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Abstract. Although there are many studies in the literature on leadership styles and behaviors,
few studies have been found that show how leadership behaviors are perceived according to
hierarchical levels. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine how lower, middle and
upper-level managers perceive superior leadership behaviors in educational institutions and
whether their perception of leadership behavior differs according to hierarchical levels. In this
study, while measuring leadership behaviors, we did not ask managers to evaluate their behavior;
but we tried to determine how the employees perceive the behaviors of their closest superiot.
We have determined our working universe as upper, middle, and lower-level managers working
at Akhmet Yassawi University. The research data were collected from 101 managers with the
survey technique. Managers were asked questions about vision determination, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to
member needs and maintaining the status quo, and analyzes were made based on the responses
given by the senior, middle and lower management levels. Besides, all the variables used in the
questionnaire were measured with 5-point Likert type scales between 1-Strongly disagree and
5-Strongly agree. To measure the leadership behavior of managers, the CEO Leadership Behavior
Measurement Survey developed by Tsui et al. (2006: 120) and Kabacoff (1998: 18-20) and the
Leadership Effectiveness Analysis (LEA) study of the Management Research Group were used.
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Introduction. Due to the cultural differences
of societies [1], leadership definitions vary and a
common definition has not yet been developed
[2]. Leadership, according to Acikalin [3], can
be defined as establishing strong and targeted
teams; guiding these teams, and persuading
people to adapt to the goals of the group. In
other words, it is possible to evaluate leadership
as a process involving many actions such as

influencing individual and group activities,
inspiring them, and maintaining the loyalty of the
group to achieve the goals of an organization. At
the same time, leadership shows some situational
characteristics according to the conditions of the
organization. In this respect, it is difficult to talk
about a general type of leadership suitable for
every environment [4]. In this context, leadership
can be defined as the process by which a person
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can influence and direct others’ activities to
achieve specific personal or group goals under
certain circumstances [5].

Different leadership approaches focus on
different types of common characteristics,
behaviors, situational actions, differences, and
innovativeness of leaders. One of the best ways to
reach a synthesis by analyzing these approaches
is to take a look at the development stages and
history of the concept of leadership. Leaders
and followers have been the subject of many
scientific studies. There are different leadership
approaches. Theadopted approachis crucial tothe
success of businesses and employees. Therefore,
this study addresses the general characteristics
of leadership and the relationship between
these concepts with each other. For this purpose,
101 people working at the upper, middle, and
lower levels at Akhmet Yassawi University were
surveyed. The managers were asked questions
about determining the vision, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to
member needs, and maintaining the status quo
(5-point Likert Scale). Finally, the responses of
upper, middle, and lower-level managers were
analyzed.

Literature Review. There is extensive
literature on leadership behaviors and perception
of leadership behaviors. It is noteworthy that in
almost all of these studies, the managers whose
behaviors are evaluated are top managers.
According to Lowe et al. [6], the main reason for
this is the false belief that management levels
other than senior managers have little role in
achieving organizational success. However, in
today’s competitive environment, it is necessary
to examine the behaviors of managers at all
levels to determine whether they can motivate
employees to develop necessary behavior
patterns for the organizations to achieve success.
Again, according to Lowe et al. [6], organizations
today have to be more flexible than in the past.
This flexibility requires that managers from all
levels of the organization make decisions from
time to time. This increases the importance of
lower and middle-level managers.

When studies on the relationship between
leadership behaviors and hierarchical levels are

examined, we can see that while some studies
focus on the effect of hierarchy [7, 8, 9, 10, 11],
others stress structural factors [12, 13]. In this
context, Oshagbemi and Gill [9] found that
the leadership styles of upper and lower-level
managers differed significantly in their study of
400 managers of businesses operating in the UK.
Similar differences could not be found between
the leadership styles of middle and upper-level
managers and the leadership styles of lower and
middle-level managers. Tichy and Ulrich [7]
analyzed whether transformational leadership
behaviors differ according to their management
levels in their study. This research has revealed
that the top management level values the
transformational  leadership  understanding
more. Avolio and Bass [8] reached similar results
in their studies. These researchers stated that it
is natural for lower-level managers to show less
transformational behavior because their duties
are functional. Wang and Satov [13] analyzed
leadership behaviors in Sino-Japanese joint
ventures and collected data from 151 middle and
upper-level managers of 72 enterprises could not
find significant differences between leadership
behaviors. However, the researchers concluded
that upper-level managers are more successful
than mid-level managers in the adequacy of
functional leadership behaviors are. Mumford
et al. [11] have done another interesting and
recent study on leadership behavior. This study
1000  lower-middle-upper-level
managers to determine whether leadership
abilities differ from organizational levels.
Researchers have examined leadership abilities in
four dimensions: cognitive abilities, interpersonal
abilities, business skills, and strategic abilities.
The research concluded that leadership skills
differ according to the status of the work
done and the managerial level. Besides, it is
emphasized that cognitive abilities are required
at all organizational levels, and strategic abilities
are more necessary and important for the top
management of the organization. Nicholls [12]
made the most comprehensive assessment of the
relationship between leadership behaviors and
hierarchical levels. Although the author states
that leadership behaviors differ from time to

