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In this study, it was aimed to examine the adoption levels of holacracy model in the
administration of higher education by the faculty member and their views on academic
freedom, and to determine the relationship between holacracy and academic freedom.
The target population of the research consisted of 912 faculty members working in
Ankara University, Hacettepe University, Gazi University and Middle East Technical
University, which had the Faculty of Education / Educational Sciences, and the sample
consisted of 277 faculty member determined by stratified sampling method. The data
of the study was gathered with the "Holacracy in Higher Education" and "Academic
Freedom" scales developed by the researchers. In the analysis of the data, descriptive
statistics, t-test and one-way analysis of variance, Mann-Whitney U and Kruskall
Wallis H tests and correlation analysis were used. According to the findings, it was
revealed that there was a low-level positive and significant relationship between the
views of the instructors regarding the level of adopting the holacracy model and
academic freedom in university administration. The findings were discussed in line
with the literature and various suggestions were presented.
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Bu arastirmada Ogretim elemanlarimin {iniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini
benimseme diizeyi ile akademik 6zgiirliige yonelik goriislerinin incelenmesi ve holakrasi
ile akademik oOzgiirliik arasindaki iliskinin tespit edilmesi amaclanmistir. Arastirmanin
hedef evrenini Ankara ilinde biinyesinde Egitim/Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi olan Ankara
Universitesi, Hacettepe Universitesi, Gazi Universitesi ve Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi’nde gorev yapan 912 Ogretim elemani, drneklemini ise tabakali &rnekleme
yontemiyle belirlenmis 277 Ogretim elemani olusturmaktadir. Arastirmadaki veriler
aragtirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen “Yitksekogretimde Holakrasi” ve “Akademik Ozgiirliik”
Olgekleri araciligiyla toplanmustir. Verilerin analizinde betimleyici istatistikler, t- testi ve tek
yonlii varyans analizi, Mann-Whitney U ve Kruskall Wallis H testleri ile korelasyon analizi
kullanulmustir. Bulgulara gore ogretim elemanlarinin iiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi
modelini ve akademik ozgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerine iliskinin goriisleri arasinda
diistik diizeyde, pozitif yonde anlaml bir iliski oldugu ortaya konmustur. Elde edilen
bulgular alanyazin dogrultusunda tartisilarak gesitli 6neriler sunulmustur.
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Giris

Ulkelerin gelismesinde ve kiiresel bilgi ekonomisinde {ist siralarda yer almasinda
yliksekogretimin olduk¢a Onemli bir role sahip oldugu bilinmektedir. Yiiksekdgretim kurumu
denildiginde akla ilk olarak iiniversite gelmektedir (Erdem, 2015). Universite, dgretmenlerinden bilgi
edinmek isteyen dgrencilerin bulundugu okullar olarak tamimlanmaktadir (Rosovsky, 2017). Ozerk
birimler veya alt sistemlerin olusturdugu {iniversiteler, kendini yonetebilen akademik topluluk veya
meslektaslar toplulugunu ifade etmektedir (Balci, 2015). Bununla birlikte tiniversiteler, uzmanlasmis
insan giiclinii yetistiren meslek okullarindan daha fazlasini ifade etmekte; 6grencileri egitim aldiklar:
konularda kendi fikir ve goriislerini gelistirmeleri hususunda tesvik etmektedir (Vrielink, Lemmens
ve Parmentier, 2011). Gerek diinyadaki gerekse Tiirkiye’deki {iniversitelerin gelisim siirecleri gozden
gecirildiginde her birinin ¢esitli degisim ve doniisiimlerden gectikleri goriilmiistiir. Ancak Tiirk
iiniversitelerindeki degisimlerin siklikla yalnizca niceliksel oldugu; iiniversitelerin yonetim
sistemlerindeki biirokratik ve hantal yapinin énemli tartismalara yol acti1 ve bu sistemi dinamik hale
getirmenin zorunlu oldugu belirtilmektedir (Cengel, 2011). Bu sebeple de {iniversitelerin
kendilerinden beklenilen dinamik bir yapiya kavusabilmeleri i¢in yeniden yapilanma siirecine
girmeleri 6nemlidir. Ancak bunu yaparken akademik ¢alismanin 6zgiinliigiiniin tiniversite yonetisimi
ve bunun sonucunda degisim siirecleri {izerinde dogrudan bir etkiye sahip oldugunun ve degisimin
kendi Ozglinliikleri iizerine insa edilmesi gerektigi de bilinmelidir (Musselin, 2007). Son dénemde
ortaya konulan ve yonetim alanyazininda gorece yeni bir kavram olan holakrasi, ABD basta olmak
iizere Hollanda, Almanya, Isvigre, Kanada, Japonya ve Cin gibi pek cok iilkede, farkli dzellik ve
biiyiikliikte ortalama 1.000'in {izerinde kiiresel sirket tarafindan uygulanan bir yonetim sistemidir

(Holacracy, 2022).

Holakrasi kavrami, bir orgiitii yonetmek amaciyla geleneksel kural ve yontemlerden belirgin
sekilde farkli olan bir dizi temel kuralin bulundugu yeni bir sosyal teknoloji olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Robertson, 2015, 12). Diger bir tanimda ise holakrasi, tiim ¢alisanlarin Orgiitiin biiyiimesine ve
basarisina katilmasini saglarken ayni zamanda bireysel hedeflerine odaklanmasini amaglayan bir 6z-
yOnetim sistemi olarak ifade edilmektedir (Iyer, 2021). Baska bir deyisle holakrasi, orgiitler icin ¢evik
bir 6rgiit yapisi, takimlar ve bireyler icin ise daha fazla 6zerklik ve egsiz karar verme siireci saglayan
ozellestirilebilir bir 6z-yonetim uygulamasi olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir (Holacracy™, 2022). Holakrasinin
ilk olarak 2007 yilinda Brian Robertson tarafindan ortaya atildigi bilinmektedir (Bernstein, Bunch,
Canner ve Lee, 2016; Khusidman, July 2010). Kavrami ilk kez ortaya koyan Robertson (2007)
holakrasiyi, her zamanki hiyerarsik yapidaki orgiitten farkli olarak, orgiite rehberlik etmenin her
yoniiyle yeni bir yolu olarak tanimlamaktadir. Ona gore bu yapida orgiit, radikal 6z-yonetime
dayanmakta ve yonetim yetkileri tiim calisanlar arasinda boliinmektedir. Ote yandan holakraside
giinliik operasyonel kararlar ¢ogunlukla cepheye en yakin uygulayicilar tarafindan otokratik olarak

verilmektedir (Da Silva, 2017; Robertson, 2009; Thordarson, 2015). Bu yapida isgorenler, kendilerine
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verilen ama¢ dogrultusunda kendi kendilerini yonetmekte ve amaglarina en iyi sekilde nasil
ulasacaklara karar vermektedir (Thordarson, 2015). Dolayisiyla bu modeli uygulayan orgiitlerin
karar verme hizinin siklikla diger orgiitlerden daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir (Da Silva, 2017). Bu
baglamda, akademik ozgiirliiklere sahip 6gretim elemanlar: icin {iniversitelerde holakrasi modelini
uygulamanin onlarin 6z Orgiitlenme seviyelerini gelistirmek ve kurumun oOzerklik seviyesini

yiikseltmek agisindan 6nemli olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Akademik ozgiirliik, Ortagagdan beri profesoriin kendi uzmanlik alanina iliskin herhangi bir
bask: ile karsilasmaksizin 0gretim yapmast ve 6grencinin de 6grenim ozgiirliigiine sahip olmasi
olarak ifade edilmektedir (Altbach, 2001). Bagka bir tanima gore akademik 6zgtirliik, kisisel olarak
O0gretim elemaninin 6gretim ve arastirmada hicbir siyasi, dini yahut sosyal kesimi rahatsiz ettigi i¢in
ceza alma yahut gorevden alinma endisesi tasimadan gittigi her yerde gercegin pesinden gidebilme
ozgiirliigiidiir (Berdahl, 1990). Diinya Universiteler Servisi (World University Service [WUS], 1988)
tarafindan, 1988 yilinda Akademik Ozgiirliik ve Yiiksekdgretim Kurumlarmin Ozerkligi Uzerine
Bildirge, Lima Bildirgesi ise akademik ozgiirliigii “akademik g¢evre {iyelerinin tek tek yahut toplu
olarak bilgiyi arastirma, inceleme, tartisma, belgeleme, iiretme, yaratma, 0gretme, anlatma veya
yazma yoluyla edinmelerinde, gelistirmelerinde ve iletmelerindeki ozgiirliikleri (m.1)” olarak
tanimlamistir. Akademik 6zgiirliik, tiniversiteyi olusturan iki 6nemli kavramdan ({iniversite 6zerkligi
ve akademik ozgiirliik) biridir. Demokratik bir toplumda bilgi arayisina adanmis bir {iniversite i¢in
akademik oOzgiirlitk bir zorunluluktur (De George, 2003). Bununla birlikte akademik oOzgiirliik,
iiniversitelerin amaglarini gergeklestirebilmesi igin gerekli olan temel bir haktir (Aydin, 2016).
Yiiksekogrenimin ve tniversite misyonunun merkezinde yer alan akademik ozgiirliigiin (Altbach,
2001) gerek ogretimin gerekse arastirmanin da merkezinde oldugu siklikla kabul edilmektedir (Aperio
Bella, 2021). Oyle ki bilimin sadece 6zgiir ortamlarda yapilabilecegi (Ortas, 2008) ve akademik
ozgiirlitkk ihtiyacim1 baska higbir seyin gideremeyecegi bir gercektir (Rosovsky, 2017). Nitekim
Rosovsky (2017) akademik ozgiirliikten yoksun olusun iiniversiteleri tipki bir karikatiire ¢evirdigini
ifade etmektedir. Benzer sekilde akademik o0zgiirlitk yok oldugunda yalmizca Ozgiirliigiin yok
olmadig1; ayn1 zamanda onunla {iniversitenin de yok oldugu da ileri siiriilmektedir (Gill, 2017).
Universiteler sahip olduklari resmi yapilar ve kurallardan &tiirii hiyerarsik giicii zayif bir sekilde
desteklemektedir. Boylece akademisyenler, profesyonel gelisimlerini desteklemede ve geleceklerini
sekillendirmede 6zerk kalabilmektedir (Musselin, 2007). Nitekim Orgiitiin amaci etrafinda birbirlerine
bagh ancak tek bagina 6zerk hareket etme 6zelligine sahip cemberlerden olusan holakrasi modelinin

de bu anlamda tiniversitelerle benzer 6zelliklere sahip oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir.

Yapilan arastirmalar, holakraside yonetimin merkezi olmadigini; ¢calisanlara 6z-sorumluluk ve
0z-Orgiitlenme igin daha fazla alan verildigini gostermektedir. Bu sayede ise ¢alisanlarin kendilerini
daha fazla motive hissederek c¢alismalarindan daha iyi sonuglar elde ettiklerini ve yaratica

yeteneklerini sergilemeleri i¢in daha fazla 6zgiirliikk sunuldugu icin ise performanslarmin arttigini
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belirtmektedir (Schwer ve Hitz,2018). Benzer sekilde Paltoglou da (2021) yiiksekogretimde
holakrasinin arastirma ve Ogretimde daha yenilik¢i olunabilecegini ve Ogretim elemanlarinin
yaraticiligini arttirabilecegini vurgulamaktadir. Bu noktadan hareketle, akademik 6zgiirliiklere sahip
Ogretim elemanlarinin gorev aldigr 6zerk kuruluslar olan {iniversite yoOnetimlerinde holakrasi
modelinin uygulanmasinin iiniversiteler ve {iniversite yonetimleri icin pozitif yonde etkilerinin
olabilecegini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Bu baglamda, arastirma kapsaminda Ogretim elemanlarinin
iiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini ve akademik 6zgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerine iliskin
goriiglerinin incelenmesi ve holakrasi ile akademik oOzgiirlitk arasindaki iligkinin saptanmasi

amaclanmistir. Bu genel amag dogrultusunda asagida verilen sorulara yanit aranmaistir.

1. Ogretim elemanlarinin iiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini benimseme diizeylerine
iliskin gortisleri nelerdir?

2. Ogretim elemanlarimin akademik &zgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerine iliskin goriisleri
nelerdir?

