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Abstract 

This study intends to analyze the relation between school principals’ leadership styles and teachers’ perception 
of organizational cynicism. The study group consists of 268 participants teaching at high schools in the Balıkesir 
district of Turkey during 2014-2015 academic year. In the study, which used relational survey model, data was 
collected through Democratic Leadership Scale and Organizational Cynicism Scale and analyzed by mean scores, 
independent t-test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and simple linear regression. The results revealed 
that democratic leadership is a significant predictor of organizational cynicism, and it is negatively connected 
with organizational cynicism. In addition, it was found that there were significant differences between seniority 
and gender groups as regards democratic leadership, between seniority groups as regards all dimensions of 
organizational cynicism, and between gender as regards affective cynicism. All the results of the study showed 
that the democratic leadership style displayed by school principals influences the organizational cynicism 
perceived by teachers. 

Keywords: democratic leadership, high school teachers, leadership skills, management, organizational cynicism, 
school principals 

1. Introduction 

Leadership is a topic of special interest in the management literature. This can be attributed to the lure of leaders 
“power to have their followers behave in a particular way on voluntary basis. Discussions on leadership have 
exceeded its scope, breeding the generally acknowledged approach that “leadership is an impact approved by the 
group” (Yukl, 1989; Bohn & Grafton, 2002).  

There is a general consensus in the related literature that leadership affects nearly all organizational and 
individual variables (organizational culture, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, 
organizational trust, organizational support, job satisfaction, motivation, etc.) (Yılmaz, 2004; Korkmaz, 2007; 
Çakınberk & Demirel, 2010; Acar, 2013; Doğan & Uğurlu, 2014; Uluköy, Kılıç, & Bozkaya, 2014). 
Organizational cynicism is another variable, whose relation with leadership is a focus of research (Lee & Moon, 
2010; Nguyen, 2013; Gkorezis, Petridou, & Krouklidou, 2015). Organizational cynicism is defined as the 
negative attitude an employee has toward the organization where he or she works (Yalçınkaya, 2014). Dean, 
Brandes and Dharwadkar (1998) added to the definition of cynicism the employee’s belief that the organization 
lacks coherence and integrity. 

Analysis of the effect of leadership on related variables could well be conducted in educational organizations. 
This study investigates the relation between democratic leadership and organizational cynicism by using a 
sample of high school teachers. The present study has theoretical significance in that it will shed light on the 
effect of school principals’ democratic leadership on the existence of cynicism at schools, which are educational 
organizations. It has practical significance in that the findings of the study will help school administrators 
understand the importance of school’s informal side.  
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1.1 Democratic Leadership 

The term democratic leadership was conceptualized in 1960’s by White and Lippitt. In this leadership style, 
leader-encouraged group involvement in the decision making process was emphasized (Choi, 2007). Gastil 
(1994) conceptually differentiated between democratic leadership and being authoritarian, defining it as 
delegation of responsibility among group members, empowerment of group members, and assistance provided 
by group members through the decision making process functions. Democratic leadership favors the leader’s 
sharing of managerial power with the group members (Eren, 2001). The most remarkable characteristic of this 
leadership style is that the leader consults the members’ opinions when setting goals, plans, and policies 
(Başaran, 1992; Tengilimoğlu, 2005). As democratic leadership is an ethical entity, it ensures individuals’ right 
to participate, respect for all members, and fulfillment of expectations, as a result of which democracy spreads 
through structures and network of educational institutions (Woods, 2004).  

It is stated in the literature that the production performance and employee satisfaction are in the long run higher 
in organizations governed by democratic leadership than in those governed by other leadership styles (Robbins 
& Coulter, 2012; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2013). It is also indicated that democratic leadership is a complete 
leadership with various elements, and in order for it to achieve highest quality, these elements (participation, 
equality, freedom, consensus, communication, emotional intelligence -human relations-, cooperation; use of 
authority, democratic culture) should be in perfect coordination (Yörük & Kocabaş, 2001). 

As Ocak (2014) asserts, democratic leadership benefits for individuals and organizations in several ways. It 
boosts motivation, allows for using subordinates’ knowledge and experience in the decision making process, 
creates loyalty to the team’s goals, and ensures mutual communication, thus eliminating potential 
communication problems. Therefore, democratic leadership seems to be an effective leadership approach.  

Leadership is accepted as the major cause of success or failure (Kouzes & Posner, 2009; Hoy & Miskel, 2010), 
and projections of leadership especially in the areas of education and public administration overwhelmingly 
show the necessity of being more democratic.  

