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Abstract

The purpose of this research is to examine the effects of secondary school administrators’ servant leadership behavior
on teachers' organizational commitment. This research was designed based on the relational screening model. The
population of the study consists of 753 secondary school teachers. 438 teachers from the total population participated in
the study. In the analysis of the data, descriptive statistics such as percent, frequency, arithmetic mean, standard
deviation and other statistical techniques such as ANOVA, t-test, and regression analysis were used. According to the
research findings, school administrators have some modest and responsible managerial, empowerment and forgiveness
behaviors. Teachers' level of adaptation of organizational commitment is moderate and is found to be at a high level in
the sub-dimension of identification and internalization. Teachers' views on organizational commitment do not differ
according to gender, marital status or seniority. Teachers' views of school administrators on servant leadership behaviors
do not differ according to their marital status but differ according to their gender and seniority.
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1. Introduction

In the developing and changing world, the increase in the importance given to human relations and human values brings
to the forefront the concept of "human oriented management.” In recent years, leadership approaches focusing on the
needs of employees, developing more creative and effective business potential, empowering employees, and attaching
importance to ethical values beyond short-term profitability have begun to gain importance (Akdd, 2015: 3). It is
expected that school administrators will play leadership roles instead of administrative roles. Such a leader is not
someone who uses his power to dominate others; (Northouse; 2013: 233).

Nowadays there is a need for leaders who will take on more responsibility to manage a school effectively. Beyond
individual and selfish demands, the concept of servant leadership that guides itself for the development of
organizational members and for meeting organizational needs will help the educational institutions to work effectively
and efficiently (Aky(z and Eren, 2013: 198).

1.1 Servant Leadership

Servant leadership is a new generation of leadership that was initiated by Robert Greenleaf in the 1970s. Greenleaf first used
the term "Servant as a Leader" in his 1970 issue entitled "Servant Leader." Greenleaf developed the concept of servant
leadership from the main figure Leo of Hermann Hesse's novel "Journey to the East." According to Greenleaf, putting the
"servicing" mentality in the foreground is the most important direction of effective leadership (Spears, 1996: 33).

This has inspired scientists to develop basic ideas about servant leadership (Northouse, 2013: 220). These basic ideas:
determining the needs of employees and trying to meet them, trying you keep their interests as a top priority are the
means of service and are made consciously by the leader.

According to Page and Wong, someone who is a servant leader is a person who works for the benefit of the organization
and contributes to and serves the development and interests of followers to achieve organizational goals (2000: 2);
Drucker describes servant leader as a person who takes risks, serves, promotes occupations, supports rather than directs,
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and listens to others (2000: 309). Servant leadership is a concept of leadership that sees the interests of employees over
the leader's personal interests (Laub, 1999: 9); a new leadership model that prioritizes serving its followers (Spears,
1996: 33), is a form of special leadership that makes organizations more workable (Blanchard et al., 2007: 293).

Since Greenleaf (1972) did not make a clear definition of servant leadership and did not set out a conceptual framework,
subsequent scientists tried to explain his ideas and show how the ideal servant leader should behave (Akdd, 2015: 24).
The first studies in this area focused on the definition and distinguishing features of servant leadership. Spears defines
ten characteristics of servant leadership: listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight,
stewardship, commitment to the growth of people and building community, all based on Greenleaf's ideas (2005: 3-4).
These ten features are the among first models or conceptualized versions of the concept of servant leadership
(Northouse, 2013: 221-222). Six key concepts of servant leadership are to value people, to develop people, to build
community, to display authenticity, to provide leadership and to share leadership (Laub (1999: 9).) In another
conceptual study, servant leadership was conceptualized in a different model as character, relationship, leadership task,
leadership process, leadership role model (Page and Wong, 2000: 4). Patterson's (2003: 2) servant leadership model
consists of seven virtuous structures: (a) agapao love, (b) humility, (c) altruism, (d) vision, (e) trust, (f) empowerment,
and (g) service. Dennis and Bocernea (2005: 610-611) developed an assessment and evaluation instrument based on
Patterson's servant leadership model, in which the servant leadership was described by a five-factor structure as such:
empowerment, humility, love, trust and vision. According to Barbuto and Wheeler (2006: 318-319), servant leadership
consists of five dimensions: altruistic calling, emotional healing, persuasive mapping, wisdom, and organizational
stewardship. Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011: 251-252) define servant leadership in eight dimensions: standing
back, forgiveness, courage, empowerment, accountability, authenticity, humility, and stewardship.