3. Ogretim elemanlarinin {iniversite ydnetiminde holakrasi ile akademik oOzgiirliigii

benimseme diizeyleri arasinda iliski var midir?
Yontem

Bu calisma, dgretim elemanlarinin tiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini ve akademik
ozgilirliigii benimseme diizeylerini; holakrasi ve akademik Ozgiirliik arasindaki iligkiyi ve iliskinin
derecesini tespit etmek amaciyla “iliskisel tarama” ile “nedensel karsilastirma” modellerinde
tasarlanmigtir. Iligkisel tarama modeli, iki veya daha fazla degisken arasinda birlikte degisimin
varligini veya derecesini belirlemek olan bir arastirma modelidir (Karasar, 2014, ss. 81). Nedensel
karsilastirma deseni ise belli bir davranis kalibinin olasi sebeplerini, bu davramns kalibina sahip olanlar

ile olmayanlar1 karsilastirma yoluyla tespit etmeye ¢alismaktadir (Balci, 2015).
Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin genel evreni Tiirkiye’deki devlet {iniversitelerinin egitim fakiiltelerinde gorevli
olan tim Ogretim elemanlari, hedef evreni ise Ankara ilinde biinyesinde Egitim/Egitim Bilimleri
Fakiiltesi olan Ankara Universitesi, Hacettepe Universitesi, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) ve
Gazi Universitesi'nde gorevli olan gretim elemanlarindan [Profesor (Prof. Dr.), Dogent (Dog. Dr.),
Doktor Ogretim Uyesi (Dr. Ogr. Uyesi), Ogretim Gorevlisi (C)gr. GOr.) ve Arastirma Gorevlisi (Aras.
Gor.)] olugsmaktadir. Tabakali 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilarak hedef evrendeki 912 6gretim elemanini
a= .05 anlamliik ve %5 hosgorii diizeyinde 277 O&gretim elemaninin temsil edebilecegi
kararlastirilmistir (Anderson, 1990, aktaran Balci, 2001, ss. 108-109). Kayip veri ve ug degerler
sebebiyle veri kayiplar1 olusabilecegi diisiiniilerek 290 6gretim elemanina ulasilmistir. Yapilan
analizlerinin ardindan 273 kisilik veri seti ile analizlere baslanmigtir. Bu gergevede veri toplama

siirecinde ulasilmig olan 6rneklemin gesitli degiskenlere gore dagilimlarinin Tablo 1'de goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 1. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretim elemanlarimin cesitli degiskenlere gore dagilimi ve yiizdeleri

Degisken Grup N %
Cinsiyet Kadin 161 55,5
Erkek 129 44,5
Toplam 290 100
Unvan Prof. Dr. 97 33,4
Dog. Dr. 44 15,2
Dr. C)gretim Uyesi 50 17,2
Arastirma Gorevlisi 80 27,6
Ogretim Gorevlisi 19 6,6
Toplam 290 100
Universite Ankara Universitesi 42 14,5
Gazi Universitesi 134 46,2
Hacettepe Universitesi 63 21,7
ODTU 51 17,6
Toplam 290 100
Gorev Siiresi 19 yil 116 40,0
10-19 y1l 90 31,0
20-29 y1l 53 18,3
30 y1l ve tizeri 31 10,7
Toplam 290 100

Tablo 1 incelendiginde 6rneklemde 161 (%55,5) kadin, 129 (%44,5) erkek olmak iizere toplam
290 ogretim elemani bulunmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretim elemanlarmin 97’si (%33,4) Prof.
Dr., 44'{i (%15,2) Dog. Dr., 50’si (%17,2) Dr. Ogr. Uyesi, 80'i (%27,6) Arastirma Gorevlisi ve 19u (%6,6)
Ogretim Gorevlisi unvanina sahiptir; 42’si (%14,5) Ankara Universitesi, 134'ti (%46,2) Gazi
Universitesi, 63'i (%21,7) Hacettepe Universitesi, 51'i (%17,6) ODTU’de bulunmaktadir; 116's1 (%40)
1-9 yil, 901 (%31) 10-19 y1l, 53’1 (%18,3) 20-29 yil ve 31'i (%10,7) 30 yil ve iizeri gorev siiresine sahip

oldugu goriilmektedir.
Veri Toplama Araglan

Arastirma siirecinde arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmis olan Kisisel Bilgi Formu,
Yiiksekogretimde Holakrasi Olgegi (YHO) ile Akademik Ozgiirliik Olgegi (AOO) kullanilmigtir. Her
iki 6lgek de 1-5 araliginda “Hi¢ Benimsemiyorum, Az Benimsiyorum, Orta Diizeyde Benimsiyorum,

Biiyiik Olgiide Benimsiyorum, Tamamen Benimsiyorum” seklinde derecelendirilmistir.

YHO, besli likert formunda, 25 madde ve cemberler halinde orglitlenme ve ¢alisma, gorev
yerine roller tanimlanmasi ve holakrasinin genel ilkeleri bilesenlerinden olusmaktadir. Ug bilesenin
birlikte agikladig1 varyans %63,228'dir. Olgegin biitiiniine yonelik Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayist
962 olarak bulunmustur. Olgek bilesenlerine iliskin glivenirlik katsayilar ise 1. Bilesen icin .959, 2.
Bilegen i¢in .890 ve son olarak 3. Bilesen igin ise .869 olarak hesaplanmistir. Veri setinin Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO-MSA) 6rneklem uygunluk degeri .957 ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi x2 degeri ise (x %)
=6391,267) p< .05 diizeyinde manidar bulunmustur. YHO' niin diizeltilmis madde-toplam puan
korelasyonlarinin .569 ile .808 araliginda oldugu ve .30 ve iizeri Olgiitliinii sagladig icin ise Olgek

maddelerinin Sl¢iilmek istenen ozelligi ayit etmede yeterli oldugu goriilmistiir (Biiylikoztiirk, 2015).
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Bu degerler dogrultusunda, YHO'niin yapi gecerliginin 6gretim elemanlarindan saglanan verilerle
dogrulandigin;; Cronbach Alpha katsayilar1 ve madde toplam korelasyonlarina yonelik verilen

bilgiler ¢ercevesinde giivenilir bir 6l¢me araci oldugunu ifade etmek miimkiindiir.

Besli likert tipinde hazirlanan AOO, akademik yonetim Ozgiirliigii, arastirma-yaym
dzgiirligii ve egitim-6gretim dzgiirliigii isimli {i¢ bilesen ve yirmi {i¢ maddeden olusmaktadir. Ug
bilesenin birlikte acikladig1 varyans %72,517, olgegin biitiiniine iliskin Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik
katsayisi ise .974 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olcek bilegenleri iliskin giivenirlik katsayilari ise 1. Bilegsen
icin .953, 2. Bilesen icin .939 ve son olarak 3. Bilegen igin ise .958 olarak hesaplanmistir. AOO'niin,
KMO-MSA 6rneklem uygunluk degeri .969 ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi ki kare degeri (x?( 465 ) =7790,
136) p< .05 diizeyinde manidar bulunmustur. Ote yandan 6lcek madde ortalamalarinin birbirlerine
esit olup olmadigini test eden Hotelling T2 test (Ozdamar, 2017) degerinin ise F=15,957, sig=0,000
olarak hesaplandigi ve p <.05 diizeyinde manidar oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu dogrultuda, dlgegin iki
veya {izeri alt boyuta sahip fenomeni 6lgebildigi sylenilebilir. AOO, diizeltilmis madde-toplam puan

korelasyonlarinin ise .623 ile .855 araliginda oldugu goriilmiistiir.
islemler ve Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmanin amact dogrultusunda arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgekler, 2020-2021
egitim-6gretim yilinda uygulanmistir. Veriler, oncelikle Google Forms ile 6l¢ek maddelerinin ve
kisisel bilgiler boliimiiniin ¢evrim i¢i ortama aktarilmasiyla toplanmistir. Katilimcilara iletilen formun
ilk boliimiinde katilimcilara Olgekler ve calisma hakkinda bilgi verilmis; katilimcilarin onamlari
almarak oOlgek sorularimi yanitlamalari saglanmistir. Toplamda 290 formun elde edilmesiyle veri
toplama siireci tamamlanmustir. Toplanan verilerin analizinde SPSS.20 istatistik paket programindan
yararlanilmigtir. Analizlere baslamadan oOnce toplanmis olan verilerin normallik varsayimlar
incelenmistir. Oncelikle veri setinin normalliginin test edilmesi amaciyla 6ncelikle kayip veri ve ug
deger analizi yapilmistir. Bu analiz sonucunda herhangi bir degiskendeki kayip veri olmadig:
goriilmiistiir. Veri setinde tek boyutlu u¢ deger olup olmadigini tespit etmek amaciyla ise madde
puanlar: standart Z puanina doniistiiriilmiis ve +3 ile -3 aralig1 disinda kalan 17 gozlem birimi veri
setinden ¢ikarilmistir. Normalligin test edilmesinde oOlgegin betimleyici istatistikleri de gozden
gecirilmistir. Betimleyici istatistikler sonucunda YHO icin veri setinin normal dagilim sergiledigine;
AOO igin ise normal dagilim sergilemedigine karar verilmistir. Bu dogrultuda YHO ile toplanmig
parametrik olan veriler icin t testi ve tek yonliit ANOVA, AOOQ ile toplanan parametrik olmayan
veriler icin ise Mann Whitney U ve Kruskall Wallis H testleri kullanilmistir. Universite yonetiminde
holakrasi modeli ile akademik oOzgiirliikk arasindaki iliskinin anlamliligini belirlemek amaciyla
Spearman korelasyon katsayilar1 hesaplanmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda anlamlilik diizeyi ise .05

olarak alinmis ve analizlere 273 veri ile baglanmustir.
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Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi = Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler

Alt Etik Kurulu

Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 30.10.2020

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 130 No'lu Karar
Bulgular

Ogretim elemanlarmin iiniversite ydnetiminde holakrasi modelini benimseme diizeyini
belirlemek amaciyla aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri hesaplanmistir. Bu dogrultuda

elde edilen analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Ogretim elemanlarinin holakrasi modelini benimseme diizeyine iliskin aritmetik ortalama ve standart
sapma degerleri

Bilegen X ss

Holakrasinin Genel ilkeleri 4,58 ,575
Cemberler Halinde Orgﬁtlenme ve Calisma 4,10 ,714
Gorev Yerine Roller Tanimlanmasi 3,97 ,564
Yiiksekogretimde Holakrasi Olgegi Toplam 4,09 ,500

Tablo 2’de gorildiigii tizere, 6gretim elemanlar: holakrasinin genel ilkeleri bilesenindeki
ifadeleri “tamamen” (X =4.58), cemberler halinde orgiitlenme ve calisma (X =4.10) ile gorev yerine
roller tanimlanmasi (X =3.97) bilegenlerindeki ifadeleri ise “biiyiik olgiide” benimsemislerdir. Ote

yandan dgretim elemanlarinin YHO genelini de biiyiik dl¢iide benimsedikleri goriilmektedir.
Ogretim Elemanlarinin Holakrasiyi Benimseme Diizeylerinin Degiskenlere Gore Analizi

C)gretim elemanlarinin {iniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini benimsemeye iligskin
goriislerinin gesitli degiskenlere gore (cinsiyet, unvan, gorev yapilan {iniversite, gorev stiresi) farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini tespit etmek amaciyla bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi ve tek yonlii varyans
analizi (ANOVA) yapilmistir. Bununla birlikte arastirmada yapilan t-testlerinin ve tek yonlii varyans
analizlerinin tamaminda Levene testi ile varyanslarin homojenligi (p>.05) kontrol edilmistir. Tek
yonlii varyans analizlerinde varyanslarin homojen olup olmamasina gore uygun post hoc testleri

tercih edilerek analiz yapilmistir. Tablo 3’te cinsiyet degiskenine gore t testi sonuglar: verilmistir.
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Tablo 3. Ogretim elemanlarinin holakrasi modelini benimseme diizeylerinin cinsiyete gire t-testi sonuglart

Bilesen Grup N X ss sd t )
. Erkek 122 4,52 669
Holakrasini 1 Ilkeleri i ! 271 -1,761 7
olakrasinin Gene eleri Kadin 151 464 481 ,76 0,079
Cemberler Halinde Orgiitlenme ve Erkek 122 4,06 ,763 271 93 0350
Calisma Kadin 151 4,14 ,672
. ) Erkek 122 3,89 ,578
Gorev Yerine Roller Tanimlanmasi 271 -2,023 0,044
Kadin 151 4,03 547
Holakrasi Toplam P Brkek 122405 519 o055 oa1
olakrasi Toplam Puam -2, ,
p Kadin 151 415 478