examined
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time by hierarchical steps, he emphasizes that
the behaviors exhibited by managers should not
fall below certain standards. Because according
to Nicholls [12], it is essential to demonstrate
managerial competence and correct leadership
behavior at every level to ensure organizational
success.

Research Method.

1. The Importance and Purpose of the
Research

The purpose of this study is to determine how
lower, middle and upper-level managers perceive
superior leadership behaviors in educational
institutions (Akhmet Yassawi University) and
whether their perception of leadership behavior
differs according to hierarchical levels. Although
there are many studies on the leadership styles
and behaviors in the literature, few studies have
been found that show how leadership behaviors
are perceived according to hierarchical levels.
According to Oshagbemi and Gill [9], the reason
for this is that the success of the business is
generally seen as equivalent to the behavior of
the top-level manager and that the leadership-
related studies focus on their behavior.

In the literature, most of the leadership
behavior researchers generally collected data
from the managers themselves [14, 15, 16, 17].
In only a few studies [18], data on leadership
behaviors were collected from employees. In this
study, while measuring leadership behaviors, we
didn’t ask managers to evaluate their behavior;
but we tried to determine how the employees
perceive the behaviors of their closest superior.
In other words, while a mid-level manager
evaluates the behavior of the top-level manager;
lower-level managers evaluated the behavior of
mid-level managers, and employees who were
not in any managerial position evaluated the
behavior of the lower-level management.

2. The Universe and the Sample of the
Research.

As the study universe of the research, we
selected the top, middle, and lower-level managers
working at Akhmet Yassawi University. Research
data was collected from 101 managers. The data
was collected by questionnaire technique in the
last week of May 2019, by reaching the relevant
people by e-mail and one-to-one.

3. Collection of Research Data.

Before the research data was collected, the
contact information of all managers was received
from the Rectorate of Akhmet Yassawi University
and their participation status was learned. A total
of 150 questionnaire forms were distributed
to businesses that agreed to participate in the
research. 101 of these questionnaires have
returned. According to this figure, the rate of
return was 67.3%.

4. Survey Form and Measurement.

The survey questionnaire consists of six
parts. The first part includes questions about
administrators’ determination of vision, the
second part with their environmental sensitivity,
the third part with their unusual behavior, the
fourth part about their risk appetites, the fifth
with their sensitivity to member needs, and the
sixth about their stand towards status quo. All
of the variables used in the questionnaire were
measured with scales prepared in the 5-point
Likert type between 1-Strongly disagree and
5-Strongly agree. To measure the leadership
behavior of managers, we used the CEO
Leadership Behavior Measurement Survey
developed by Tsui et al. [19] and Kabacoff [20]
and the Leadership Effectiveness Analysis (LEA)
study of the Management Research Group. The
research consists of 20 questions about leadership.

5. Research Hypotheses.

The research tests the following hypotheses:

H1. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s vision setting and his/her hierarchical
level.

H2. There is a positive relationship between
the environmental sensitivity of the leader and
his/her hierarchical level.

H3. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s exceptional behavior and his/her
hierarchical level.

H4. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s risk appetite and his/her hierarchical
level.

H5. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s sensitivity to the needs of members
and his/her hierarchical level.

Hé6. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s maintaining the status quo and his/
her hierarchical level.
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Analysis and Findings. The data obtained
from the questions prepared using the scales,
all of which are five (5) digits Likert type and
their validity and reliability have been proven
in different studies were evaluated with the
statistical package program named SPSS 22.0 for
Windows. The data analysis included frequency
tables of the demographic characteristics of
the respondents, factor analysis, reliability
tests, correlation analysis including the mean
and standard deviations of the variables, and
regression analysis for testing the research
hypotheses.