Studies focusing on democratic leadership in educational institutions (Yörük & Kocabaş, 2001; Harris & 
Chapman, 2002; Gezici, 2007; Bozdoğan & Sağnak, 2011; Bhatti, Maitlo, Shaikh, Hashmi, & Shaikh, 2012; 
Adeyemi & Adu, 2013; Aydın & Sarıer, 2013; Mbera, 2015) and in enterprises (Woods, 2004; Şafaklı, 2005; 
Choi, 2007; Kızıltay, 2010; Yörük & Dündar, 2011) demonstrated the importance of democratic leadership for 
organizations, so obviously it is a researchable subject. 

1.2 Organizational Cynicism 

Research related to organizational cynicism dates back to early 90’s. The concept of organizational cynicism 
emerged following Kanter and Mirvis’s study on American employees (James, 2005). Numerous definitions of 
organizational cynicism exist in the literature. Researchers point out some foundational difficulties concerning 
the conceptualization of organizational cynicism, which stems from the complexity of the process (Naus, 2007; 
Tokgöz & Yılmaz, 2008).  

Andersson and Bateman (1997) define organizational cynicism as employees’ negative attitude and judgement 
toward their organization, its structure, and processes. Dean et al. (1998), on the other hand, define 
organizational cynicism as the negative feelings an individual has developed for his or her workplace. They 
included three dimensions in their definition: the belief that the organization lacks integrity and honesty, the 
negative feelings one has about the organization, and one’s tendency to criticize the institution and act with 
hostility. Abraham’s (2000) definition of organizational cynicism involves one’s “negative emotional reaction 
to”, “tendency to disparage”, and “harsh criticism of” the workplace. 

Organizational cynicism is analyzed in three aspects (cognitive, affective, and behavioral) in the related literature. 
The cognitive dimension entails the belief that the organization lacks integrity. Affective dimension entails such 
negative emotions as disrespect, anger, pain, and embarrassment. It is also defined as experience gained through 
intuition, as well as thought, or through feelings, as well as cognition. The behavioral dimension, on the other 
hand, generally involves despising and negative behaviors (harsh criticism of the organization, use of teasing and 
sarcastic humor, etc.) (Dean et al., 1998; Abraham, 2000). 

Studies on organizational cynicism have revealed the characteristics and significance of cynicism in different 
ways. Anderson and Bateman (1997) claimed that cynical people have less tendency to take unethical requests 
into consideration. On the other hand, in the behavior dimension of organizational cynicism, cynical employees 
cite various criticisms toward their organizations, which can be a motive for the organization’s development and 
improvement provided that they are expressed properly (Arslan, 2012).  
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Numerous studies exist in the literature focusing on the reasons for organizational cynicism. Cole, Bruch and 
Vogel (2006), for example, determined that leadership skills, organizational support, administrative competence, 
trust for the administration, and work environment are the predictors of cynicism. Organizational cynicism 
emerges when employees believe that the organization is deprived of integrity, which is usually a result of their 
basic expectations like justice, ethics, and honesty not being fulfilled (Karacaoğlu & İnce, 2013). Other studies 
provided evidence that personal factors that bring about organizational cynicism are age, gender, marital status, 
seniority, income, educational background, professional status/tittle, anxiety, distrust, disappointment, and 
humiliation. Organizational factors leading to cynicism, however, are organizational justice, psychological 
violation of the contract, role conflict, hierarchy, inequality, ineffective leadership, long shifts, lay-offs, 
institutional policies, unethical behaviors, organizational performance, and supervisor-employee interaction 
(Davis & Gardner, 2004; Delken, 2004; Kalağan, 2009; Bashir, 2011; Kılıç, 2011; Korkmaz, 2011; Polatcan, 
2012; Akman, 2013; Gövez, 2013; Gündüz, 2014; Sancak, 2014; Ergen, 2015). 

The results of studies focusing on organizational cynicism have demonstrated that cynicism brings about many 
adverse effects on individuals and organizations. Abraham (2000) asserted that organizational cynicism hinders 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship, leading to frustration at work and 
alienation. It was also stated in the literature that organizational cynicism causes some adverse effects such as 
distrust, burn-out, alienation, and psychological consequences associated with neural-emotional disorder, 
depression, fatigue, emotional burnout, frustration, anger, resentment, aggression, tension, and anxiety (Akman, 
2013; Yıldız, Akgün, & Yıldız, 2013). 