Tablo 3’te goriildiigii tizere, 122 erkek, 151 kadindan olusan 273 kisilik grupta, cinsiyet
degiskenine gore Ogretim elemanlarinin iiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini benimseme
diizeylerine iliskin goriisleri holakrasinin genel ilkeleri (ter1=-1,761; p>.05) ile ¢emberler halinde
orgiitlenme ve cgalisma (te71=-,936; p>.05) bilesenlerinde anlamli bir farklilik gdstermemektedir. Ote
yandan gorev yerine roller tanimlanmast (ter=-2,023; p<.05) bileseni ile holakrasi toplam puanina
iliskin 6gretim elemarnu goriisleri arasinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli fark goriilmektedir (tez7)=-
2,055; p<.05). Grup ortalamalar1 goz oniine alindiginda kadin o6gretim elemanlarinin {iniversite
yonetiminde holakrasi modelini benimseme diizeylerinin erkek Ogretim elemanlarindan anlamh
olarak daha yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilmektedir. Tablo 4'te unvan, gorev yapilan iiniversite ve gorev

siiresi degiskenine gore tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonuglar1 verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Unvan, iiniversite ve gorev siiresi degiskenine gore tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonuclart

g 8 x Karel Karel A
@ % N X g5 g areler . areler F .
é 2P 5 %‘ =  Top. ° Ort. P Fark
A S M
Prof. Dr. 9 473 406 Gruplar 5,214 4 1,303 4,129 ,003 )
arasi
1 4 1
Doc.Dr. 42 454 37 Cruplar 84599 268 316
g ici
> o
Dr. . Topl 4 272
5 DrO8r 4 46 513 ToPlam 3643
Uyesi
E Opr.Gor. 18 422 808
E Ankara 39 435 ,668 Gruplar 3,415 3 1,138 3,545 ,015 AC
6 Uni. arasi
£ £ GaziUni. 12 458 613 Gruplar 86397 269 ,321
25 8 ici
@ 2
& :5 Hacettepe 59 4,73 ,423 Toplam 89,812 272
E Uni.
ODTU 47 4,60 ,496 12 0,038
- 1-9 yil 10 4,53 ,550 Gruplar ,629 3 210,632,595
.g 8 arasi )
C’; 10-19 y1l 87 459 ,604 Gruplar 89,183 269 ,332
£ igi
O 20-29 yil 50 4,66 ,550 Toplam 89,812 272
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Uyesi

30 veizeri 28 4,63 ,625
Prof. Dr. 0 403 gop Ofuplar 1648 4 A12 806 ,522
arasi
Gruplar 136,918 268 511
Doc.Dr. 42 416 ,801 . P
g ici
> Dr. Ogr. Topl 138,566 272
R Y I /2
g Uyesi
= Aras. Gor. 75 4,02 ,752
o ..
v Ogr.Gor. 18 4,09 ,579
g Ankara 39 422 ,584 Gruplar 2,649 3 883 1,748 ,158
g {ni. arasi
® 2 GaziUni 12 402 759 Gruplar 135916 269 505
:% § 8 ici
PG - p—
é :5 Hacettepe 59 4,24 ,659 Toplam 138,566 272
:E Uni.
2 ODTU 47 405 732
§ 1-9 yil 10 401 ,730 Gruplar 1772 3 591 1,161 ,325
'g 8 arasi
2 10-19 il 87 4,13 ,773 Gruplar 136,794 269 ,509
> ici
;5 20-29 yil 50 4,17 ,658 Toplam 138566 272
30 veiizeri 28 425 512
Grupl 88 4 22 7 432
Prof.Dr. 92 134 162 Cruplar .0 0 57
arasi
 Doc.Dr. 42 138 a7 Cruplar 6169 268 023
5 ici
5 Dr. Qgr 46 1,39 ,128 Toplam 6,257 272
7 Uyesi
= Aras. Gor. 75 1,37 ,149
g Opr.Gor. 18 1,37 ,108
§ Ankara 39 1,36 ,152 Gruplar 0,085 3 ,028 1,238 ,296
i o Uni. arasi
g % Gazi Uni. 12 1,35 ,154 Gruplar 6,172 269 ,023
= = . .
cH: ; i
,QSJ :5 I:Iacettepe 59 1,40 ,132 Toplam 6,257 272
5 Uni.
< ODTU 47 1,37 166
£ 19 yil 10 1,36 ,156 Gruplar 021 3 ,007  ,301 ,825
© 7 8 arast
:S*:; 10-19 y1l 87 1,37 ,143 Gruplar 6,237 269 ,023
¢ ici
£ 2029yl 50 1,38 ,164 Toplam 6257 272
O 30yilve 28 1,35 ,146
lizeri
£ Grupl 088 4 022,957 432
K Prof. Dr. 92 461 227 Pt ' 7O
8—1 c arasi
E 2 g Grupl 6,169 268 ,023
% § £ Doc.Dr. 42 463 ,151 . o
E T ) ici
S Dr. Ogr. Topl 257 272
z LOBL 46 464 109 TOPlAM 625
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Aras. GOr. 75 4,62 ,134
Ogr.Gor. 18 4,61 ,093

Ankara 39 4,62 ,121 Gruplar 0,084 3 ,028 1,727 162
Uni. arasi )
2 GaziUni. 12 461 ,131 Gruplar 4349 269 016
§ 8 ici
S I”{acettepe 59 4,65 ,116 Toplam 4,433 272
Uni.
ODT 47 4,62 ,134
1-9 yil 10 4,61 ,132 Gruplar ,025 3 ,008 516 672
7 8 araslt i
£ 10-19 y1l 87 4,62 ,123 Gruplar 4,408 269 ,016
? ici
£ 2029yl 50 4,64 ,136 Toplam 4,433 272
QO

30 yil ve 28 4,62 ,110
lizeri

Tablo 4'te goriildiigii tizere 6gretim elemanlarinin holakrasiyi benimseme diizeylerine y&nelik
gorusleri (F(4-268)=.957, p>0.05) Ogretim elemanlarinin unvanlari agisindan anlamh bir farklilik
gostermemektedir. Ayrica holakrasinin genel ilkeleri (F(4-268)= 3,643, p>0.05), cemberler halinde
orgiitlenme ve calisma (F(4-268)=.806, p>0.05) ile gorev yerine roller tanimlanmas1 (F(4-268)=.957,
p>0.05) alt bilesenlerinde de 6gretim elemanlarinin goriislerinde unvan degiskenine gore anlaml bir
farklihk gozlenmemistir. Buna gore, 0gretim elemanlarnin holakrasiyi benimseme diizeylerinin

unvan degiskenine gore farklilik olmadig1 s6ylenebilmektedir.

Tablo 4'te 0gretim elemanlarmin iniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini benimseme
diizeyine iliskin goriislerinin (F@-269=1,748, p>.05) gorev yapilan iiniversiteye gore anlamli sekilde
farklilasmadig1 goriilmektedir. Ayrica holakrasinin bilesenleri olan ¢cemberler halinde 6rgiitlenme ve
calisma (Fp260=1,748, p>.05) ve gorev yerine roller tanimlanmasi (F@-269=1,238, p>.05) bilesenlerinde
Ogretim elemanlarinin goriislerinde de goérev yapilan tiniversite degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gozlenmemistir. Ote yandan holakrasinin genel ilkeleri bileseninde ise Ogretim elemanlariin
goriisleri anlamli diizeyde farklilasmaktadir. Farkliigin kaynaginin tespitinde Tip I hata oranim
diisiirmek igin dncelikle Bonferroni diizeltmesi yapilmis ve Hacettepe Universitesi'nde gorev yapan
Ogretim elemanlarinin  (X=4.73) holakrasinin genel ilkelerini benimseme diizeyi Ankara
Universitesi'ndeki O0gretim elemanlarindan (X=4.35) anlamh ol¢iide daha fazla oldugu belirlenmistir.
Test sonucu hesaplanan etki biiytikliigii (n2=0,038) ise bu farkin zayif diizeyde (Cohen, Manion ve
Morrison, 2002) oldugunu gostermektedir. Buna gore Hacettepe Universitesindeki oOgretim
elemanlarmin (X=4.73), Ankara Universitesi'ndeki 6gretim elemanlarina gore holakrasinin genel
ilkelerini gorece daha fazla benimsedikleri diisiiniilebilir. Bununla birlikte {iniversite yonetiminde
holakrasi modelinin bilesenlerini benimseme diizeyine yonelik goriislerin gorev yapilan
iniversitedeki gorev siiresi agisindan farklilasma durumlari incelendiginde ise 6gretim elemanlarinin

holakrasinin genel ilkeleri (Fi-2s0=,632 p<.05), cemberler halinde orgiitlenme ve galisma (F-260=1,161,
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p>.05) ve gorev yerine roller tanimlanmasina (F(3-269)=,301 p>.05) iliskin goriislerinin anlaml1 sekilde
farklilasmadigr da goriilmektedir. Buna gore, Ogretim elemanlarinin holakrasiyi benimseme

diizeylerinin gorev siiresine gore farklilik gostermedigi soylenebilmektedir.

Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik ozgiirliigii benimseme diizeyini tespit etmek amaciyla
aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri hesaplanmis olup elde edilen analiz sonuglar1 Tablo

5’te verilmektedir.

Tablo 5. Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik 6zgiirliigii benimseme diizeyine iliskin aritmetik ortalama ve standart
sapma degerleri

Bilesen X ss

Aragtirma-Yaym Ozgﬁrlﬁgﬁ 4,66 ,378
Egitim-Ogretim Ozgiirliigii 4,50 ,491
Akademik Yonetim Ozgiirliigii 4,60 ,385
Akademik Ozgiirliik 4,64 ,332

Tablo 5'te goriildiigii lizere Ogretim elemanlarinin arastirma-yaymn ozgirligi (X=4.66) ile
akademik yonetim ozgiirliigiinii benimseme (X=4.60) diizeylerinin birbirine yakin oldugu; egitim-
ogretim Ozgiirliiglinii (X=4.55) benimseme diizeylerinin ise gorece daha az oldugu goriilmektedir.
Ayrica tiim bilesenlerin birbirlerine yakin degerler aldiklari, ortalama degerlendirme kriterleri
yoniinden bakildiginda da Ogretim elemanlarinin  tiim bilesenlerdeki ifadeleri “tamamen”

benimsedikleri anlagilmaktadir.

Ogretim Elemanlarinin Akademik Ozgiirliigii Benimseme Diizeylerinin Degiskenlere Gore

Analizi

Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik &zgiirliitk ve alt bilesenlerini benimsemeye iligkin
goriislerinin gesitli degiskenlere gore (cinsiyet, unvan, gorev yapilan {iniversite, gorev siiresi) farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini tespit etmek amaciyla bagimsiz orneklemler t-testi ve Mann Whitney U testi
yapilmigtir. Ogretim elemanlarmin akademik &zgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerine iliskin goriislerinin

cinsiyet degiskenine gore Mann-Whitney U testi analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik 6zgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerinin cinsiyete gore Mann-Whitney U

sonuclari
Bilesen Grup N Sira Ort. Sira Top. U p
o Erkek 122 139,73 17046,50
Arastirma-Yaymn Ozgiirligii Kadm 151 134,80 20354,50 8878,5 0,54
N VTR TS, Erkek 122 124,59 15199,50
Egitim-Ogretim Ozgilirligii Kadm 151 147,03 2220150 7696,5 0,02
oo v e Erkek = 122 129,38 15784,50
Akademik Yonetim Ozglirltigii Kadm 151 143,16 21616,50 8281,5 0,15
Akademik Ozgﬁrlﬁk Toplam Erkek 122 127,22 15520,50 80175 0.07
Puan Kadin 151 144,90 21880,50 ! !

Tablo 6 incelendiginde 6gretim elemanlarinin goriislerinin arastirma-yayim ozgiirligii (U=

8878,5 p>0.05) ve akademik yonetim ozgiirliigii (U= 8281,5 p>0.05) alt bilesenlerinde arastirmaya
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katillan Ogretim elemanlarinin cinsiyetine gore anlaml bir farklilik olmadig: goriilmektedir. Ancak

Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik 6zgiirliigii (U= 8017,5 p<0.05) ve bu yapinn alt bileseni olan egitim-

Ogretim oOzglrligiinii (U= 7696,5 p<0.05) benimseme diizeylerine yonelik Ogretim elemanlarinin

goriisleri arasinda kadin 6gretim elemanlar:1 lehine anlamli bir fark bulunmaktadir. Grup aritmetik

ortalamalar1 dikkate alindiginda kadin 6gretim elemanlarinin egitim-6gretim 6zgiirliigii ile akademik

ozgilirlitk genelini erkek Ogretim elemanlarina gore daha fazla benimsedigi; ancak kadin ve erkek

Ogretim elemanlarinin arastirma-yaymn Ozgirliigii ile akademik yonetim Ozgiirliigii alanlarinda

Ozgiirliigiin benimsenmesine yonelik goriislerinin birbirine yakin oldugu sodylenebilmektedir.