The following tables include the results
of factor analysis. Considering  other
studies, factor analysis has been applied to
independent variables, namely, leaders’ vision
setting, environmental sensitivity, exhibiting
extraordinary behaviors, taking personal risks,
showing sensitivity to member needs, and

maintaining the current situation. Likewise,
factor analysis was conducted for the dependent
culture of the dependent variable. In this way,
a choice was made among those who are in
the same dimension and whose meanings are
close to each other with similar expressions. We
also tried to determine the variables that the
participants were more homogeneous and less
unstable in their judgments by considering the
average and standard deviation values. Thanks
to this analysis, a meaningful factor structure was
achieved.

A five-point Likert-type scaled 20-item
scale was prepared to determine “Leadership”
among employees. The scale was applied to 101
employees. To determine the factorial structure
and validity of the scale, exploratory factor
analysis was performed on the collected data.
The explained variance table regarding factor
analysis limited to six factors is shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Factor Analysis
Factor Eigenvalues
Total Explained Variance % Cumulative Variance %
1 8.437 42.187 42.187
2 2.063 10.315 52.502
3 1.649 8.243 60.745
4 1.353 6.765 67.510
5 1.149 5.744 73.254
6 1.061 5.306 78.560
7 0.827 4134 82.694
8 0.639 3.196 85.890
9 0.515 2.575 88.464
10 0.485 2.424 90.888
11 0.332 1.661 92.549
12 0.313 1.564 94.113
13 0.239 1.196 95.309
14 0.209 1.044 96.353
15 0.177 0.884 97.237
16 0.157 0.786 98.023
17 0.119 0.594 98.617
18 0.112 0.559 99.175
19 0.093 0.464 99.639
20 0.072 0.361 100
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin sample adequacy: 0.806
Chi-square value of Bartlett’s Sphericity test = 1511.575, Sd= 190, p=0.000
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Table 2
Factor Loads of Scale Items
Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6
4. He/she has a vision and reveals ideas about future [ 0.897 | 0.112 | 0.150 | 0.069 | 0.067 | 0.138
possibilities.
5. He/she can set out inspiring strategic and | 0.809 | 0.024 | 0.209 | 0.121 | 0.193 | 0.133
organizational goals.
3. He/she is inspiring and can motivate us by clearly [ 0.798 | 0.260 | 0.063 | 0.046 | 0.025 | 0.083
stating what the managers are doing.
2. He/she appears very capable when giving a| 0.618 | 0.466 | 0.266 | 0.273 | 0.101 | -0.030
presentation in front of a group.
1. He/she can give exciting speeches. 0.577 | 0.556 | 0.200 | 0.198 | 0.059 | -0.124
7. He/she can predict the social and cultural barriers | 0.134 | 0.826 | 0.145 | 0.001 | 0.156 | 0.180
that the organization may encounter in realizing its
goals.
6. He/she can produce new ideas on the future of the | 0.151 [ 0.809 | 0.295 | 0.064 | 0.105 | 0.057
organization.
9. He/she can foresee new environmental opportunities | 0.459 | 0.555 | 0.017 | 0.272 | 0.379 | 0.174
to help the organization achieve its goals.
8. He/she can see the limits (capacities) of other | 0.368 [ 0.519 |-0.048 | 0.375 | 0.217 | 0.317
members of the organization.
17. He/she affects others by improving mutual liking | 0.217 | 0.295 | 0.818 | 0.195 | 0.140 | 0.027
and respect.
18. He/she often expresses his interest in the needs and | 0.055 | 0.140 | 0.768 | 0.405 | 0.165 | 0.165
feelings of other members of the organization.
16. He/she is sensitive to the needs and feelings of other | 0.377 | 0.110 | 0.713 | 0.185 | 0.168 | 0.177
members of the organization.
11. He/she uses non-traditional methods to achieve the | 0.261 | 0.169 | 0.249 | 0.806 | 0.096 | -0.006
organization’s goals.
12. He/she often engages in unique behavior that|-0.021 | 0.017 | 0.147 | 0.772 | 0.176 | 0.175
surprises other members of the agency.
10. He/she can act unusually to help the organization | 0.256 | 0.123 | 0.406 | 0.712 | 0.213 | -0.037
achieve its goals.
14. He/she makes sacrifices for the organization to| 0.165 | 0.109 | 0.168 | 0.071 | 0.861 | 0.039
achieve its goals.
13. It carries out activities to reach the aims of the| 0.051 | 0.141 | 0.028 | 0.374 | 0.733 | 0.160
organization, at significant personal risk.
15. He/she takes important personal risks to help the | 0.103 | 0.259 | 0.493 | 0.122 | 0.707 | 0.037
organization achieve its goals.
19. He/she tries to maintain the current situation and | 0.066 | 0.068 | 0.073 | 0.182 | 0.018 | 0.925
the way things are done normally.
20. He/she advocates non-risky, well-known, and well- [ 0.167 | 0.166 | 0.150 | -0.035 | 0.154 | 0.843
accepted actions for the organization to achieve its
goals.
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Table 3
Item Total Correlations and Alpha Coefficients
Factors Items Item-Total Alpha [ Number
Correlation | Coefficient | of Items