The related literature has also revealed that (James, 2005; Escamilla-Quintal, Rodríguez-Molina, Peiró, & Marco, 
2008; Kalağan & Aksu, 2010; Özgan, Külekçi, & Özkan, 2012; Yetim & Ceylan, 2011; Aslan & Yılmaz, 2013; 
Yıldız et al., 2013; Karadağ, Kılıçoğlu, & Yılmaz, 2014; Ching, 2015) organizational cynicism gives harm to the 
organization, which stresses the importance of the problem and the need to probe it.  

1.3 Democratic Leadership and Organizational Cynicism Relation 

Although many studies in the related literature have focused on the relation between different types of leadership 
and organizational cynicism, few, if any, studies exist on the relation between democratic leadership style and 
organizational cynicism. The studies on the relation between leadership styles and organizational cynicism show 
that leadership styles and organizational cynicism are negatively connected; as levels of sincere leadership, 
ethical leadership, transformational leadership, interactive leadership, spiritual leadership and leader-member 
interaction increase, organizational cynicism decreases (Davis & Gardner, 2004; Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; 
Wu, Neubert, & Yi, 2007; Gövez, 2013; Akan, Bektaş, & Yıldırım, 2014; Gündüz, 2014; Sancak, 2014). 

Studies have recently been conducted in Turkey analyzing the relation between democratic leadership styles and 
organizational cynicism in educational organizations (Polatcan, 2012; Mete, 2013; Doğan & Uğurlu, 2014), 
which also supported the findings that various leadership styles and organizational cynicism are negatively 
connected. This also shows that the relation between democratic leadership style and organizational cynicism is 
a potential subject of research in educational organizations.  

1.4 Purpose of the Study 

The present study aims to explore the relation between democratic leadership and organizational cynicism at 
school organizations within the context of Turkey. To this end, it seeks answers to the following research 
questions: 

1) What is the extent to which teachers perceive democratic leadership and organizational cynicism at the high 
schools where they work? 

2) How do teachers’ perception of democratic leadership and organizational cynicism differ according to their; 

a) gender, 

b) seniority? 

3) Is democratic leadership a predictor of organizational cynicism? 
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2. Methodology 

Descriptive survey method was used in the study. The data collected through “Democratic Leadership Scale” 
and “Organizational Cynicism Scale” was analyzed using quantitative methods. 

2.1 Study Group 

The study group consists of teachers working at 16 Ministry of Education high-schools in Altıeylül and Karesi 
center provinces of Balıkesir in Turkey in 2014-2015 academic year. According to the records of the District 
Directory of Ministry of Education, in this academic year, 742 teachers (397 male, 345 female) were working. 
All the teachers in the study group were included on the study. The study was conducted based on data obtained 
from 268 participants who returned the data collection tools. Of the participants, 125 (46.6%) are female, and 
143 (53.4%) are male. The sample used in the study represents the greater population by 36.1 percent. 

2.2 Data Collection Instruments 

2.2.1 Democratic Leadership Scale 

Democratic leadership scale used in the study was developed by Terzi (2015). The scale consists of 8 items, all 
of which are 5-point Likert scale items with response options “Never” (1), Seldom” (2), “Sometimes” (3), 
“Often” (4), “Always” (5). 

The reliability and validity of the scale was measured again. The Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA) conducted 
revealed that KMO value of the democratic leadership scale is .90, and Barlett Sphericity value is χ2 = 1003.64. 
Its significance value exceeded .00. Total variance explained by democratic leadership scale is 56 percent. The 
scale is a single-dimensional scale. Cronbach’s Alpha was used to measure the reliability of the scale. Alpha 
value was found to be a = 89. The total item correlations of the scale ranged between .57 and .81. 