Ogretim elemanlarmin akademik o6zgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerine iliskin goriislerinin unvan,

iiniversite ve gorev siiresi degiskenlerine gore farklilasip farklilasmadiginin tespiti i¢in yapilan

Kruskall Wallis H testinin analiz sonuglari Tablo 7’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7. Unvan, iiniversite ve gorev siiresi degiskenine gore Kruskall Wallis-H testi sonuglar:

Bilesen = Degisken N  Sira Ort. sd. X2 p Fﬁ:k
Unvan Prof. Dr. 92 137,05 4 3,609 ,462
Dog. Dr. 42 146,86
igo Dr. Ogretim Uyesi 46 124,18 -
T; lfrag. Gorevlisi 75 141,93
P Ogr. Gorevlisi 18 125,92
12 Universite  Ankara Universitesi 39 142,14 3 3,045 385
:?\ Gazi Universitesi 128 129,62
>:'g Hacettepe Universitesi 59 143,90 )
§ ODTU 47 144,17
g" Gorev 1-9 yil 108 138,91 3 2,870 412
< Stiresi 10-19 y1l 87 131,89
20-29 yil 50 131,98 i
30 yil ve tizeri 28 154,46
Unvan Prof. Dr. 92 136,29 4 10,334 0,035
Dog.. .Dr. ) 42 149,05 95
- Dr. Ogretim Uyesi 46 140,79 L5
X Aras. Gorevlisi 75 141,85
5 Ogr. Gorevlisi 18 82,58
=ON Universite ~ Ankara Universitesi 39 134,87 3 8,148 0,043 2-4
g Gazi Universitesi 128 129,23
:go Hacettepe Universitesi 59 132,18
% ODTU 47 165,99
E Gorev 1-9 yil 108 140,24 3 0,529 913
i Siiresi 10-19 yil 87 136,02
20-29 yil 50 136,36 )
30 yil ve tizeri 28 128,70
; g ED Unvan Prof. Dr. 92 138,26 4 0,311 0,989
P S5 Dog.Dr. 42 133,08 -
= Dr. Ogretim Uyesi 46 136,29
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Aras. Gorevlisi 75 139,49
Ogr. Gorevlisi 18 131,11
Universite  Ankara Universitesi 39 146,71 3 14,073 0,003
Gazi Universitesi 128 121,47
Hacettepe Universitesi 59 137,88 2-4
ODTU 47 170,14
Gorev 1-9 y1l 108 142,38 3 1,098 777
Siiresi 10-19 yil 87 130,57
20-29 yil 50 136,45 )
30 yil ve tizeri 28 137,21
_ Unvan Prof. Dr. 92 137,59 4 3,187 0,527
g Dog. Dr. 42 143,11 )
£ Dr. Ogretim Uyesi 46 138,03
Eg Arastirma Gorevlisi 75 139,72
3 Ogretim Gorevlisi 18 105,75
Z Universite  Ankara Universitesi 39 142,99 3 15,763 0,001  2-4
g Gazi Universitesi 128 122,15
%0 Hacettepe Universitesi 59 134,96
8 ODTU 47 175,03
‘e Gorev 1-9 y1l 108 142,18 3 0,897  ,826
©  Siiresi 10-19 yil 87 131,60 )
= 20-29 yil 50 135,36
30 y1l ve tizeri 28 136,75

Tablo 7’de goriildiigii lizere unvan degiskenine gore ¢alismaya katilan 6gretim elemanlarinin
goriisleri bu yapmin alt bilesenleri olan arastirma-yaymn ozgurliigii (X?=3.609, sd=4, p>0.05) ve
akademik yonetim ozgtirligii (X>=0,311, sd=4, p>0.05) alt bilesenleri ile akademik 6zgiirliik toplam
puaninda (X?=3.187, sd=4, p>0.05) anlamli sekilde farklilasmamaktadir. Ancak egitim-6gretim
ozglrliigiu (X>=10,334, sd=4, p<0.05) alt bileseninde gruplar arasit anlamli fark gozlenmistir. Gruplar
arast farkin kaynagini tespit etmeden once Tip I hata oranini diisiirmek amaciyla Bonferroni
diizeltmesi yapilarak bu test i¢in anlamlilik seviyesi 0.05/5= 0.01 olarak alinmistir. Dolayisiyla Kruskall
Wallis H testi sonrasinda unvan degiskeni i¢in anlamli farkin kaynagin belirlemede Mann Whitney U
testi yapilmis ve egitim ve dgretim Ozgiirliigii agisindan farkin Ogretim Gorevlisi (SO gitim-sgretim
szgirtiga= 82,58) ve Aragtirma Gorevlisi (SO Egitim-sretim ozgirigi= 141,85) ile Ogretim Gorevlisi (SO egitim-ogretim
szgintiigi= 82,58) ve Dog. Dr. (SO Egitim-sgretim szgirligi= 149,05) arasmnda oldugu; Dogent Doktor unvanina

sahip 6gretim elemanlarinin ortalamalarinin ise daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Tablo 7’de iiniversite degiskenine gore arastirma-yayin ozgiirliigii (X2=3.045, sd=3, p>0.05) alt
bilesenine iliskin 6gretim elemanlarinin goriisleri arasinda gruplar arasi anlamli fark gézlenmemistir.
Ancak akademik ozgiirliik toplam puam (X?=15.763, sd=3, p<0.05) ile bu yapinn bilesenlerinden
egitim-6gretim ozglirliigii (X2=8.148, sd=3, p<0.05) ve akademik yonetim 6zgiirliigii (X?=14.073, sd=3,
p<0.05) bilesenleri gercevesinde gruplar aras: anlamli fark gozlenmistir. Gruplar arasi farkin kaynaginm
tespit etmeden once Tip I hata oranin diisiirmek amaciyla Bonferroni diizeltmesi yapilmistir. Bu test

icin anlamlilik seviyesi 0.05/4=0.0125 olarak belirlenmis gruplar aras: farkin kaynagini tespit etmede



Turpeu, M. & Aydin, i.

Mann Whitney U testi yapilmis olup gruplar arasi farkin egitim-6gretim 6zgiirliigii alt bileseninde
Gazi Universitesi (SO Egitim-ogretim szgirtiga= 129,23) ile ODTU (SO Egitim ogretim ozgartiga= 165,99) arasinda
oldugunu goriilmiistiir. Bunun yani sira ODTU’deki 6gretim elemanlarinin sira ortalamalarinin da
gorece daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Akademik 6zgiirliik toplam puam ve akademik yonetim
ozgiirliigii alt bilesenindeki gruplar arasi farkin Gazi Universitesi (SOakademik yonetim szgirigi=121.47,
SOakademik szgiirtiik geneli=122.15) ile ODTU (SOakademik yénetim szgiirtizi=170.14, SOakademik szgiirlik toplam puan=175.03)
arasinda oldugu, ODTU’deki 6gretim elemanlarimin akademik 6zgiirliik toplam puani ve akademik

yonetim 0zglirliigii sira ortalamalarinin daha yiiksek oldugu gozlenmistir.

Tablo 7 incelendiginde gorev siiresi degiskenine gore arastirma-yayimn ozgiirliigii (X2 =2,870,
sd=3, p>0.05), egitim-6gretim Ozgiirliigi (X? =0,529, sd=3, p>0.05), akademik yonetim ozgiirliigii (X2
=1,098, sd=3, p>0.05) alt bileseninde ve akademik 6zgiirliik toplam puanina (X? =0,897, sd=3, p>0.05)
iliskin Ogretim elemani goriislerinin de anlamli olarak farklilasmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Buna gore,
Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik 6zgiirlitk toplamini ve bu yapmmin alt bilesenlerini benimseme

diizeylerinin gorev siiresi degiskenine gore farklilik gostermedigi soylenebilmektedir.

Katilimcilarin  goriigleri dogrultusunda, tiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi ile akademik
ozgilirliikk arasmndaki iliskinin anlamliligini belirlemek amaciyla holakrasi toplami ve bilesenleri ile
akademik oOzgiirliik bilesenleri bazinda Spearman korelasyon katsayilar1 hesaplanmistir. Holakrasi
toplam1 ve bilegenleri ile akademik ozgiirliik bilesenleri arasindaki korelasyon degerleri Tablo 8'de

verilmisgtir.

Tablo 8. Yiiksekdgretimde holakrasi ve akademik 6zgiirliik arasindaki iliskiye yonelik bulgular

Arast -Y Egitim-Ogreti -
rastirma-Yaym - Egitim-Ogretim Akademik Yonetim Ozgiirligii

Bilesen Ozgiirliigii Ozgiirliigii
Holakrasinin Genel r ,157** ,154* ,127*
ilkeleri P ,009 ,011 ,036
Cemberler Halinde r ,341%* ,249%* ,317**
Orgﬁtlenme ve Calisma p ,000 ,000 ,000
Gorev yerine Roller r ,308™* ,281% 3377
Tanmimlanmasi P ,000 ,000 ,000

. r ,337** ,305%* ,353**
Holakrasi Toplam1

p ,000 ,000 ,000

Tablo 8'de goriildiigii {izere, holakrasinin genel ilkeleri bileseni ile arastirma-yayin 6zgiirliigii
bileseni (r=.157; p<.01), egitim-6gretim Ozglrliigli bileseni (r=.154; p<.01) ve akademik yOnetim
Ozgilirliigii bileseni (r=.127; p<.01) arasinda ¢ok diisiik diizeyde pozitif, cemberler halinde 6rgiitlenme
ve calisma bilegeni ile arastirma ve yayin alaninda 6zgiirliik bileseni (r=.341; p<.01), egitim-0gretim
ozgrliigi bileseni (r=.249; p<.01) ve akademik ytnetim o6zgiirliigii bileseni (r=.317; p<.01) arasinda
diisiik diizeyde pozitif yonde anlamli bir iliski bulunmaktadir. Ote yandan gorev yerine roller
tanimlanmasi bilegeni ile aragtirma-yayimn ozgiirliigii (r=.308; p<.01) bileseni arasinda; egitim-6gretim

ozgurliigii (r=.281; p<.01) bilegeni arasinda ve akademik yonetim 6zgilirliigii bileseni (r=.337; p<.01)
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arasinda diisiik diizeyde pozitif yonde anlaml iliski oldugu goriilmektedir. Son olarak akademik
ozgiirliiglin arastirma-yayin 6zgurligii (r=.337; p<.01), egitim-6gretim ozglirliigii (r=.305; p<.01) ve
akademik yonetim ozgiirligii (r=.353; p<.01) bilesenlerinin tamamu ile holakrasi arasinda diisiik
diizeyde pozitif yonde anlamh bir iliski oldugu da goriilmektedir. Bu sonuca gore, iiniversitelerde
holakrasinin uygulanmasiyla beraber akademik 6zgiirliiglin tiim bilesenlerinin diisiik diizeyde de

olsa artmas: arasinda bir iligki olabilecegi sOylenebilir.
Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu aragtirmada 2020-2021 egitim-ogretim yilinda Ankara ilindeki Ankara Universitesi,
Hacettepe Universitesi, ODTU ve Gazi Universitelerinin Egitim/Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltelerinde gérev
yapan 273 6gretim elemaninin goriisleri dogrultusunda 6gretim elemanlarinin iiniversite yonetiminde

holakrasi modelini ve akademik 6zgiirliigii benimseme diizeyleri arasindaki iliski incelenmistir.

Aragtirma bulgular1 6gretim elemanlarinin {iniversite yonetiminde holakrasi modelini biiyiik
dlciide benimsediklerini gostermektedir. Universitelerin toplumsal beklentilere arzu edilen seviyede
cevap verebilmesi i¢in Orgiit yapilarinda ve isleyisinde degisiklik yapilmasi énemlidir (Michavila ve
Martinez, 2018). Holakrasi, hiyerarsik yapidaki orgiitten farkh olarak, orgiite rehberlik etmenin her
yoniiyle yeni bir yoludur. Bu yapidaki orgiit, radikal 6z-yonetime dayanmakta ve yonetim yetkileri
tim calisanlar arasinda bdliinmektedir (Robertson, 2007). Nitekim Muff (2017) yiiksekogretim
kurumlarinin holakrasiye gecisinin bugiiniin ve yarinin diinyas: icin gerekli olan esneklik ve
uyarlanabilirlige olanak sagladigmni belirtmektedir. Serrini de (2018) esnek yapidaki orgiitlerde
inovasyonun kolaylastigin1 (Aiken ve Hage, 1971); fikir aligverisinin de tesvik edildigini ifade
etmektedir. Bu konuda Eremina da (2017) holakrasiye gegisle birlikte c¢alisanlarin mesleki
ozglirliiklerinin ve isgoren gliclendirme seviyesinin artisina, 6z yonetimin faydalara dikkat
cektiklerini vurgulamaktadir. Olgek alt bilesenleri yoniiyle incelendiginde &gretim elemanlarinin
holakrasinin genel ilkeleri bilesenini “tamamen”, ¢gemberler halinde drgiitlenme ve ¢alisma ile gorev
yerine roller tanimlanmasi bilegenlerini ise “biiyiik 6lgiide” benimsedikleri goriilmiistiir. Ote yandan
gorev yerine roller tanimlanmasi bilesenine ait ifadeleri de biiyiik ol¢tide benimsemekle birlikte, bu
bilesen 6gretim elemanlarinca gorece en az benimsenen bilesen olmustur. Bu noktadan hareketle
Ogretim elemanlarinin iiniversitenin isleyisi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmayi, yapilacak degisikliklerden
haberdar olmay: ve iiniversitede herkes icin gegerli kurallar olmasmi oldukc¢a onemsedikleri
diisiiniilmektedir. Bu bulguyu destekler sekilde Giir (2019) holakrasinin sirket calisanlarinca nasil
algilandigini belirlemeyi amaglayan yiiksek lisans tez calismasinda, katilimcilarin kurallarin yazili
olarak ve net sekilde belirlenmesine yiiksek katihm gosterdiklerini ifade etmektedir. Benzer sekilde
Kirkpatrick de (2016) holakrasinin daha iyi iletisim, daha az biirokratik engel, ise yarayan toplantilar