Vision Setting | 1. He/she can give exciting speeches. 0.730 0.893 5

2. He/she appears very capable when giving a 0.779

presentation in front of a group.

3. He/she is inspiring and can motivate us by 0.719

clearly stating what the managers are doing.

4. He/she has a vision and reveals ideas about 0.774

future possibilities.

5. He/she can set out inspiring strategic and 0.708

organizational goals.
Environmental | 6. He/she can produce new ideas on the future of 0.679 0.848 4
Sensitivity the organization.

7. He/she can predict the social and cultural 0.655

barriers that the organization may encounter in

realizing its goals.

8. He/she can see the limits (capacities) of other 0.711

members of the organization.

9. He/she can foresee new environmental 0.722

opportunities to help the organization achieve its

goals.
Extraordinary |10. He/she can act unusually to help the 0.759 0.826 3
Behaviors organization achieve its goals.

11. He/she uses non-traditional methods to 0.772

achieve the organization’s goals.

12. He/she often engages in unique behavior that 0.588

surprises other members of the agency.
Taking 13. It carries out activities to reach the aims of the 0.612 0.815 3
Personal Risks | organization, at significant personal risk.

14. He/she makes sacrifices for the organization 0.693

to achieve its goals.

15. He/she takes important personal risks to help 0.705

the organization achieve its goals.
Sensitivity 16. He/she is sensitive to the needs and feelings of 0.754 0.883 3
to Member other members of the organization.
Needs 17. He/she affects others by improving mutual 0.794

liking and respect.

18. He/she often expresses his interest in the 0.775

needs and feelings of other members of the

organization.
Maintaining 19. He/she tries to maintain the current situation 0.749 0.857 2
the Status Quo | and the way things are done normally.

20. He/she advocates non-risky, well-known, 0.749

and well-accepted actions for the organization to

achieve its goals.

86 Ne 3/2020

A.H. Tymunres amvindazor EYY xabapurvicvirvin akonoMuxa cepuscol
ISSN: 2079-620X, eISSN: 2617-5193



A.D. Bolganbayev, K. Myrzabekkyzy, D.N. Kelesbayev

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic rising above
0.50 is an indicator that the number of samples
is sufficient for the data [21]. In this study, KMO
statistics were found to be 0.806. Therefore,
the number of samples is sufficient. Bartlett’s
sphericity test results also test the suitability
of the data for factor analysis. Therefore, it is
observed that the data is suitable for factor
analysis (p<0.05).

When the total variance table explained was
examined, it was observed that there were six
factors larger than 1.0 eigenvalue on a 20-item
scale and the explanatory power of this six-factor
measurement tool was 79%. Varimax rotated and
ranked factor loads of the scale items are shown
in Table 2.

When factor loads were analyzed, it was
observed that all items had a factor load higher
than 0.45. Five items (1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) are clustered
in the first factor; four items (7, 8, 9 and 10) are
clustered in the second factor; three items (16,
17 and 18) are clustered in the third factor; three
items (10, 11 and 12) are clustered in the fourth
factor; three items (16, 17 and 18) are clustered
in the fifth factor; and two items (19 and 20) are
clustered in the sixth factor.

The reliability of the scale was examined with
the Cronbach Alpha coefficient. The Cronbach
Alpha coefficient of the 20-item scale was found
to be as high as 0.925. The reliability coefficient
varies between 0 and +1. If the reliability coefficient
is close to 1, it means that the reliability is high,
the internal consistency between the items is high
and this is desired. Item-total correlations, also
known as the item validity coefficient of the scale
items, are shown in Table 3.