2.2.2 Organizational Cynicism Scale 

Organizational cynicism scale was developed by Brandes, Dharwadkar and Dean (1999). Kalağan (2009) 
adapted the tool to Turkish. It consists of items including affirmative statements and three dimensions, namely 
cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions. Organizational cynicism scale has five items in the cognitive 
dimension, four items in the affective dimension, and four items in the behavioral dimension. It is a five-point 
Likert type scale with the following response options: “Strongly disagree” (1), “Disagree” (2), “Partially agree” 
(3), “Agree” (4), “Strongly agree” (5). In the adaptation of the scale, factor loads determined by Kalagan (2009) 
ranged between 0.76 and 0.82 in cognitive dimension, 0.74 and 0.88 in affective domain, and 0.67 and 0.89 in 
behavioral domain. The total variance explained by the scale is 78.674 percent. Cronbach Alpha internal 
consistency coefficient of the scale is 0.93 overall. It is 0.91 in cognitive domain, 0.95 in affective domain, 0.87 
in behavioral domain. Total item correlation was found to be between .54 and .89. Validity and reliability 
analyses were reapplied to the organizational cynicism scale. Explanatory Factor Analysis produced the KMO 
value of 0.90 and Bartlett Sphericity value of χ2 = 2227.049 (p < 0,00). Cognitive Cynicism parameter of the 
scale explained 29 percent of the variance, affective cynicism parameter 25 percent of the variance, and 
behavioral parameter 16 percent of the variance. The overall variance explained by the scale is 71 percent. 
Cronbach Alpha calculation was made to reapply reliability analysis of the scale. This value was found to be a 
= .86 in the cognitive dimension, a = .94 in the affective dimension, and .77 in behavioral dimension. The overall 
Cronbach Alpha coefficient value of the scale is .90. The total item correlation of the scale varies between .57 
and .75. 

2.3 Data Analysis  

In data analysis, arithmetic mean was used to determine the participants’ level of perception for the democratic 
leadership behaviors of the principals at their schools and organizational cynicism; t-test was used for the 
difference according to gender; one-way variance analysis was used for the difference according to the seniority 
variable; Scheffe test was used to find among which groups variance exists and simple linear regression analysis 
was used to compute the predictability of organizational cynicism by democratic leadership. 
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3. Results 

Table 1 presents the participants’ perception of the democratic leadership behaviors of the principals at their 
schools and organizational cynicism. 

 

Table 1. Teachers’ perception of democratic leadership and organizational cynicism 

Scale Dimensions N X  sd 

Democratic leadership  268 3.73 .78 

Organizational cynicism 

Cognitive cynicism 268 2.46 .78 

Affective cynicism 268 1.77 .76 

Behavioral cynicism 268 2.47 .86 

 

As can be seen in Table 1, teachers believe that school principals “often” (  = 3.73; sd = .78) display 
democratic leadership behaviors. As regards organizational cynicism, teachers stated that they never experienced 
affective cynicism (   = 1.77; sd = .76 ), while they pointed to the presence of cognitive and behavioral 
cynicism at their schools (  = 2.46; sd = .78;  = 2.47; sd = .86). Table 2 presents the difference between 
democratic leadership and organizational cynicism according to gender. 

 

Table 2. T-test for democratic leadership and cynicism according to gender 

Sub-dimensions Gender N X  sd  df     t    p 

Democratic leadership 
Female 125 3.59 .76 

266 -2.734       .007** 
Male 143 3.85 .78 

Cognitive Cynicism 
Female 125 2.50 .78 

266     .795   .42 
Male 143 2.43 .78 

Affective Cynicism 
Female 125 1.88 .79 

266   2.162  .032* 
Male 143 1.68 .79 

Behavioral Cynicism 
Female 125 2.47 .87 

266     .039    .96 
Male 143 2.47 .84 

*p < .05, **p < .01. 

 

As can be seen in Table 2, teachers’ perceptions varied significantly according to gender as regards democratic 
leadership (t = -2.734; p = .007; p < .01); male teachers’ belief that schools principals are democratic is greater 
than that of female teachers. Similarly, in affective level, female teachers tend to be more cynical than male 
teachers (t = -2.162; p = .032; p < .05). Table 3 presents data on whether democratic leadership and 
organizational cynicism differ according to teachers’ seniority. 
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Table 3. Anova for democratic leadership and cynicism according to seniority 

Variables Seniority    N X  
  sd       F    df     p Scheffé 

Democratic leadership (a) 1-5 years 120   3.70  .75     3.450   265

 

  .033* 

 

    b-c 

  (b) 6-10 years   78   3.60  .86 

 (c) 11+   70   3.93  .71 

Cognitive Cynicism (a) 1-5 years 120   2.50  .73     6.847

 

    265 

 

  .001**     a-c 

    b-c  (b) 6-10 years   78   2.65  .85 

 (c) 11+   70   2.19  .73  

Affective Cynicism (a) 1-5 years 120   1.85  .74     4.184    265 

 

  .016*     a-c 

    b-c  (b) 6-10 years   78   1.84  .79 

 (c) 11+   70   1.55  .71  

Behavioral Cynicism (a) 1-5 years 120   2.55  .81     4.720    265 

 

  .010**     a-c 

    b-c  (b) 6-10 years   78   2.59  .85 

 (c) 11+   70   2.20  .91  

*p < .05 **p < .01. 