Servant leadership is a concept based on the philosophy of "focusing on human needs as a top priority,” and "service
orientation” that go beyond the leadership understanding of previous standard leadership skills (Balay et al., 2014: 230).
Servant leadership is a leadership style that aims to build common values for all employees with the philosophy of
"servant leadership dedicated to the development of mankind," advocating the principle of sharing rights and powers for
all employees as a strategic prescription in the structuring of organizations (Dingr ve Bitirim, 2007: 68).

Servant leaders are unselfish idividuals who think about others’ needs before their own. Educational institutions can be
regarded as the proper places for sevant leaders who are self-conscious, foreseeing to stay away from selfishness, encourage
an atmosphere of teamwork and cooperation, and whose main function is to help people to find better opportunities (Aky(z
and Eren, 2013: 198). According to Crippen (2005), school leaders, are responsible for the development of democratic
relations between parents, teachers and administrators, implementation of citizenship values, and the protection of them along
with students' learning and teacher teaching activities (Cerit, 2005: 5). School leaders who demonstrate servile leadership
behaviors will also find the power to serve their students better and to improve the school environment so that they will make
a great effort to increase student achievement and achieve the desired educational goals.

1.2 Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment, seen as one of the attitudes of business people, is one of the concepts that have been
investigated deeply as a concept of modern management since the 1970s. According to Wyhte (1956), organizational
commitment is a normal need, and one tries to meet this need in every aspect of social life (Acta Carapostal, 2014: 71).

Organizational commitment, according to Cd (2004: 233), is defined as the individual's attitudes that give priority to
organizational interests above his own interests. According to Cekmecelioglu (2006: 155), it is defined as the desire of
employees to stay in the organization, the commitment to organizational goals and values. According to Akinci Vural
and Coskun (2007: 143), it is defined as the willingness to continue to be an active member of the organization and tie
the level of identity together with a particular organization. According to Bakan (2011: 7), it is defined as the
identification of the employee with the organization and the relative level of the strength of the identity unification.
According to Saglam Ar1 (2003: 22) it is defined as the level of identification and integration that an individual feels
towards a particular organization. According to Allen and Meyer (1990: 1), it is defined as the psychological state of the
individual towards an organization. According to Steers (1977) it is defined as identity strength and the degree of
participation e in an organization (Randall, 1987: 461).

According to Porter and Smith (1976), organizational commitment can be characterized by at least three factors: 1-
Belief in organization and the acceptance of goals. 2- Being willing to make efforts on behalf of the organization. 3-
Preserving organizational membership with a definite desire (Akt and Angel and Perry, 1981: 2, Mishra, 2005: 89). In
another definition, organizational commitment is defined as three concepts which are recognition, long-term
membership and extra role behaviors. Recognition means that the individual adopts the goals and objectives of the
organization, long-term membership, loyalty toward organization; extra role behavior refers to high performance
(Scholl, 2008: 1).
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Organizational commitment is a factor that increases organizational effectiveness and productivity. Today's intensely
competitive environment requires human resources with a high level of commitment, which can combine physical,
emotional and intellectual energies to achieve desired organizational outcomes (Akinci Vural and Cogkun, 2007:
141-142). It is important for employees to adopt organizational goals and values for organizational success and to
provide organizations with human resources (Bakan, 2011: 40-41). In order to provide modern and effective equipment
in organizations, it is not enough to do well in the required tasks in terms of quality and quantity, but it is required that
the motivation of personnel for production should be enhanced (Balci, 1985: 2). Organizations formed by low levels of
organizational commitment can not be successful (Kaya and Selqik, 2007: 176).

Employees with a high level of commitment have a strong belief in the goals and values of the organization,
demonstrate a high-level performance in order to achieve their goals, and are committed to continue to work in their
organizations (Balay, 2000a: 3). When the connections that employees establish with the organization are low or weak,
the level of productivity decreases and the quality of the product and service is adversely affected. The job and
organizational satisfaction of employees is as important as producing services, (Serin, 2011: 68), which enables
organizations to work efficiently and helps them achieve their goals. It is thought that organizational commitment is an
important determinant diagnosising employees' behavior related to work. Organizational commitment is a concept
closely related to organizational success.

