors of school administrators
and their personality traits was examined, it was seen that there were relationships at different levels. It
has been observed that there is a negative, low level and statistically significant relationship between
the extraversion personality traits of school administrators and their general procrastination
behaviors. It has been determined that extroverted school administrators may show less procrastination
behavior. It has been observed that there is a negative, low level and statistically significant relationship
between school administrators' agreeable personality traits and general procrastination behaviors. It
has been determined that compliant school administrators may show less procrastination behavior. It
was observed that there was a negative, moderate and statistically significant relationship between
school administrators' level of responsibility and general procrastination behaviors. It has been
determined that responsible school administrators may show less procrastination behavior. It was

observed that there was a negative, moderate and statistically significant relationship between
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the general procrastination behaviors of school administrators and their openness to experience. It has
been determined that school administrators who are open to innovations may show less procrastination
behavior. It has been observed that there is a positive, moderate and statistically significant relationship
between school administrators' general procrastination behaviors and neuroticism (emotional
instability) levels. It has been determined that neurotic school administrators may show more

procrastination behavior.

As a result of the findings and results obtained in the research, the need to make some
suggestions for managers, decision-makers, policymakers, researchers and practitioners arose. It is
thought that these suggestions will contribute to the officials in the field and to the researchers who are

considering researching this field from now on.

In-service training seminars can be organized to raise awareness to reduce the low level of
general procrastination behaviors of school administrators. In addition, discussions and negotiations
can be made on the behavior of procrastination in teachers' room conversations and meetings. For this
reason, supporting and rewarding social and entrepreneurial school administrators may reduce
procrastination behaviors. As a result of the research, it has been determined that the increase in the
level of harmony and responsibility of school administrators with their environment will contribute
positively to less procrastination behavior. When school administrators fulfill their responsibilities on

time, rewarding them will contribute to less procrastination behavior.

The Ministry of National Education can determine the areas where school administrators
frequently show procrastination behavior and measures can be taken to reduce procrastination behavior
in these areas. Personality traits can be taken into account in the selection of school administrators. With
this research, the relationships between the general procrastination behaviors of school administrators
and their personality traits were determined. With similar studies to be conducted, the relationships
between teachers' and students' personality traits and procrastination behaviors can be determined. The
relationship between procrastination behavior and different managerial concepts can be
examined. Mixed-pattern studies in which quantitative and qualitative approaches are applied can be
carried out in this regard. Studies can be conducted on academic procrastination behaviors of

academicians in higher education institutions.
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