 

As can be seen in Table 3, secondary education teachers’ perception of democratic leadership differs 
significantly according to their school seniority (p = .033; p < .05). Scheffe test results show that democratic 
leadership scores of teachers with 6-10 years of seniority (  = 3,60; sd = .86) and those with 11 and more years 
of seniority (  = 3.93; sd = .71) differ significantly. Here, it is also seen that organizational cynicism differs by 
seniority (Cognitive Cynicism: p = .001; p < .01; Affective Cynicism p = .016; p < .05; behavioral cynicism: p 
= .010; p < .05). As regards cognitive cynicism, this difference exists between teachers with 1-5 years (  = 2.50; 
sd = .73) of school seniority and those with 11 and more years of school seniority ( = 2.19; sd = .73). Similarly, 
there is a difference between teachers with 6-10 years (  = 2.65; sd = .85) of seniority and those with 11 and 
more years of seniority (  = 2.65; sd = .73). As regards affective and behavioral cynicism, the difference is 
between the same groups of teachers. Table 4 presents the results of regression analysis concerning the 
predictability of organizational cynicism by democratic leadership.  

 

Table 4. Regression analysis on the prediction of democratic leadership and cynicism 

**p < .01. 

 

As can be seen in Table 4, democratic leadership and organizational cynicism are significantly and negatively 
connected at moderate level. In addition, democratic leadership explains 25 percent of the total variance in 
organizational cynicism (R = .50, R² = .25, p = .00). That is, democratic leadership explains 25 percent of the 
variance that occurs in organizational cynicism significantly. The total effect of democratic leadership on 
cynicism is  = -.50. Thus, it can be concluded that democratic leadership is a significant predictor of 
organizational cynicism. 

4. Discussion 

This study investigated the relation between school principals’ democratic leadership styles and the perceived 
organizational cynicism based on the opinions expressed by high school teachers. It was found that teachers 
identify their school principals as administrators “often” with democratic leadership style. A similar result was 
found by Terzi and Çelik (2016), who aimed to determine the relation between school principals’ leadership 

Variables B R R²  t F p 

Constant 3.795    22.316 87.455 000** 

Democratic leadership  -.417 .50 .25 -.50  -9.352 
 

 
000** 
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styles and perceived organizational support. They found that, according to primary school and high school 
teachers, school administrators “often” display democratic leadership behaviors. There are studies conducted in 
Turkey and abroad that confirm this result of the research (Özdayı, 1998; Terzi & Kurt, 2005; Bozdoğan & 
Sağnak, 2011; Adeyemi & Adu, 2013). They show that school principals generally display democratic 
leadership. Teachers strongly disagreed that there was Affective Cynicism and disagreed that there was 
cognitive and behavioral Cynicism. The fact that teachers perceive low levels of organizational cynicism, which 
adversely affects organizational performance and success, despite many problems and hardships encountered at 
schools is a promising result about schools’ future success and quality of education. Karadağ et al. (2014) 
conducted a study at primary schools, and they similarly concluded that organizational cynicism perceived by 
teachers is low. The cynicism perceived in their study was as follows in decreasing mean average: Behavioral 
Cynicism, Cognitive Cynicism, and Affective Cynicism. Yıldız et al. (2013) and Atmaca (2014) focused on 
primary, secondary, and high schools to find that, slightly connected as they are, teachers’ organizational 
cynicism correlates the most with behavioral dimension, and the least with affective dimension.  

As to democratic leadership, gender groups differed significantly. In fact, male teachers had greater belief than 
female teachers that school principals display democratic leadership style. The related literature shows that there 
is no significant relation between democratic leadership and gender (Gezici, 2007; İbicioğlu, Özmen, & Taş, 
2009; Kızıltay, 2010; Ocak, 2014; Terzi & Çelik, 2016). Indeed, there are few, if any, studies that are in 
concordance with this finding of the study. Terzi and Kurt (2005), who investigated the effect of primary school 
teachers’ administrative behaviors on teachers’ organizational commitment, observed that male teachers have a 
greater tendency than female teachers to believe that school administrators are authoritarian, and indifferent. 
Pertaining to transactional leadership, however, Beşiroğlu (2003) found that gender groups differed significantly 
in their belief that school principals are transactional leaders. Indeed, it was the female teachers that had greater 
belief in the transactional leadership skills of the school principals. The results of these studies are in agreement 
with those of the present study. 