A good teaching environment is largely based on the teachers' organizational knowledge and commitment. This can
only be achieved by teachers with high organizational commitment. Employees with a high level of commitment to
their organizations have the opportunity to advance in their career even further by doing their best through increasing
their performance (Isik, 2014: 67). Organizational commitment is also an important variable for organizational
effectiveness. Teachers who are attached to their institutions will have more responsibility, will do their best in their
jobs, and will act more consciously while fulfilling their roles. This will help reduce organizational costs (Balci, 2003:
16).

The teachers' attachment to their schools is seen as one of the most important indicators of an effective school (Balci,
1993: 3). The student and teaching commitment can be regarded as one of the basic characteristics of an effective
school at the same time. It is also known that administrators who share the decision-making process with stakeholders
in school and focus on educational reforms contribute to establishing a higher level of organizational loyalty from
teachers (Eskikdy Aydogan, 2010: 83-84).

1.3 Servant Leadership and Organizational Commitment

The concept of management has an important place in the education system. The manager's skill and ability to manage
greatly influences the success of the training system. However, professional knowledge and skills are not sufficient for a
successful management alone. The attitude and behavior of the manager and the commitment of the teachers to their
schools, their willingness to use their knowledge and skills for their organizations is also necessary for successful
management. By exhibiting servant leadership behaviors, managers can achieve desired success in organization
management (Mazarei et al., 2013: 316) because many of the servant leadership behaviors are consistent with the
behaviors recommended to leaders for effective organizational management and are considered to increase the
organizational commitment of employees. The school administrator can increase the level of commitment of teachers to
the school with effective servant leadership behaviors. Increased commitment to the school also increases effectiveness
of the teacher by increasing the performance. The quality of education in effective schools varies depending on teacher
performance (Cerit, 2010: 306). Servant leaders who prioritize the needs of their followers, support team work in
organizations, increase the self-confidence of the employees, influence the organizational and loyalty of the employees
positively in this way (Mazarei et al., 2013: 316). In sum, school managers 'leadership behaviors and teachers'
organizational commitment can be regarded as two factors that are effective in achieving the goals of educational
organizations (Serin, 2011: 2).

1.4 Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this research is to examine the effect of the Servant Leadership behaviours of secondary school
administrators on the organizational commitment of teachers. For this purpose, the answers to the following questions
were sought:

1 - What are the opinions of teachers and school administrators regarding the servant leadership behaviors?
2 - At what level is the organizational commitment of the teachers?

3 - Do teachers’ views on school managers’ servant leadership behaviors and teachers' organizational commitment
levels show significant differences according to gender, marital status and seniority?

4 - Are the school's leadership behaviors a predictor of teachers' organizational commitment?
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2. Method

This research was designed based on the relational screening model within the general screening models. The general
screening models are the models in which a sample that is to be taken from all or a part of the population for the
research is conducted to the total population in order to make a general judgment about a population consisting of a
large number of elements. The relational screening model is an approach aimed at determining the presence or degree of
mutual exchange between two or more variables (Karasar, 2014: 77-81).

The Population and Sample of the Research

The study's population consists of seven out of fifty-three (June 2015) secondary school teachers from forty-two
secondary schools located in the districts of Sinop province in the academic year 2014-2015. All schools in the area
were reached out to. The scale forms were completed by 443 teachers out of 753 teachers in the research population and
since eleven forms were not filled properly in accordance with the directives, they were not evaluated or statistically
analyzed. Gender, marital status and seniority distributions of the teachers participating in the research are given in
Table 1.

Table 1. Gender, marital status and seniority distributions of the teachers participating in the research

Variable Level N %
Female 215 49
Gender Male 223 51
Total 438 100
Married 292 67
Marital Status Single 146 33
Toplam 438 100
1-5 year 166 38
6-10 year 102 23
Seniority 11-15 year 84 19
16 year and above 86 20
Total 438 100

When the gender distributions of the teachers participating in the research are examined in Table 1, both males and
females participated in working at similar ratios and most of them are married with 1-5 years of seniority. Those
remaining have 6-10 years and 16 years and over and 11-15 years of seniority respectively.

Data Collection Tools

In this study, the views of teachers were taken as data. Two scales were used simultaneously. One of them is the Servant
Leadership Scale developed by Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) and the other is the Organizational Commitment Scale
developed by Balay (2000b).