ve hesap verebilirlik vaat ettigini belirtmektedir.
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Arastirmadaki bagka bir bulgu, 6gretim elemanlarinin {iiniversite yonetiminde holakrasi
modelini benimseme diizeylerine iliskin goriislerinin cinsiyet ve gorev yapilan {iniversiteye gore
anlaml bir farklilik olusturdugu; ancak unvan ve gorev siiresi degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
olusturmadigidir. Buna gore, kadin oOgretim elemanlarinin holakrasiyi benimseme diizeyleri
holakrasinin genel ilkeleri ve ¢emberler halinde Orgiitlenme ve calisma bilesenlerinde anlamli bir
farklihik gostermezken; gorev yerine roller tanimlanmasi bileseni ile holakrasi toplam puanina iliskin
goriislerinin erkek Ogretim elemanlarina gore anlamli olarak daha yiiksek oldugudur. Ancak bu
bulgudan farkli olarak, Vidarsson (2017) arastirmasinda holakrasinin cinsiyete dayali tipik
davranislari 6nlemeye yardimci oldugunu, isteyen herkesin gerilimlerini paylasma firsati sundugunu
tespit etmigtir. Arastirmada ayrica, Hacettepe Universitesinde gorev yapan dgretim elemanlarinin
holakrasinin genel ilkelerini benimseme diizeyinin Ankara Universitesi'ndeki 6gretim elemanlarindan
anlamli 6lgiide daha fazla oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda Hacettepe Universitesi'ndeki 6gretim
elemanlarmin, Ankara Universitesi'ndeki 6gretim elemanlarma goére holakrasinin genel ilkelerini
gorece daha fazla benimsedikleri diisiiniilebilir. Bu arastirma bulgusundan farklh olarak Giir (2019)
calismasinda holakrasi diizeyinin sektorler arasinda farklilasmadigini tespit etmistir. Alanyazinda

uiniversite degiskenine iliskin bu farkliliga 6rneklem 6zelliklerinin neden oldugu diistiniilebilir.

Aragtirmanin bir diger bulgusunda ise 6gretim elemanlarinin akademik 6zgiirliigii tamamen
benimsedikleri goriilmektedir. Nitekim akademik 0Ozgiirlitk, 6gretim elemanlarinin entelektiiel
gelisimlerinde arastirma, 6grenme, alan ve esneklik 6zgiirliigii olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Ruan, 2020).
Berdahl (1990) akademik 6zgiirliigii kisisel olarak 6gretim elemaninin 6gretim ve arastirma yaparken
herhangi bir siyasi, dini veya sosyal kesimi rahatsiz ettigi i¢in ceza alma yahut gérevden alinma
endisesi olmadan gittigi her yerde gercegin pesinden gidebilme 6zgiirliigii olarak ifade etmektedir. Bu
dogrultuda pek cok kisi tarafindan {iniversitenin hatta akademinin temeli olarak kabul edilen
akademik ozgiirliigiin (Gill, 2017) 6gretim elemanlarinca tamamen benimsenmesinin olagan oldugu
diistiniilebilir. Olgek alt bilesenleri yoniiyle incelendiginde dgretim elemanlarinin arastirma-yayim
ozgiirliigii, egitim-ogretim ozglirliigii ve akademik yonetim 6zgiirliigii olmak iizere tiim bilesenleri
“tamamen” benimsedikleri tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, 6gretim elemanlarinin en yiiksek diizeyde
arastirma-yayin Ozgiirliigii bilesenine, gorece en az ise egitim-6gretim Ozgiirliigii bilesenine katihm
gosterdikleri tespit edilmistir. Bu calismadaki bulgularla benzer sekilde Bozkurt (2012) 6gretim
elemanlarinin arastirma Ozgirliigiinii benimseme ve wuygulama diizeylerine iliskin yaptig:
arastirmada yaym Ozglrligiiniin Ogretim elemanlarinca tamamen benimsendigini; ancak
uygulanabilirliginin orta derecede oldugunu tespit etmistir. Yine Dogan da (2015) ¢alismasinda
akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kurumlarindaki arastirma Ozgiirliiklerini ortalamanin {izerinde
degerlendirdikleri bulgusuna ulasmistir. Bu noktadan hareketle 6gretim elemanlarinin akademik

ozglrliigii gorece en fazla aragtirma-yayin 6zgiirliigii yoniiyle degerlendirdikleri sylenebilir.
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Arastirmadan elde edilen bir diger bulguya gore, 6gretim elemanlarinin akademik 6zgiirliigii
benimseme diizeylerinin cinsiyet, unvan, gorev yapilan iiniversite degiskenlerine goére farklilik
gosterdigi; ancak gorev siiresi degiskenine gore farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir. Dogan (2015)
yaptif1 calismada Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik oOzgiirliigii benimseme diizeylerinin hem
iiniversite hem de unvana gore anlamh farklilik gosterdigini; ancak cinsiyete gore farklilik
gostermedigini saptamigtir.  Ote yandan Bozkurt (2012) arastrmasinda kidemin akademik
Ozgiirliigiin arastirma, yayin ve Ogretim alt boyutlarinin higbirinde; cinsiyetin egitim-6gretim
Ozgiirligii alt boyutunda; unvanin ise 6gretim, arastirma ve yayimn boyutlarinda anlaml farklilik
gostermedigini belirlemistir. Benzer sekilde Giiner de (2017) ogretim elemanlarinin akademik
Ozgiirlitk algilarmni inceledigi calismasinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir farkhilik tespit
etmemistir. Tiim bu bulgular birlikte degerlendirildiginde olusan bu farklhiliklar iizerinde gerek
orneklem Ozelliklerinin gerekse {iiniversitelerdeki yonetim uygulamalarmin etkili olabilecegi

diistintilmektedir.

Holakrasi ve akademik oOzgiirliik arasindaki iliskiye dair giris ctimlesi ve bulgularin
Ozetlenmesi eksik kalmis. Arastirmalar holakratik yonetimin merkezi olmadigini; ¢alisanlara 6z-
sorumluluk ve 6z-6rgiitlenme icin daha fazla alan verdigini gostermektedir. Bu sayede ¢alisanlarin
kendilerini daha motive hissederek c¢alismalarindan daha iyi sonuglar elde ettiklerini ve
yaraticiliklarini sergilemelerinde calisanlara daha fazla 6zgiirlitk sundugunu; bunun ise performans
artigina yardima oldugunu ifade etmektedir (Schwer ve Hitz, 2018). Ote yandan holakrasiye gegisle
birlikte ¢alisanlarin bir kisminin mesleki 6zgiirliiklerinin artisina, 6z yonetimin faydalarina ve isgdren
gliclendirme seviyesinin artisina dikkat ¢ektigi de vurgulanmaktadir (Eremina, 2017). Bu dogrultuda,
iiniversite yOnetimlerinde holakrasi modelinin uygulanmasmin Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik

ozgiirliiklerini destekleyebilecegini diistinmek miimkiindiir.

Sonug olarak; arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglar ve arastirmanin simirliliklart géz oniine
alinarak aragtirmacilara su Onerilerde bulunulabilir; (i) Ankara ilindeki dort devlet tiniversitesinde
yapilan bu arastirmanin Tiirkiye'deki diger devlet {iniversitelerinde de yapilmasi ve vakif
iiniversitelerinin de bu arastirma kapsamina alinmas yiiksekogretimde holakrasinin ve akademik
Ozgilirliigiin anlasilmasini kolaylastiracaktir. Bu sayede siklikla 6zel sektdrde kullanilan holakrasinin
vakif iiniversiteleri i¢cin de uygunlugu detaylica gozden gecirilebilecektir; (ii) benzer bir arastirma
diger fakiiltelerde de gergeklestirilebilir ve boylelikle fakiilteler arast goriis farkliliklar: olup olmadig:
belirlenebilir; (iii) holakrasi ve akademik ozgiirliigiin benimsenme diizeylerinin takim c¢alismasi,
kendi kendine yonetim, kusak farkliliklari, 6grenen orgiit ve ifade ozgiirliigli gibi kavramlarla

iligkilendirilerek incelenmesi alanyazina katk: saglayabilir.

Arastirma sonuglart dogrultusunda uygulayicilara yonelik olarak gelistirilen Oneriler

sunlardir; (i) Ogretim elemanlariin holakrasi modelini benimseme diizeylerini arttirabilmek icin
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holakrasi modelini tanitan egitimler diizenlenmesi; bu konuya iliskin 6gretim elemanlarinin aklinda
olusan veya olusabilecek soru isaretlerinin giderilmesi saglanabilir; (ii) Universite igerisinde cesitli
pilot birimler olusturularak holakrasi modelinin denenmesi dnerilebilir. Boylelikle holakratik yapinin
isleyisine iliskin daha fazla bilgi edinilmesi saglanabilir; (iii) Universitelerde orgiit ici seffafligin ve
hesap verebilirligin arttirilmas1 amaciyla yonetime iliskin kararlarda 6gretim elemanlarina s6z hakki
verilmesi saglanabilir. Bu siireclerde tiim {iniversite personelinin, makam veya unvan ayirt
etmeksizin, esit kabul edilmesi 6nerilebilir; (iv) Ogretim elemanlar1 toplantilarda sorunlara ¢dziim
sunmanin, bireysel ve Orgiitsel yararlar saglayacagini; ancak uygulanmasi i¢in zihinsel ve kiiltiirel
gerekliliklerin oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bunu saglayabilmek igin holakrasi modelindeki toplant:
tiirlerinin {iniversitelerde olusturulacak pilot birimlerde denenmesi saglanabilir; (v) 0gretim
elemanlarinin  akademik Ozgirliiklerinin  artirilmasi, iiniversite yonetimindeki holakrasi
uygulamalarini da olumlu yonde etkileyecektir. Bu sebeple YOK tarafindan hem 6gretim elemanlarin
akademik ozgiirliiklerini koruyucu hem de etik ihlalleri onleyici politika ve stratejiler gelistirilmesi
saglanabilir; (vi) Akademik ozgiirlitk kapsami ve siurlari yiiksekogretim kurumlariyla ilgili
cevrelerce kabul edilen bir tamima kavusturulmali ve bu tanimin Yiiksekogretim Kanunu'nda yer
almasi saglanmalidir. Bu yasal tanim ile gerek iiniversite yonetimlerinin gerekse hiikiimetlerinin
akademik ozgiirliige yonelik tehdit ve engellerinin 6niine gecilmelidir; (vii) YOK tarafindan
olusturulacak yasal sikdyet mekanizmalari ile Ogretim elemanlar1 ve lisansiistii egitim 6grencileri
gerek arastirma konusu/ydntem ve teknigi seciminde gerekse arastirma-yayin siireglerinde epistemik
cemaat iiyelerinin (meslektas/danisman/tik {iyeleri/dergi hakem veya editorleri) her tiirlii baski veya
miidahalesine karst korunmalidir; (viii) Universitelerdeki atama ve yiikselme kriterlerinin seffaflig1 ve
hesap verebilirligi saglayacak bigimde yeniden diizenlenmesi ve bu siireglerde liyakat kriterlerinin
saglandigindan emin olunmasi 6nemlidir. Bu amagla atama ve yiikselme politikalarinin gerek
yliksekogretim sisteminin ve Ogrencilerin ihtiyaclarini gozetecek gerekse Ogretim elemanlarim

arastirma yapmaya ve kendini gelistirmeye tesvik edecek sekilde diizenlenmesi teklif edilebilir.
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Introduction

It is well recognized that a country's ability to thrive and rank high in the global knowledge
economy is greatly influenced by its higher education level. When it comes to higher education
institutions, universities come to mind first (Erdem, 2015). Universities are defined as schools where
students who want to acquire knowledge from their teachers are present (Rosovsky, 2017).
Universities represent autonomous units or subsystems that refer to self-governing academic
communities or communities of colleagues (Balci, 2015). Universities, however, represent more than
just specialized human resource production facilities; they also inspire students to form their
perspectives and ideas about the subject matter they study (Vrielink, Lemmens and Parmentier, 2011).
When examining the development processes of universities both globally and in Turkey, it can be
observed that each has undergone various changes and transformations. However, the bureaucratic
and burdensome structure of university governance is said to cause significant discussions and
frequently result in only quantitative improvements at Turkish institutions, underscoring the need to
make this system dynamic (Cengel, 2011). Thus, for universities to achieve the dynamic structure
required of them, they must begin the restructuring process. However, it should be acknowledged
that the uniqueness of academic work directly impacts university governance and, as a result, on the
process of change. That change should be built upon their uniqueness (Musselin, 2007). Holacracy, a
relatively new concept in management literature, that has emerged in recent years, is a management
system implemented by over 1,000 global companies of various characteristics and sizes, primarily in
the United States but also in countries such as the Netherlands, Germany, Switzerland, Canada, Japan,

and China (Holacracy, 2022).