The Item-total correlation of all items is
observed to be higher than 0.30. Alpha coefficients
of wvision determination,
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
sensitivity  to
personal risk, and maintaining the status quo
were found as 0.889, 0.848, 0.826, 0.815, 0.83, and
0.885, respectively.

What are the opinions of the administrators
regarding leadership determination,
environmental sensitivity, exhibiting
extraordinary behaviors, taking personal risks,

environmental

institution members, taking

showing sensitivity to member needs, and
maintaining the status quo?

The average statistics of the managers’
opinions regarding leadership behaviors such
as vision setting, environmental sensitivity,
exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking
personal risks, showing sensitivity to member
needs, and maintaining the status quo are shown
in Table 4.

Table 4
Average Statistics
Average | Standard
Deviation
Vision setting 3.88 0.98
Environmental Sensitivity 3.96 0.82
Extraordinary Behaviors 3.65 0.95
Taking Personal Risks 3.89 0.88
Sensitivity to Member Needs 3.82 0.95
Maintaining the Status Quo 4.05 1.06

Answers are graded according to the following
points: (1) Strongly disagree; (2) Disagree;
(38) Neither agree nor disagree; (4) Agree; (5)
Strongly agree. Item scores were summed and
the total score was divided by the number of
items, and attitude scores were evaluated to vary
between 1 and 5. Attitude scores are considered
to be very low when the calculated average is
between 1.0 and 1.8, low when between 1.81 and
2.60, medium when between 2.61 and 3.40, high
when between 3.41 and 4.20, and very high when
between 4.21 and 5.00. Accordingly, it was found
that the opinions of managers regarding vision
setting, environmental sensitivity, extraordinary
behavior, taking personal risk, sensitivity to
member needs, and maintaining the status quo
are highly related to the average (respectively
=3.88, =3.96, =3.65, =3.89, =3.82, =4.05). The
variable that the executives showed the highest
participation was the maintenance of the status
quo.

What is the relationship between the variables
of determining the vision, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to
member needs, and maintaining the status quo?

The relationship between
of vision setting, environmental sensitivity,

the wvariables
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exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking
personal risks, showing sensitivity to member
needs, and maintaining the status quo was
calculated with Pearson’s correlation coefficient
and the results are shown in Table 5.

It is observed that the correlations between
the variables are positive. In other words, the
relationships between the two variables are linear.
When the correlation coefficients are analyzed, a
significant positive correlation was found between
the highest correlation, vision determination, and
environmental sensitivity, with a level of 0.656.
In other words, as the level of positive views of
managers on vision setting increases, the level of
positive views on environmental sensitivity also
increases. The lowest correlation was observed
between maintaining the status quo and unusual
behavior. This correlation is also positive. In
general, the relationship between maintaining
the status quo and other variables is low.

Do managers differ in their opinions
regarding vision setting, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to

member needs, and maintaining the status quo
according to their managerial levels?

Whether there is a significant difference
between the opinions of the managers regarding
vision  setting, environmental sensitivity,
exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking
personal risks, showing sensitivity to member
needs and maintaining the status quo, according
to their managerial level has been tested for
independent samples and the results are shown
in Table 6.

While the opinions of senior executives
regarding  vision setting, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
taking personal risks and showing sensitivity to
member needs were higher (=4.38, =4.26, =4.16,
=422, and =4.17, respectively); middle-level
managers have higher scores in maintaining
the status quo ( =4.31). A statistically significant
difference was found between the opinions
of managers regarding vision determination,
environmental sensitivity, exhibiting
extraordinary behaviors, taking personal risks,
showing sensitivity to member needs, and
maintaining the status quo (p<0.05).

Table 5
Correlation Coefficients
Vision | Environ- | Extra- Taking | Sensitivity [Maintaining
Setting | mental ordinary | Personal [to Member | the Status
Sensitivity [ Behaviors | Risks Needs Quo

Vision Setting | Pearson 1

Correlation

p
Environmental | Pearson .656(**) |1
Sensitivity Correlation

p 0
Extraordinary | Pearson A76(*%) | .447(*) 1
Behaviors Correlation

p 0 0
Taking Personal | Pearson 384(%*) | .526(**) .504(**) 1
Risks Correlation

p 0 0 0
Sensitivity to Pearson S17(%%) | .512(*) 611(*%) 527¢(%) |1
Member Needs | Correlation

) 0 0 0 0
Maintaining the | Pearson 261(%%) | .368(*%) 224(%) 2700%) [ .289(*%) 1
Status Quo Correlation

p 0.008 0.000 0.025 0.006 0.003
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What is the relationship between the
managerial ranks of the managers and their
views on vision setting, environmental
sensitivity, and exhibiting extraordinary
behaviors, taking personal risks, showing
sensitivity to member needs, and maintaining
the status quo?