The adaptation of the Servant Leadership Scale to Turkish was done by Duyan (2012). Explanatory factor analysis on
the scale revealed 64% of the total variance, it was found to be 26 items in scale and showed a 4-factor structure. The
Cronbach Alpha values of modest and responsible managerial levels was found to be .95, empowerment is found to
be .96, accountability is found to be .87, and forgiveness is found to be.83. The scale consists of 6 Likert types: |
absolutely disagree (1), disagree (2), partially disagree (3), partially agree (4), agree (5), strongly agree (6). Responsible
management consists of 15 items, standing back consists of 4 items, courage consists of 4 items and humility consists of
items. As a result, it can be said that the four factors that can be seen in educational organizations can clearly explain
level servant leadership.

The Organizational Commitment Scale consists of 27 items in three dimensions (conformity
-identification-internalization). The total amount explained in the scale is 56.7%. Cronbach Alpha values were found to
be .79 in the dimension of conformity, .89 in the dimension of identification and .93 in the dimension of internalization.
The scale consists of 5 Likert types: | do not agree (1), somewhat agree (2), moderately agree (3), strongly agree (4),
fully agree™ (5). It can be said that the Organizational Commitment Scale is a valid and reliable measurement tool with
three factors.

Analysis of Data

In the analysis of the data, SPSS 21 was used. The collected data are classified according to the subproblems and these
are loaded in the SPSS program. In the analysis of the data obtained in the research, descriptive statistical techniques
such as percent, frequency, arithmetic mean, standard deviation, as well as statistical techniques such as one-way
ANOVA, t-test, and regression analysis were used.
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3. Results

According to the sub-problems of the research, the leadership behaviors of the school administrators and the
organizational commitment levels of the teachers were calculated. They then are investigated whether they differed
according to their gender, marital status and seniority. Whether or not the servant leadership behaviors that school
administrators have are a predictor of the level of organizational commitment teachers have was also examined.

1) Teachers’ Organizational Commitment Levels with the Servant Leadership Behaviors of School Administrators

According to teachers’ opinions, findings regarding the leadership behaviors of school managers and the level of
organizational commitment that teachers have are given in Table 2.

Table 2. Servant Leadership Behavior and Teacher's Organizational Commitment Levels of School Administrators

Variable Sub-dimensions N X Sd
1) Modest and Responsible Management 438 3.84 1.02

Servant Leadership 2) Reinforcement 438 3.38 1.24
3) Accountability 438 2.68 0.91
4) Forgiveness 438 3.43 0.69
1)Conformity 438 2.32 0.66

Organizational Commitment 2)ldentification 438 3.05 0.91
3)Internalization 438 3.45 0.87

According to the opinions of the teachers in Table 2, it is understood that teachers partially agree in the modest and
responsible management, forgiveness, and empowerment sub-dimensions of servant leadership behaviors that school
administrators have and that teachers moslty prefer “partially disagree” in the accountability sub-dimension. When the
level of organizational commitment that teachers have is examined, it is understood that they fully agree with the
identification and internalization dimensions of organizational commitment, and it is understood that the level of
conformity is moderate in the organizational commitment sub-dimension.

1) Examination of Teacher Opinions of School Administrators on Servant Leadership Behaviors and Teachers'
Organizational Commitment Levels

a) Gender

The levels of teachers' leadership attitudes and the organizational commitment of teachers according to gender is
presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Comparison of School Administrators 'Servant Leadership Behaviors and Teachers' Organizational
Commitment Levels According to Gender

Degisken T N X sd df t p
Servant Female 215 3.97 .56 436 2.86 .000*
Leadership Male 223 3.78 .78

Organizational Female 215 2.90 .50 436 1.34 .940
Commitment Male 223 2.97 51

In Table 3, It has been found that there is a significant difference between the male and female teachers in favor of
women teachers according to the gender variable in terms of the school administrators' servant leadership behaviors
(t=2.86; p<.05),but there was no significant difference in the views of organizational commitment in terms of the gender
variable (t=1.34; p>.05). Female teachers see school administrators as more servant leaders then male teachers.

b) Marital status

Table 4 presents the comparison levels of teachers’ organizational commitment with the servant leadership behaviors of
school administrators according to the marital status variable

Table 4. Comparison of School Administrators 'Servant Leadership Behaviors and Teachers' Organizational
Commitment Levels According to Marital Status

Variable Type Variable N X sd df t P
Type

Servant Married 292 3.81 72 436 2.52 .100

Leadership Single 146 3.99 .60

Behaviors

Organizational Married 292 2.95 49 436 0.77 .580

Commitment Single 146 291 52

In Table 4, it was seen that there was no significant difference in the opinions of the teachers about the organizational
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commitment of the teachers and the supervisory leadership behaviors of the teachers according to the marital status
variable (t=2.52, p>.05; t=0.77; p>.05). Married and single teachers have similar views.