The concept of holacracy can be defined as a new social technology that involves a set of
fundamental rules that are significantly different from traditional rules and methods of managing an
organization (Robertson, 2015, p. 12). Another definition of holacracy is a self-management framework
that enables every employee to concentrate on their own goals while simultaneously contributing to
the expansion and success of the company (Iyer, 2021). In other words, holacracy stands out as a

customizable self-management practice providing an agile organizational structure, greater
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autonomy, and a unique decision-making process for teams and individuals (Holacracy™, 2022). It is
known that holacracy was first introduced by Brian Robertson in 2007 (Bernstein, Bunch, Canner and
Lee, 2016; Khusidman, July 2010). Robertson (2007) who coined the concept, defines holacracy as a
new way to guide the organization in every aspect, different from the usual hierarchical structure. He
claims that this system divides managerial authority among all employees and is based on radical self-
management. Yet, in this system, daily operational decisions are mostly made autocratically by the
practitioners closest to the frontlines(Da Silva, 2017; Robertson, 2009; Thordarson, 2015). In this
structure, employees manage themselves according to the purpose given to them and decide on the
best way to achieve their goals(Thordarson, 2015). Hence, organizations implementing this model
often have a higher decision-making speed than others (Da Silva, 2017). In this context, it is thought
that implementing the holacracy model in universities, where academic freedom exists for instructors,
could be a game-changer in improving their self-organization levels and increasing the institution's

autonomy.

Academic freedom is defined as the ability of a professor to teach without any pressure
related to their area of expertise since the Middle Ages, and the freedom of the student to pursue
education without any hindrance (Altbach, 2001). In another definition, academic freedom is the
freedom of instructors engaged in teaching and research to pursue the truth wherever it may lead,
without fear of punishment or dismissal for politically, religiously, or socially unpopular
conclusions(Berdahl, 1990). The World University Service (WUS, 1988) defined academic freedom in
the 1988 Lima Declaration on Academic Freedom and Autonomy of Institutions of Higher Education
as "the freedom of individual or collective members of the academic community to acquire
knowledge, develop, and communicate truth through research, investigation, discussion,
documentation, production, creation, teaching, lecturing, or writing (a. 1). Academic freedom is one of
the two important concepts that make up a university (the other being university autonomy). In a
democratic society, academic freedom is a necessity for a university dedicated to the pursuit of
knowledge(De George, 2003). Along with that, academic freedom is also considered a fundamental
right necessary for universities to fulfill their purposes (Aydin, 2016). It is widely accepted that
academic freedom is at the center of both teaching and research (Altbach, 2001), which are central to
higher education and the mission of the university (Aperio Bella, 2021). It is recognized that science
can only be pursued in free environments (Ortas, 2008) and that no other entity can fulfill the need for
academic freedom(Rosovsky, 2017). Rosovsky (2017)states that the absence of academic freedom
turns universities into caricatures. In a similar vein, it remains the case that when academic freedom is
compromised, the university itself vanishes along with freedom (Gill, 2017). Because of their formal
institutions and regulations, universities weakly endorse hierarchical power. As a result, academics
can continue to exercise their independence in advancing their careers and determining their own

paths (Musselin,2007). Indeed, it can be said that the holacracy model, which consists of circles
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connected but capable of autonomous movement around the purpose of the organization, has similar

characteristics to universities in this sense.

Research indicates that in holacracy, there is no central management; instead, employees are
given more space for self-responsibility and self-organization As a result, employees feel more
motivated, achieve better results in their work, and are provided with more freedom to showcase their
creative abilities, leading to improved performance (Schwer and Hitz,2018). Similarly, Paltoglou
(2021) states that holacracy in higher education can encourage creativity among faculty members and
promote innovation in research and teaching. Based on this, it is possible to say that the
implementation of the holacracy model in university administrations, which are autonomous
organizations with academic freedoms, can have positive effects on universities and university
management. In this particular context, the research aims to investigate faculty members' perspectives
on the integration of the holacracy model and academic freedom in university administration, as well

as the link between the two. The present study has addressed the following research questions.

1. What are the views of faculty members regarding their levels of adoption of the holacracy
model in university management?

2. What are the views of faculty members regarding their levels of adoption of academic
freedom?

3. Is there a relationship between the levels of adoption of holacracy and academic freedom in

university management by faculty members?
Method

This study was designed using the "relational screening" and "causal-comparative research”
models to determine the levels of adoption of the holacracy model and academic freedom by faculty
members in university management, as well as the relationship and degree of relationship between
holacracy and academic freedom. The relational screening model aims to determine the presence or
degree of coexistence between two or more variables (Karasar, 2014, p. 81). While causal-comparative
research attempts to identify the possible causes of a specific behavior pattern by comparing those

who exhibit the behavior pattern with those who do not (Balci, 2015).
Population and Sampling

The general population of the research consists of all faculty members working in the faculties
of education of public universities in Turkey, and the sample consists of faculty members [Professor
(Prof. Dr.), Associate Professor (Assoc. Prof. Dr.), Assistant Professor (Dr.), Lecturer (Instructor) and
Research Assistant (Research Asst.)] working at Ankara University, Hacettepe University, Middle East
Technical University (METU) and Gazi University, which have the Faculty of Education/Educational
Sciences in Ankara. The sample size was determined to be 277 faculty members, with a significance

level of «=.05 and a tolerance level of 5%, using a stratified sampling method (Anderson, 1990, cited
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by Balci, 2001, pp. 108-109). Considering potential data loss and outliers, contact was made with 290
faculty members. After the initial analysis, the analysis was started with a data set of 273 individuals.
In this context, the distributions of the obtained sample according to various variables during the data

collection process are shown in Table 1.

Table 9. Distribution and percentages of the faculty members participating in the research according to various
variables

Variable Group N %
Gender Female 161 55,5
Male 129 44,5
Total 290 100
Title Prof. Dr. 97 33,4
Assoc. Prof. Dr. 44 15,2
Assistant Professor Dr. 50 17,2
Research Assistant 80 27,6
Lecturer 19 6,6
Total 290 100
University Ankara University 42 14,5
Gazi University 134 46,2
Hacettepe University 63 21,7
METU 51 17,6
Total 290 100
Tenure 1-9 years 116 40,0
10-19 years 90 31,0
20-29 years 53 18,3
30 years and above 31 10,7
Total 290 100

Upon examining Table 1, the sample consists of 290 faculty members, with 161 (55.5%)
females and 129 (44.5%) males. Of the faculty members who participated in the research, 97 (33.4%)
hold the title of Prof. Dr., and 44 (15.2%) hold the title of Associate. Prof. Dr., 50 (17.2%) hold the title
of Assistant Prof. Dr., 80 (27.6%) hold the title of Research Assistant, and 19 (6.6%) hold the title of
Lecturer. Among them, 42 (14.5%) are from Ankara University, 134 (46.2%) are from Gazi University,
63 (21.7%) are from Hacettepe University, and 51 (17.6%) are from METU. It is observed that 116 (40%)
have a tenure of 1-9 years, 90 (31%) have a tenure of 10-19 years, 53 (18.3%) have a tenure of 20-29

years, and 31 (10.7%) have worked for 30 years or more.
Data Collection Tools

The Personal Information Form, developed by researchers during the research process, was
used with the Higher Education Holacracy Scale (HEHS) and the Academic Freedom Scale (AFS).
Both scales are rated on a 1-5 scale, with ratings ranging from "I Do Not Adopt at All, I Adopt to A
Small Extent, I Adopt Moderately, I Adopt to a Great Extent " to " I Completely Adopt.")

The HEHS consists of 25 items organised in circles, covering components such as
organizational structure and functioning, role definition instead of job assignment, and general

principles of holacracy. The three components explain a variance of 63.228% together. The overall
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Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was found as .962. The reliability coefficients of the
scale components are .959 for Component 1, .890 for Component 2, and .869 for Component 3. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy value of the data set is .957 and the Bartlett's Sphericity
Test's x? value (x2(55) = 6391,267) was found to be significant at the p< .05 level. The corrected item-
total score correlations of the HEHS range from .569 to .808, and they meet the criterion of .30 or
above, indicating that the scale items are sufficiently measuring the intended feature (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2015). Based on these values, it can be stated that the construct validity of the HEHS is confirmed with
data obtained from faculty members, and it can be considered a reliable measurement tool within the

framework of Cronbach's alpha coefficients and item-total correlations.

The AFS, prepared with a five-point Likert scale, consists of three components named
academic administrative freedom, research-publication freedom, and teaching-education freedom,
along with twenty-three items. The three components explain a variance of 72,517%, and Cronbach's
alpha reliability coefficient for the overall scale is calculated as .974. The reliability coefficients for the
scale components are .953 for Component 1, .939 for Component 2, and .958 for Component 3. The
KMO-MSA sample adequacy value of the AFS which is .969 and the Barlett Sphericity Test chi-square
value (x? (465) =7790, 136) was significant at the p< .05 level. Furthermore, the Hotelling T? test
(Ozdamar, 2017) value, which tests whether the scale item mean scores are equal, yielded an F value
of 15,957, sig=0,000, indicating significance at the .05 level. Thus, it can be said that the scale measures
a phenomenon with two or more sub-dimensions Also, the corrected item-total score correlations for

the AFS range from .623 to .855.
Operations and Data Analysis

The scales were developed by researchers in line with the aim of the study and implemented
during the 2020-2021 academic year. Data were collected by transferring scale items and the personal
information section to the online environment primarily using Google Forms. In the first section of the
form provided to participants, information about the scales and the study was given, and participants
were asked to provide their consent and answer the scale questions. The data collection process was
completed with a total of 290 forms obtained. SPSS 20 statistical package program was used to analyze
the collected data. Before starting the analysis, the normality assumptions of the collected data were
reviewed. Initially, missing data and outlier analysis were conducted to test the normality of the data
set. This analysis revealed that there were no missing data in any variable. To determine if there were
single-dimension outliers in the data set, item scores were transformed into standard Z scores, and 17
observation units that fell outside the range of +3 to -3 were removed from the data set. The scale's
descriptive statistics were also examined to verify normality. Based on the descriptive statistics, it was
concluded that the data set for HEHS exhibited a normal distribution, while it was not the case for

AFS. Accordingly, for parametric data acquired using HEHS, t-tests, and one-way ANOVA were
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employed, whereas for non-parametric data collected with AFS, Mann Whitney U and Kruskall Wallis
H tests were utilized. To ascertain the significance of the association between academic freedom and
the holacracy model of university management, Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated.

The significance level in the study was set at .05, and the analysis was initiated with 273 data points.
Ethical Permissions of the Study

All guidelines specified to be applied within the scope of the "Scientific Research and
Publication Ethics Directive for Higher Education Institutions" were implemented throughout this
analysis. None of the actions stated under the title "Actions Against Scientific Research and

Publication Ethics", which is the second part of the directive, were performed during the study.

Ethics Committee Permit Information: Name of the committee conducting the ethical evaluation =

Ankara University Social Sciences Sub-Ethics Committee

Date of ethical evaluation decision = 30.10.2020

Ethical evaluation document number= Decision No. 130
Findings

Arithmetic mean and standard deviation values were calculated to determine faculty
members' adoption of the holacracy model in university management. The results of the analysis
obtained are presented in Table 2.

Table 10. Arithmetic mean and standard deviation values related to the faculty members’ adoption levels of the
holacracy model

Component X sd

General Principles of Holacracy 4,58 ,575
Organization and Work in Circles 4,10 ,714
Defining Roles Rather than Duties 3,97 ,564
Higher Education Holacracy Scale Total 4,09 ,500

As seen in Table 2, the instructors adopted the expressions in the components of the general
principles of holacracy "completely" (X™=4.58) while they adopt expressions of organization and work
in circles (X™=4.10), and defining roles rather than duties (X~=3.97) to a "great extent". Furthermore, it

is observed that faculty members adopted the overall concept of holacracy to a great extent.
Analysis of Faculty Members' Adoption Levels of Holacracy by Variables

Independent samples t-tests and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to
determine whether the views of faculty members regarding the adoption of the holacracy model in
university management differ according to various variables (gender, title, university of employment,
tenure). Additionally, the homogeneity of variances was checked (p > .05) using Levene's test for all t-

tests and one-way ANOVAs conducted in the study. Depending on the homogeneity of variances in
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one-way ANOVA, appropriate post hoc tests were preferred for further analysis. The t-test results

based on the gender variable are presented in Table 3.