The Spearman-Brown correlation
coefficient was used to determine whether
there is a significant relationship between the
administrators’ managerial ranks and their
views on vision determination, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to
member needs and maintaining the status quo,
and the results are shown in Table 7.

A moderate (.444) positive relationship was
found between the level of the managers and the
vision-setting variable (p<.01). In other words,
higher-level managers have more positive views
on vision setting.

A moderately positive (.393) positive
relationship was found between the executive
hierarchy of managers and environmental

sensitivity (p<.01). In other words, higher-
level managers have more positive views on
environmental sensitivity.

A moderately positive (.495) positive
relationship was found between the level of
the managers and the extraordinary behavior
variable (p<.01). In other words, higher-level
managers have more positive views on exhibiting
extraordinary behaviors.

A moderately positive (.396) positive
significant relationship was found between the
level of the managers and the personal risk-
taking variable (p <.01). In other words, higher-
level managers have more positive views on risk-
taking.

A moderately positive (.473) positive
relationship was found between the level of the
managers and showing sensitivity to member
needs (p<.01). In other words, higher-level
managers are more sensitive to member needs.

A low level (0.24) positive relationship was
found between the level of the managers and
maintaining the status quo (p <0.01). In other

Table 6
F-Test Results by Hierarchical Level
N Average |Standard |F p
Deviation
Vision Setting Upper Level 35 4.38 40 12.789 0*
Middle Level 35 3.91 1.10
Low Level 31 3.28 98
Environmental Upper Level 35 4.26 49 10.137 0*
Sensitivity Middle Level |35 4.11 94
Low Level 31 3.46 78
Extraordinary Upper Level 35 4.16 76 16.644 0*
Behaviors Middle Level |35 3.72 82
Low Level 31 2.99 91
Taking Personal Upper Level 35 4.22 44 13.195 0*
Risks Middle Level |35 4.10 98
Low Level 31 3.29 .85
Sensitivity to Upper Level 35 4.17 90 12.445 0*
Member Needs Middle Level |35 4.03 84
Low Level 31 3.18 84
Maintaining the Upper Level 35 4.20 1.02 4.550 013*
Status Quo Middle Level |35 431 92
Low Level 31 3.60 1.14
*p<.05
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Table 7
Brown Correlation Coefficients
Vision Environmental | Extraordinary [Taking Sensitivity Maintaining
Setting Sensitivity Behaviors Personal to Member | the Status
Risks Needs Quo
Managerial | 0.444(**) 0.393(**) 0.495(**) 0.396(**) 0.473(*%) 0.244(*)
Level
**p<.01

words, higher-level managers are more prone to
maintain the status quo.

Do the opinions of managers regarding
vision setting, environmental sensitivity,
exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking
personal risks, showing sensitivity to member
needs, and maintaining the status quo differ
according to their gender?

Whetherthereisasignificantdifferenceinterms
of gender among the opinions of the managers
regarding vision determination, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to
member needs, and maintaining the status quo
are tested for independent samples and the
results are shown in Table 8.

There was no significant difference between
the opinions of the managers regarding the vision
setting, environmental sensitivity, exhibiting
extraordinary behaviors, taking personal risks,
showing sensitivity to the members’ needs, and
maintaining the status quo (p> 0.05).

Do the opinions of managers regarding
vision setting, environmental sensitivity,
exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking
personal risks, being sensitive to member
needs, and maintaining the status quo differ
according to their income status?

Kruskal Wallis test, which is a non-parametric
test, was used to determine whether there is a
significant difference between the opinions of
the managers regarding vision determination,
environmental sensitivity, exhibiting
extraordinary behaviors, taking personal risks,
showing sensitivity to the members” needs and
maintaining the status quo. The results are shown
in Table 9.

A significant difference was found between
the opinions of the managers regarding vision
determination, environmental sensitivity,
exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking

personal risks, and showing sensitivity to the
members’ needs (p <0.05). However, there was no
significant difference between the opinions of the
managers regarding the status quo according to
their income status (p> 0.05).