The findings of the study show that female teachers are significantly more cynical than male teachers in affective 
dimension. In other words, female teachers reported that they experience affective cynicism more than male 
teachers do. Gövez (2013) carried out a study at a private company, finding out a significant difference between 
employees according to gender; the Affective Cynicism mean-scores of female employees are higher than those 
of male employees. This result is in concordance with the findings of the present study. There are studies 
conducted out of Turkey that confirm this finding of the study (Lobnikar & Pagon, 2004; Töyry et al., 2004). 
Although Polatcan (2012) and Gündüz (2014) also observed that affective cynicism varies significantly 
according to gender, they found out that, unlike the findings of the present study, male teachers are significantly 
more cynical. 

As regards perception of leadership, the findings of the study provide evidence that there is a significant 
difference between teachers according to their seniority at the school; in fact, this difference exists between 
teachers with 6-10 years of seniority and those with 11 and above years of seniority. Teachers with 11 years and 
above seniority find their school principals more democratic than those with 6-10 years of seniority do. There are 
other studies whose results are in agreement with this finding. Terzi and Çelik (2016) found that, as to indifferent 
leadership style, there is a significant difference between seniority groups of teachers; teachers with 11 and more 
years of seniority have a greater tendency, than teachers with 1-10 years of seniority, to perceive that schools 
principals are indifferent leaders. Similarly, Avcı (2015) concluded that, in terms of transformational and 
transactional leadership styles, teachers’ perceptions differed significantly according to the total duration of work 
at a certain school. As a matter of fact, teachers with 0-1 year, 2-3 years, and 11 and more years of experience 
tend to believe that the school principals display transformational leadership style, and teachers with 0-1 year, 
2-3 years, and 6-7 years of experience tend to believe that school principals display transactional leadership 
behaviors. By contrast, Gezici (2007), Tura (2012) and Özkan (2014) found no significant difference between 
seniority groups concerning leadership styles. 

As regards organizational cynicism, there is a significant difference between teachers according to seniority. 
This difference exists in all dimensions of organizational cynicism, and between the following seniority groups: 
1-5 years and 11 years and above; 6-10 years and 11 years and above. Indeed, teachers with 1-5 years and 6-10 
years of seniority have greater cognitive, affective, and behavioral cynicism toward their organization than 
teachers with 11 years and above seniority. Gövez (2013) determined that employees’ duration of work at a 
school affect all subdimensions of organizational cynicism significantly; teachers with 1-5 years of school 
seniority were found to have higher cognitive, affective, and behavioral cynicism scores than those with 6 years 
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of seniority. Other studies exist in the related literature providing evidence that there is a significant connection 
between organizational cynicism and school seniority (Helvacı & Çetin, 2012). 

The present research concluded that democratic leadership explains 25% of the variance in organizational 
cynicism, and thus democratic leadership is a significant predictor of organizational cynicism. It is also 
noteworthy that democratic leadership and organizational cynicism were found to be significantly and negatively 
connected at moderate level, which can be interpreted as “the more democratic leadership behaviors school 
principals display, the less cynical teachers are toward their organizations”. Other studies whose findings are in 
concordance with this finding (Coşar, 2011; Gövez, 2013) yielded that transformational, interactive, and 
authentic leadership styles are significant predictors of organizational cynicism. Thus, it can be concluded that 
the leadership styles displayed by school principals influence organizational cynicism. 

5. Conclusion 

The results of the study revealed that the high school teachers perceive high levels of democratic leadership 
quality with the school principals. In addition, teachers’ level of organizational cynicism is low. It was found that 
female teachers have mostly affective cynicism. Democratic leadership and the length of teaching at a particular 
school were found to be related with the cynicism they experience. Teachers who are more senior members of an 
educational institution tend to believe that school principals are democratic, and they view the procedures at their 
school with less cynicism when compared with more junior teachers. The major finding of the study is that 
democratic leadership is a significant predictor of organizational cynicism. 

Based on the results of the study, it could be suggested that school principals adopt the democratic leadership 
style, which plays an important role in reducing organizational cynicism and increasing organizational 
performance and success. In addition, possession of democratic leadership qualities might be a criterion in 
appointment of school principals. 

The study was conducted in just one city of Turkey. Further studies should be conducted in different levels and 
regions of education with greater sample size. What is more, this study focused solely on the relation between 
democratic leadership style and organizational cynicism. Further studies should be conducted analyzing 
democratic leadership style in relation with organizational commitment, job satisfaction, organizational trust, and 
justice. 
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