C) Seniority

Table 5. Compares the level of organizational commitment of the teachers with the senior leadership behaviors of
school administrators and seniority variable

Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-Ratio p
Servant Leadership Intergroups 11,1462 3 3.71
Intra Groups 197,529 434 0.45 8.16 .000*
Total 208,675
Organizational Intergroups 1,724 3 0.57
Commitment Levels  Intra Groups 111,040 434 0.25 2.24 .082
Total 112,764

In Table 5, teachers' views of school administrators on servant leadership behaviors differ significantly from seniority (F
= 8.16; p <.05). Teachers' views on seniority at the level of organizational commitment do not show any significant
difference ((F = 2.24, p>.05. Based on these results, multiple comparisons were made to understand which groups the
difference is. The Dunnett T3 test was performed since the variance among groups was homogeneous (F =: 8.163; p
<.001). Table 6 presents the results of multiple comparisons according to the seniority variable of teacher opinions on
school administrator's servant leadership behaviors.

Table 6. Multiple Comparison Results According to Seniority Variables of School Administrators' Servant Leadership
Behaviors

School Type (1) School Type (J) Average Difference (I-J) Se p
1-5 years 6-10 year 21237 07726 .038*
11-15 year .35484 .07949 .000*
16 year and above .37108" .10861 .005*
6-10 years 1-5 year -.21237 .07726 .038*
11-15 year 14247 .09049 .052
Dunnett 16 year and above .15871 .11690 .684
T3 11-15 1-5 year -.35484" .07949 .000*
11-15 year -.14247 .09049 .523
16 year and above .01623 .11839 1.00
16 and above 1-5 year -.37108" .10861 .005*
11-15 year -.15871 .11690 .684
16 year and above -.01623 .11839 1.00

In Table 6, when the results of multiple comparisons are compared according to the seniority variable of teachers' views of
school administrators on servant leadership behaviors, It is seen that there is a significant difference between those who
have 1-5 years seniority and those who have ages 6-10 years, 11-15 years and 16 years seniority (p=.038<.05; p=,000<.05;
p =.005<.05). It can be said that young teachers regard school administrators as more servant leaders than other teachers.

2)  Whether School Administrators 'Servant Leadership Behaviors are a Predictor of Teachers' Organizational
Commitment

Findings in Table 7 show whether the teachers 'leadership behaviors are predictive of teachers' organizational
commitment level.

Table 7. Regression Analysis Results between School Administrators 'Servant Leadership Behaviors and Teachers'
Organizational Commitment

Variable B Standart B t p Binary Partial
Deviation B r R

Constant 47.973 3.09 15.52 .00

Servant Leadership

Behaviors 0.291 .02 0.43 10.17 .00 43 19

R=.43; R=.19; F=103.423; p=.000
In Table 7, when the findings of whether school-based leadership behaviors are a predictor of teachers' organizational
commitment are examined; (R=.43), it was found that here was a positive relationship between the level of organizational
commitment of teachers and the servant leadership behaviors of school administrators and that the servant leadership
explains 19% of the effect on organizational commitment (R=2=192). The model is thought to be significant (F=103.423;
sig.=.000). The model for predicting teachers' organizational commitment of servant leadership behaviors can be
established as follows: (t=15.52; sig.=.000): Organizational Dependency =47.973+0.291* Servant leadership
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4, Discussion

When findings are evaluated together in this study, which deals with the relationship between the servant leadership
behaviors of school administrators and the organizational commitment levels of teachers, teachers moslty prefer
“partially agree” in the sub-dimensions of school administrators’ servant leadership behaviors as moderating and
responsive management, forgiveness, and empowerment teachers moslty prefer “partially disagree” in the
accountability sub-dimension, when the level of organizational commitment that teachers have is examined. It is
understood that they fully agree with the identification and internalization dimensions of organizational commitment,
and it is understood that the level of conformity is moderate in the organizational commitment sub-dimension.