Do managers differ in their opinions
regarding vision setting, environmental
sensitivity, exceptional behavior, taking
personal risk, showing sensitivity to member
needs, and maintaining the status quo according
to their professional seniority?

The Kruskal Wallis test was used to determine
whether there is a significant difference between
the opinions of the managers regarding vision
determination, environmental sensitivity,
exhibiting extraordinary behaviors, taking
personal risk, showing sensitivity to member
needs and maintaining the status quo, and the
results are shown in Table 10.

Assignificant difference was found between the
opinions of the managers regarding personal risk-
taking in leadership according to their income
status (p <0.05). However, there was no significant
difference between the opinions of the managers
regarding vision determination, environmental
sensitivity, exhibiting extraordinary behaviors,
showing sensitivity to the members’ needs,
maintaining the status quo according to their
income status (p> 0.05).

Conclusion and Recommendations. In this
study, it was investigated how lower, middle,
and upper-level managers (Akhmet Yassawi
University)  perceive  superior leadership
behaviors and whether their perceptions differ
according to their position in the hierarchy.
Although there are many studies on the
leadership styles and behaviors in the literature,
few studies have been found that show how
leadership behaviors are perceived according to
hierarchical levels.
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Table 8
T-Test Results by Gender
Gender N Average | Standard Deviation t p
Vision Setting Male 75 3.84 .99 -0.672 503
Female 26 3.99 93
Environmental Male 75 4.02 .82 1.310 193
Sensitivity Female |26 | 378 83
Extraordinary Male 75 3.68 .99 534 595
Behaviors Female 26 3.56 .84
Taking Personal Risks | Male 75 3.96 .89 1.343 182
Female 26 3.69 .83
Sensitivity to Member | Male 75 3.89 94 1.264 209
Needs Female |26 |  3.62 99
Maintaining the Status | Male 75 4.11 1.10 837 404
Quo Female |26 |  3.90 96
Table 9
Kruskal Wallis Test Results by Income Levels
N | Average |Standard Deviation | Kruskal Wallis Test p
Vision Setting Low 5 3.72 1.03 11.461 0.009*
Medium 37 3.68 1.00
Good 37 3.84 0.90
Very Good | 22 4.33 0.98
Environmental |Low 5 3.55 0.54 13.712 0.003*
Sensitivity Medium | 37 [ 3.63 0.90
Good 37 4.14 0.76
Very Good | 22 4.32 0.61
Extraordinary Low 5 2.60 0.60 19.346 0*
Behaviors Medium |37 | 326 0.94
Good 37 3.98 0.82
Very Good | 22 3.98 0.85
Taking Personal | Low 5 3.27 0.37 13.548 0.004*
Risks Medium | 37 | 359 101
Good 37 4.01 0.82
Very Good | 22 4.33 0.54
Sensitivity to Low 5 3.47 0.38 9.607 0.022*
Member Needs  [nfedium [ 37 [ 352 1.00
Good 37 4.07 0.86
Very Good | 22 3.97 1.00
Low 5 4.10 0.55 3.142 0.370
Medium 37 4.00 0.94
Good 37 4.26 1.01
Very Good | 22 3.80 1.39
*p<.05
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Table 10
Kruskal Wallis Test Results by Professional Seniority
Seniority N Average Standard Kruskal p
(years) Deviation | Wallis Test

Vision Setting 1-5 52 3.76 0,99 5.164 0.160
6-10 23 4.04 0,79
11-15 19 3.91 0,99
16+ 7 4.20 1,44

Environmental 1-5 52 3.90 0,82 5.490 0.139
Sensitivity 6-10 23 3.95 0,86
11-15 19 3.91 0,80
16+ 7 4.57 0,66

Extraordinary 1-5 52 3.58 1,00 2.420 0.490
Behaviors 6-10 23 3.51 0,94
11-15 19 3.88 0,86
16+ 7 4.00 0,82
Total 101 3.65 0,95

Taking Personal 1-5 52 3.69 0,91 7.995 0.046*
Risks 6-10 23 3.90 0,95
11-15 19 4.30 0,68
16+ 7 4.24 0,32

Sensitivity to 1-5 52 3.81 0,87 2.056 0.561
Member Needs 6-10 23 3.68 1,05
11-15 19 3.93 1,16
16+ 7 4.05 0,65

Maintaining the 1-5 52 3.90 1,07 5.820 0.121
Status Quo 6-10 23 411 1,14
11-15 19 4.26 0,92
16+ 7 443 1,13

*p<0.0

Questionnaire study and survey data on
the personnel working in the relevant units of
Akhmet Yassawi University and evaluated in
the statistical software program SPSS 22.0 for
Windows.