Table 11. T-test results of faculty members” adoption levels of the holacracy model by gender

Component Group N X sd sd t p

Mal 122 4,52 669
General Principles of Holacracy . ai 151 4’ o1 ,48 1 271 -1,761 0,079
emale , ,

4,06 ,763
Organization and Work in Circles Male 122 271 -936 0,350

Female 151 4,14 ,672

.. . Male 122 3,89 ,578
Defining Roles Rather than Duties 271 -2,023 0,044
Female 151 4,03 ,547

Hol Total S Male 122 403 519 0 055 oa1
olacracC Oota core -2, ,
Y Female 151 415 ,478

As Table 3 shows, in the group of 273 individuals consisting of 122 males and 151 females, the
views of faculty members regarding the adoption levels of the holacracy model in university
management based on the gender variable do not show a significant difference in terms of the general
principles of holacracy (ter) =-1,761; p > .05) and organization and work in circles (ter) = -,936; p > .05)
components. However, a significant difference was observed based on the gender variable in the
component of defining roles rather than duties (ter) =-2,023; p <.05) and the total score of holacracy (t
@77 =-2,055; p <.05) according to the views of faculty members. Looking at the mean scores of groups,
one can claim that female faculty members have significantly higher levels of adoption of the
holacracy model in university management than male faculty members. Table 4 provides the results of
a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) based on the variables of title, university of employment,

and tenure.

Table 12. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) results by title, university, and tenure variable

2 : B .
: 2 Sl 58 % 8 g
% & N X sd &F.& g S sd E£8§ F p &
© v B ®© F & 5p o E
§ * A :
Prof. Dr. 92 4,73 ,406 Intergroup 5,214 4 1,303 4,129 ,003 -
Assoc. Prof. 84,599 268 ,316
> Dr. 42 4,54 ,637 Intragroup
g .
g % Assistant 16 462 513 Total 3,643 272
3 &= Professor Dr.
= Research 75 449 637
% Assistant
= Lecturer 18 4,22 ,808
Q
é Ankara Uni. 39 4,35 ,668 Intergroup 3,415 3 1,138 3,545 ,015 A
= B -C
E '® Gazi Uni. 128 4,58 ,613 Intragroup 86,397 269 ,321
)
8 E Hacettepe 59 4,73 ,423 Total 89,812 272
2 University

METU 47 4,60 ,496 n2 0,038
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1-9 years 108 4,53 ,550 Intergroup ,629 3 ,210 ,632 595 _
o 10-19 years 87 4,59 ,604 Intragroup 89,183 269 ,332
-
é 20-29 years 50 4,66 ,550 Total 89,812 272
)
& 30yearsand 28 4,63 ,625
above
Prof. Dr. 9 4:,08 /702 Intergroup 1,648 4 ,412 ,806 ,522 _
Assoc. Prof. 42 416 ,801 Intragroup 136,91 268 ,511
Dr. 8
2 Assistant Total 138,56 272
E  Professor Dr. 46 425 637 6
Research 75 402 752
2 Assistant
5 Lecturer 18 4,09 579
& Ankara 39 4,22 ,584 Intergroup 2,649 3 ,883 1,748 ,158
Ag University )
% Z Gazi 128 4,02 ,759 Intragroup 13591 269 505
& § University 6
__§ :E) Hacettepe 59 424 659 Total 138,56 272
.@ University 6
o
& METU 47 4,05 ,732
Yt
o 1-9 years 108 4,01 ,730 Intergroup 1,772 3 ;591 1,161 ,325
10-19 years 87 4,13 ,773 136,79 269 ,509
o Intragroup 4
~
5
5 20-29 years 50 4,17 ,658 Total 138,56 272
= 6
30yearsand 28 4,25 512
above
Prof. Dr. 92 134 162 fnergroup 0+ 027 A2
A . Prof. 1
Disoc rof 42 1,38 ,172 Intragroup 6169 268 023
% Assistant 46 1,39 ,128 Total 6,257 272
@ B Professor Dr.
'-g Research 75 1,37 ,149
% Assistant
E Lecturer 18 1,37 ,108
g Ankara 39 1,36 ,152 Intergroup 0,085 3 ,028 1,238 ,296
= University
I B
ﬁ = Gazi 128 1,35 ,154 Intragroup 6,172 269 ,023
% E University
%o 5 Hacettepe 59 1,40 ,132 Total 6,257 272
g University
& METU 47 1,37 ,166
A 1-9 years 108 1,36 ,156 Intergroup ,021 3 ,007 ,301 ,825
% 10-19 years 87 1,37 ,143 Intragroup 6,237 269 ,023
§ 20-29 years 50 1,38 ,164 Total 6,257 272
T 30yearsand 28 135 146
above
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Prof. Dr. 92 461 (127 Intergroup 088 4 022 957 432 .
vt 6169 268 023

gssoc Prof 42 4,63 ,151 Intragroup

T.

= Assistant Total 6,257 272
= Professor Dr. 46 464,109
Research 75 462 134
° Assistant T
g Lecturer 18 4,61 ,093
% Ankara 39 4,62 ,121 Intergroup 0,084 3 ,028 1,727 ,162
2 . University
2 = Gazi 128 4,61 ,131 Intragroup 4,349 269 ,016
g § University
& E Hacettepe 59 4,65 ,116 Total 4,433 272
= - University
METU 47 4,62 ,134
1-9 years 108 4,61 ,132 Intergroup ,025 3 ,008 ,516 ,672
?5" 10-19 years 87 4,62 ,123 Intragroup 4,408 269 ,016
§ 20-29 years 50 464 ,136 Total 4,433 272
= 30 years and 28 4,62 ,110
above

As shown in Table 4, the views of faculty members regarding their adoption levels of
holacracy did not show a significant difference based on their titles (F(4-268) = .957, p > 0.05).
Furthermore, there was no significant difference observed in the views of faculty members based on
their titles in the components of the general principles of holacracy (F(4-268) = 3,643, p > 0.05),
organization and work in circles (F(4-268) =,806, p > 0.05), and defining roles rather than duties (F(4-
268) = .957, p > 0.05). Therefore, it can be said that there was no difference in the adoption levels of

holacracy among faculty members based on their titles.

Table 4 also indicates that the views of faculty members regarding their adoption levels of the
holacracy model in university management did not significantly differ based on the university of
employment (Fi269) = 1,748, p >.05). Additionally, no significant difference was observed in the views
of faculty members based on the university of employment in the components of organization and
work in circles (F @269 = 1,748, p>.05) and defining roles rather than duties (F@269) = 1,238, p >.05).
However, there was a significant difference in the views of faculty members in the component of the
general principles of holacracy. To determine the source of this difference and reduce the Type I error
rate, a Bonferroni correction was applied. Then, it was found that faculty members at Hacettepe
University (X=4.73) adopted the general principles of holacracy at a significantly higher level
compared to faculty members at Ankara University (X =4.35). The calculated effect size (2 = 0.038)
indicates that this difference was weak (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2002). Therefore, it can be
considered that faculty members at Hacettepe University (X~ =4.73) adopted the general principles of
holacracy relatively more than their colleagues at Ankara University. However, when examining the

differentiation of views on the adoption levels of the components of the holacracy model in university
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management based on the tenure at the university, it can be seen that there was no significant
difference in the views of faculty members regarding the general principles of holacracy (F@3-2s9) = ,632
p >.05), organization and work in circles (F @269 =1,161, p>.05) and defining roles rather than duties
(F(3-269) = ,301 p>.05) do not differ significantly. Therefore, it is possible to claim that adoption levels

of holacracy among faculty members do not varybased on tenure.

The arithmetic means and standard deviation values were computed in order to assess the

degree of faculty members' adoption of academic freedom. The analysis findings are shown in Table 5.

Table 13. Arithmetic mean and standard deviation values related to the academic freedom adoption levels of
faculty members

Component X sd

Freedom of Research and Publication 4,66 ,378
Freedom of Education-Training 4,50 ,491
Freedom of Academic Administration 4,60 ,385
Academic Freedom 4,64 ,332

As seen in Table 5, it is seen that the levels of research-publication freedom (X~ =4.66) and
academic administration freedom (X™=4.60) of the faculty members were similar, while their adoption
of educational freedom level (X™=4.55) was relatively less. Additionally, all components have identical
values, and when evaluated in terms of means assessment criteria, it is understood that faculty

members ultimately adopt the expressions in all components.

Analysis of Academic Freedom Adoption Levels of Faculty Members Per Different

Variables

Independent samples t-test and Mann Whitney U test were conducted to determine whether
the views of faculty members on adopting academic freedom and its sub-components differentiate per
different variables (such as gender, title, university of employment, and tenure). Table 6 displays the
Mann-Whitney U test analysis findings of faculty members' opinions about the academic freedom

adoption levels based on the gender variable.

Table 14. Mann-Whitney U results of faculty members’ adoption levels of academic freedom by gender

Mean Sum of

t
Componen Group N rank. ranks U p
Freedom of Research and Male 122 139,73 17046,50 88785 0.54
Publication Female 151 134,80 20354,50 ! !
Male 122 124,59 15199,50
Freed f Education-Traini § ! 7696, ,02
reedom of Education-Training .~ ;o 147,03 22201,50 696,5 0,0
Freedom of Academic Male 122 129,38 15784,50 82815 015
Administration Female 151 143,16 21616,50 ! !
i Male 122 127,22 15520,50
Academic Freedom Total Score Female 151 144,90 21880,50 8017,5 0,07

When examining Table 6, it can be observed that there is no significant difference based on the

gender of the participating faculty members in terms of their views on research-publication freedom
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(U= 8878,5 p>0.05) and academic administration freedom (U= 8281,5 p > 0.05) sub-components. Yet, a
significant difference in the views of faculty members regarding the adoption levels of academic
freedom (U= 8017,5 p<0.05) and freedom of education-training (U = 7696,5 p < 0.05) was present,
which is a sub-component of this structure, in favour of female faculty members. Based on the group
arithmetic averages, it can be concluded that female faculty members are more likely to adopt
education-training freedom and overall academic freedom than their male counterparts. Yet, both
male and female faculty members share similar views on research-publication freedom and academic
administration freedom regarding the adoption of freedom. The Kruskal-Wallis H test analysis
results, conducted to determine whether the views of faculty members on the adoption levels of
academic freedom differ as per the different variables, which are title, university, and tenure, were

given in Table 7.

As Table 7 shows, the views of the participating faculty members according to the title
variable do not significantly differ in the sub-components of research-publication freedom (X2 = 3.609,
sd =4, p>0.05) and academic administrative freedom (X2 = 0,311, sd=4, p>0.05), as well as the academic
freedom total score (X2 =3.187, sd=4, p>0.05). Nonetheless, a significant difference was noted between
the groups for the liberty of education-training sub-component (X2 = 10,334, sd=4, p<0.05). A
Bonferroni correction was applied to reduce the Type I error rate before determining the source of the
intergroup difference, and the significance level for this test was set at 0.05/5 = 0.01. Therefore, after
the Kruskal-Wallis H test, a Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to determine the source of the
significant difference for the title variable, and it was found that the difference lies between Lecturer
(MR Freedom of Education-training = 82,58) and Research Assistant (MR  Freedom of Education-training = 141,85) and the
Lecturer (MR Freedom of Education-training = 82,58) and Assoc. Prof. Dr. (SO Freedom of education and training = 149,05), with

the mean scores of faculty members holding the title of Associate Prof. Dr. being higher.