According to teachers, school administrators partially have the dimensions of modesty and responsible management,
strengthening and forgiveness. Findings are consistent with the findings of Cerit (2007) and Cerit (2008). In this study, a
negative relationship between empowerment, emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and personal failure was found.
Findings can also be interpreted as the fact that the managers do not have such competence, or the teachers do not
expect empowering and improving behaviors from school administrators. The findings are also consistent with the
findings of Sigman (2012) and Celep (2004). In these studies, it has been pointed out that the leadership behaviors
exhibited by school administrators are inadequate in terms of the support and development of teachers. GU and
Turkmen (2016: 5524) stated that school administrators partially fulfill the attitudes of strengthening their servant
leadership behavior. At the center of empowerment, there is the fact that the servant leader has the belief in the inner
value of every employee (Dierendonck and Nuijten, 2011). Teachers can be empowered to increase their loyalty.
Strengthened employees can take on more responsibilities, improve their skills and make their own decisions. Findings
related to the sub-dimension of forgiveness show consistency with the results of Gul and Tirkmen (2016). As the
servant leader, school administrators should show forgiveness and create appropriate environments. Decreasing
strictness in management and clarity within the organization helps to reveal the potential of employees (Duyan, 2012).
Accountability is a concept related to controlling the performance of employees and being responsible for their work,
and is one of the important behaviors that managers should possess. It is an effective tool for the servant leader to show
confidence in his employees. Findings of GU and Tirkmen (2016: 5524) are not consistent with the results of the
research. In their study, it was found that school administrators are sufficient in terms of accountability of servant
leadership behaviors. Accountability is a legal obligation beyond being a subdimension of servant leadership. The
failure of an administrator to account for work brings with it a number of legal issues.

According to research findings, teachers assessed themselves moderately in the conformity sub-dimension of
organizational commitment. The findings of the study show that compliance loyalty is moderate. The findings are
consistent with the findings of Imamoglu (2011). In Atmaca's (2014) study, teacher perceptions were found to be low in
the dimension of harmony between the types of power used by school administrators and organizational commitment of
teachers. Awards distributed within the organization may increase organizational commitment (Celep, 2014). The desire
to receive a prize, the limited availability of alternative employment opportunities in the teaching profession, the lack of
managerial progress and the desire to increase lead to a higher compliance commitment (Balay, 2000b). According to
Imamoglu (2011), it is not very desirable that the compatibility of education organizations is high.

Teachers' levels of organizational commitment are at the level of “fully agree” in the identification dimensions of
identity and internalization. Teachers have a high degree of identification and internalization. Identification depends on
the desire to be a member of a group and to maintain it and to establish social relations (Bakan, 2011). The findings of
this study are inconsistent with the findings of Imamoglu (2011). In this study, teachers' identification was found to be
moderate level. It has been found that the teachers working in private high schools have higher identification
dependence than the teachers in the official high schools (Balay, 2000b). Teachers' identification of identity allows them
to develop their educational abilities and empowers them to be part of the community. Teacher competence in the
subjects such as teacher's personal characteristics, professional competence, socialization, parent teacher
communication affects the identification of identity (Balc1, 1993).

Internalization commitment is the most desirable form of commitment (Minister, 2011). Teachers working in private
high schools were found to have a higher internalization commitment than teachers in official high schools (Balay,
2000b). The findings of this research show consistency with the findings of imamoglu (2011) and Atmaca (2014).

Teachers ' views on the school administrators' leadership behaviors differ in favor of women by gender. Findings
showed consistency with Ekinci (2015) and Dogan (2015) researches, but did not show consistency with the findings of
Cerit (2005) and Balay et al. (2014). Teacher views do not differ according to the marital status variable. Findings are
consistent with Dogan's (2015) research. Teacher opinions differ according to their seniority. Findings are consistent
with the findings of Balay et al. (2014) and Dogan (2015).

Teachers' views on organizational commitment do not differ according to gender, marital status and seniority. While findings
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showed consistency with Selvitopu and Sahin’s (2013) research, it does not show consistency with the findings of Ertirk
(2011). In Balay's study (2000b), there was a significant difference in favor of male teachers in the subscale of identity and
internalization, while no significant difference was observed in gender in the conformity subdimension. According to the
seniority variable, the findings are inconsistent with the findings of Cémert (2014) and Selvitopu and Sahin (2013).

It can be said that the servant leadership behaviors that school administrators have can be regarded as the predictor of the
organizational commitment of teachers (Dogan, 2015, Cerit, 2010, Mazarei et al., 2013). Servant leadership behaviors have
a significant effect on employee commitment (Sokall, 2014, Olesia et al., 2013, Chinomona et al., 2013, Jacobs, 2006,
Ambali et al., 2011, Bocarnea and West, 2008, Goh and Low, 2013). Drury (2004) found a significant inverse relationship
between organizational commitment and servant leadership, as opposed to what is stated in the literature.
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