Table 15. Kruskall Wallis-H test results by title, university, and tenure variables

-Ec 9]
: :
o) . Mean v @

1 . X2 = 5

% Variable N rank. sd p = %

S A
Title Prof. Dr. 92 137,05 4 3,609 462

= Assoc. Prof. Dr. 42 146,86

= Assistant Professor Dr. 46 124,18 -

§ - Research Assistant 75 141,93

% 8 Lecturer 18 12592

fﬁ g University ~ Ankara University 39 142,14 3 3,045 ,385

s é Gazi University 128 129,62

-% Hacettepe University 59 143,90

= METU 47 144,17

Tenure 1-9 years 108 138,91 3 2,870 ,A412

10-19 years 87 131,89
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20-29 years 50 131,98
30 years and above 28 154,46
Title Prof. Dr. 92 136,29 4 10,334 0,035 2-5

Assoc. Prof. Dr. 42 149,05 4-5

%D Assistant Professor Dr. 46 140,79

-% Research Assistant 75 141,85

= Lecturer 18 82,58

_5 University =~ Ankara University 39 134,87 3 8,148 0,043 2-4

§ Gazi University 128 129,23

=B Hacettepe University 59 132,18

2 METU 47 165,99

S Tenure 1-9 years 108 140,24 3 0,529 913

§ 10-19 years 87 136,02

. 20-29 years 50 136,36 i
30 years and above 28 128,70

c Title Prof. Dr. 92 138,26 4 0,311 0,989

'.% Assoc. Prof. Dr. 42 133,08

-g Assistant Professor Dr. 46 136,29 -

g Research Assistant 75 139,49

T Lecturer 18 131,11

E University =~ Ankara University 39 146,71 3 14,073 0,003 2-4

£ Gazi University 128 121,47

g Hacettepe University 59 137,88

g METU 47 170,14

; Tenure 1-9 years 108 142,38 3 1,098 777

3 10-19 years 87 130,57 i

o 20-29 years 50 136,45

= 30 years and above 28 137,21

Title Prof. Dr. 92 137,59 4 3,187 0,527

” Assoc. Prof. Dr. 42 143,11 _

§ Assistant Professor Dr. 46 138,03

2 Research Assistant 75 139,72

é Lecturer 18 105,75

g University =~ Ankara University 39 142,99 3 15,763 0,001 2-4

3 Gazi University 128 122,15

E Hacettepe University 59 134,96

g METU 47 175,03

_qca) Tenure 1-9 years 108 142,18 3 0,897 ,826

S 10-19 years 87 131,60

< 20-29 years 50 135,36 )
30 years and above 28 136,75

According to Table 7, no significant difference was observed among faculty members' views
on the research-publication freedom (X? =3.045, sd=3, p>0.05) sub-component based on the university
variable. Nonetheless, significant differences were observed among groups in terms of the total score
of academic freedom (X2 = 15.763, sd = 3, p<0.05) as well as the sub-components of freedom of

education-training (X?= 8.148, sd = 3, p<0.05) and freedom of academic administration (X? = 14.073, sd =
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3, p<0.05). Before identifying the cause of the intergroup difference, a Bonferroni correction was used
to lower the Type I error rate. The significance level for this test was set at 0.05/4=0.0125. A Mann-
Whitney U test was conducted to identify the source of the significant difference among groups. The
test revealed that the difference in the freedom of education-training sub-component exists between
Gazi University (MRFreedom of education and training = 129,23) and METU (MR Ereedom of education and training = 165,99).
Additionally, faculty members at METU had relatively higher rank mean scores. The significant
differences among groups in the academic freedom total score and the freedom of academic
administration sub-component were observed between Gazi University (MR freedom of academic administration =
121.47, MR academic freedom total SCOTE = 122.15) and METU (MR freedom of academic administration = 170.14, MRacademic
freedom total score = 175.03), with the faculty members at METU having higher scores in both the academic

freedom total score and freedom of academic administration.

When examining Table 7 based on the variable of term of service, no significant differences
were found in the freedom of research-publication freedom (X? =2,870, sd=3, p>0.05), freedom of
education-training (X? =0,529, sd=3, p>0.05), freedom of academic administration (X? =1,098, sd=3,
p>0.05) sub-components, and academic freedom total score (X2 =0,897, sd=3, p>0.05) in the views of the
faculty members. Therefore, it can be concluded that the faculty members' adoption levels of the total

score of academic freedom and its sub-components do not differ as per the tenure variable.

To determine the significance of the relationship between holacracy and academic freedom in
university administration, Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated between holacracy scores
and its sub-components, as well as academic freedom sub-components based on the participants'
views. The correlation values between holacracy scores and its sub-components and academic

freedom sub-components, were provided in Table 8.

Table 16. Findings on the relationship between holacracy and academic freedom in higher education

Freedom of Freedom of Freedom of Academic
Research and Education- L )
. . . Administration

Component Publication Training
General Principles of r ,157%* ,154% ,127%
Holacracy p ,009 ,011 ,036
Organization and Work /341 ,249* 3177
in Circles p ,000 .000 ,000
Defining Roles Rather r ,308™* ,281% ,337%
than Duties p ,000 .000 ,000

r ,337%* ,305%* ,353**
HEHS Total

p ,000 .000 ,000

As seen in Table 8, there was a very low positive relationship between the component of the
general principles of holacracy and the freedom of research-publication component(r=.157; p<.01), the
education-training component (r=.154; p<.01), and the freedom of academic administration component
(r=.127; p<.01) while there was a low positive relationship between organization and work in circles

component and the freedom of research and publication component (r=.341; p<.01), the freedom of
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education-training component (r=249; p<.01), and lastly, the freedom of academic administration
(r=.317; p<.01). Along with these, there was a low-level, positive and significant relationship between
the component of defining roles rather than duties and the freedom of research-publication (r=.308;
p<.01), the freedom of education-training (r=.281; p<.01), and the freedom of academic administration
component (r=.337; p<.01). Lastly, it is worth to mention there was a low-level positive and significant
relationship between freedom of research-publication (r=.337; p<.01), freedom of education-training
(r=.305; p<.01), and freedom of academic administration (r=.353; p<.01) components and the holacracy.
This finding suggests that there could be a connection, even if it is very low, between adopting

holacracy in higher education and improving all facets of academic freedom.
Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

In this study, the relationship between the level of adoption of the holacracy model and
academic freedom in university administration was investigated using the perspectives of 273 faculty
members working in the Education/Educational Sciences Faculties of Ankara University, Hacettepe
University, Middle East Technical University (METU), and Gazi University in Ankara province

during the 2020-2021 academic year.

The results of the study indicate that faculty members have widely embraced the holacracy
model in university administration. Considering universities' need to respond to societal expectations
effectively, it is essential to make changes in their organizational structures and processes (Michavila
and Martinez, 2018). Holacracy, unlike hierarchical structures, offers a new way of guiding an
organization in all aspects. This structure is based on radical self-management, where managerial
authority is distributed among all employees (Robertson, 2007). Indeed, Muff (2017) claims that
switching to holacracy in higher education institutions provides the flexibility and adaptability
required in today's and tomorrow's world. Also, Serrini (2018) further notes that flexible
organizational structures foster innovation (Aiken and Hage, 1971) and stimulate the exchange of
ideas. According to Eremina (2017), switching to holacracy highlights self-management's advantages
by increasing employees' professional freedoms and empowerment levels. When the scale and its sub-
components are studied, it is found that faculty members "completely" adopt the general principles
component of holacracy, and to a "great extent" adopt the components of organization and work in
circles, as well as defining roles rather than duties. However, while they also largely adopt the
component of defining roles rather than duties, this component is relatively the least adopted one by
faculty members. Based on this, it is believed that faculty members attach great importance to having
information about the university's functioning, being informed about the changes, and having rules
applicable to everyone in the university. In line with this finding, Giir (2019) states in a master's thesis
study aimed at determining how employees perceive holacracy, that participants show high

participation in the written and precise definition of rules. Similarly, Kirkpatrick (2016) also claims
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that holacracy will enhance communication, reduce bureaucratic obstacles, hold more productive

meetings, and ensure accountability.

Another conclusion of the study is that faculty members' views of their adoption of the
holacracy model in university administration vary greatly depending on gender and university.
However, there was no significant distinction based on the variables of title and tenure. In line with
this, although there are no notable discrepancies in the adoption levels of holacracy's general
principles and organizing and working in circles components among female faculty members, their
perspectives on the component of defining roles rather than duties and the overall score of holacracy
are significantly higher than those of their male counterparts. Yet, Vidarsson (2017) found that
holacracy helps to mitigate gender-based stereotypical behaviors and creates a space for individuals to
openly express their tensions. The study also reveals that faculty members at Hacettepe University
have a significantly higher adoption level of the general principles of holacracy compared to faculty
members at Ankara University. In this regard, it can be considered that faculty members at Hacettepe
University adopt the general principles of holacracy relatively more than faculty members at Ankara
University. Unlike this research finding, Giir (2019) found that the level of holacracy does not
differentiate across sectors. One could hypothesize that the variations in sample characteristics might

play a role in explaining the differences observed in the literature concerning the university variable.

Another finding of the study is that faculty members completely adopt academic freedom.
Academic freedom is defined as the freedom of faculty members to conduct research, continue
learning, specialize, and have flexibility in their intellectual development (Ruan, 2020). According to
Berdahl (1990), academic freedom is defined as the freedom for faculty members to seek and pursue
truth without the fear of facing punishment or being dismissed, regardless of whether their teaching
and research might potentially offend any political, religious, or social group. In this regard, it can be
considered natural for academic freedom, which is widely regarded as the foundation of universities
and academia (Gill, 2017), to be wholly adopted by faculty members. When examined in terms of sub-
components, faculty members are found to have completely adopted all components, namely freedom
of research-publication, freedom of education-training, and freedom of academic administration.
Additionally, it is observed that faculty members exhibit the highest level of participation in the
freedom of research-publication component. In contrast, the freedom of education-training component
shows relatively lower participation. Like these findings, Bozkurt (2012) found in the study that looks
into the faculty members' adoption and implementation levels of freedom of research that faculty
members ultimately adopted freedom of research and publication, but its applicability level was
moderate. Likewise, Dogan (2015) found that academics evaluated their freedom of research in higher
education institutions as above average. Based on these findings, one can state that faculty members

assess the level of academic freedom primarily in terms of freedom of research-publication.
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Another finding of the study reveals that the adoption levels of academic freedom among
faculty members vary depending on their gender, academic title, and the university they are affiliated
with, while there is no variation based on the tenure. Dogan (2015) found that the adoption levels of
academic freedom among faculty members differed significantly based on the university and
academic title, not gender. On the other hand, Bozkurt (2012) found that tenure did not show
significant differences in any of the sub-dimensions of freedom of research-publication and education
within academic freedom; while gender did not show significant differences in the freedom of
education-training sub-dimension; and academic title did not show significant differences in the
dimensions of education-training, research, and publication. Similarly, Giiner (2017) did not find a
significant difference based on gender in the study examining faculty members' perceptions of
academic freedom. When all these findings are considered together, it is thought that these differences

may be influenced by the sample's characteristics and the management practices in universities.

Studies indicate that holacratic management is not centralized and provides more room for
self-responsibility and self-organization among employees. This allows employees to feel more
motivated, achieve better results in their work, and demonstrate their creativity, ultimately offering
them more freedom; it is also noted that this contributes to increased performance(Schwer and Hitz,
2018). On the other hand, the switch to holacracy emphasizes the improvement in employees'
professional freedoms, the benefits of self-management, and the increase in employee empowerment
levels (Eremina, 2017). In this regard, it is possible to consider implementing the holacracy model in

university administrations to support academic freedom among faculty members.

In conclusion, taking into account the results of the study and its limitations, the below
suggestions can be made to researchers: (i) conducting this research in other state universities in
Turkey and including private universities in the scope of the study would facilitate understanding
holacracy and academic freedom in higher education since this study was applied in four state
universities located in Ankara. This would also allow for a thorough examination of the suitability of
holacracy, commonly used in the private sector, for private universities; (ii) a similar study can be
conducted in other faculties to determine if there are any differences in perspectives between faculties;
(iii) exploring the adoption levels of holacracy and academic freedom concerning concepts such as
teamwork, self-management, generational differences, learning organizations, and freedom of

expression can contribute to the literature

Based on the research findings, the recommendations developed for practitioners are as
follows: (i) Organizing training sessions to introduce the holacracy model and increase faculty
members' adoption levels of the model, addressing any existing or potential concerns or questions
they may have. (ii) Suggesting the creation of various pilot units within the university to test the

holacracy model. This would allow for a better understanding of how the holacratic structure
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operates; (iii) Providing faculty members with a say in decision-making processes related to university
administration in order to enhance organizational transparency and accountability. It is recommended
that all faculty members be treated equally, regardless of their position or title; (iv) Faculty members
acknowledge that offering problem-solving solutions during meetings can yield individual and
organizational benefits, but it is important to note that there are mental and cultural requirements for
implementation. To facilitate this, the meeting types in the holacracy model can be tested in pilot units
established within universities; (v) Increasing faculty members' academic freedom levels will also
positively impact holacracy practices in university administration. Therefore, the Council of Higher
Education (YOK) can develop policies and strategies that both protect faculty members' academic
freedom levels and prevent ethical violations; (vi) The scope and limits of academic freedom should
be specified and agreed upon by essential stakeholders in higher education institutions, and this
definition should be included into the Higher Education Law. This legal definition will help prevent
threats and obstacles to academic freedom from university administrations and governments; (vii)
Legal complaint mechanisms established by the Council of Higher Education should protect faculty
members and graduate students from any pressure or intervention by members of the epistemic
community (colleagues, advisors, peer reviewers, or journal editors) during the selection of research
topics/methods/techniques and the research-publication process; (viii) Reorganizing appointment and
promotion criteria at universities is critical for ensuring accountability and transparency, as well as
meeting merit requirements throughout these procedures. In order to achieve this, appointment and
promotion policies should be designed to meet the needs of the higher education system and students,

while encouraging faculty members to engage in research and professional development.



Turpeu, M. & Aydin, i.
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