To determine the “Leadership” qualifications
among the employees, a five-point Likert-type
20-item scale was prepared. The prepared scale
was applied to 101 employees. To determine
the factorial structure and validity of the scale,
exploratory factor analysis was performed on the
collected data. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistics
exceeding 0.50 is an indicator that the number of
samples is sufficient for the data (Kalayci, 2005:

322). In this study, KMO statistics were found to
be 0.806.

When the total variance table explained was
examined, it was observed that there were six
factors larger than 1.0 eigenvalue on a 20-item
scale and the explanatory power of this six-factor
measurement tool was 79%.

First, we analyzed demographic information.
74.3% of the participants are male. 33.7% of the
participants are between the ages of 20-29. 64.4%
of them have a graduate education, 51.5% have
professional seniority in the range of 1-5 years.
The income level of 36.6% of the participants is
medium or good.
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The analysis showed that the leadership
behavior was observed in the upper, middle and
lower levels of Akhmet Yassawi University and
the leadership behaviors were influential.

Asaresult, 6 hypotheses have been established.
The results of these are given below:

H1. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s vision setting and his/her hierarchical
level. This hypothesis is accepted because the F
test is 12.789 and the probability level is *p<.05.

H2. There is a positive relationship between
the environmental sensitivity of the leader
and his/her hierarchical level. This hypothesis
is accepted because the F test is 10.137 and the
probability level is *p<.05.

H3. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s exceptional behavior and his/her

hierarchical level. This hypothesis is accepted
because the F test is 16.644 and the probability
level is *p<.05.

H4. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s risk appetite and his/her hierarchical
level. This hypothesis is accepted because the F
test is 13.195 and the probability level is *p<.05.

H5. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s sensitivity to the needs of members
and his/her hierarchical level. This hypothesis
is accepted because the F test is 12.445 and the
probability level is *p<.05.

Hé6. There is a positive relationship between
the leader’s maintaining the status quo and his/
her hierarchical level. This hypothesis is accepted
because the F Test is 4.550 and the probability
level is *p<.05.
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A.A. boaraub6aes, K. Mbip3abekknisner, 4.H. Keaecoaes
Koxa Axmem Hcayu amuvindazor Xarvikaparvik kasax-mypix ynusepcumemi, Typricman, Kasaxcman

Nepapxmusianik ageHreriaepaeri KemoOacHIbIABIK CTUAbAEPiHiH alfibIpMaIlIbIALIFBIH OaFraaay:
Axwmert Slcaym yHMBepCUTeTi MBICAABIHAA

Angartna. Ogebuerrepe KombOaCHILIABIK, CTUAJAEP MeH MiHe3-KYALIKTap TypaAbl KOIITereH 3epTreyaep
6o4ca Aa, KOIIOACIIBIABIK MiHe3-KYABIKTapABIH MepapXMAABIK caThllapFa HeMece JeHTeiilepre CoiiKec Kalaix
KaOBL14aHATEIHABIFBIH KOPCeTeTiH sepTTeyaep oTe as. COHABIKTaH 3epTTey >KYMBICHIHBIH MaKCcaThl TOMEHTi, opTa
K9He JKOFapFhI JeHrelieri MeHeAKepaepain 6iaim Oepy yitbIMAaphIHAAFbI JKOFapbl OACIIBIABIK MiHe3-KyAbIKTa-
PBIH Kaaall KaObLA4alTHIHBIH JKoHe 04apAblH KOIOaCIIbLABIK, MiHe3-KYABIKTapAbl Kabblagaysl MepapXMsABIK
caTbldapra Hemece AeHrelidepre ColiKeCc ©3repeTiHiH aHBIKTay 0OOABIN TaObLiaAbl. 3epTTey OapbIChIHAA KOII-
OacIIbLABIK MiHE3-KYABIKTHI ©AIlley Ke3iHe MeHeAXKepepJeH e34epiHiH MiHe3-KYAKBIH Oarasay Ke3jeaMedi;
KBI3METKep MeH MeHe/KepAiH e3/epiHiH eH >KaKChl MiHe3-KyAKBIH Kalail KaObLAAaTLIHEIH aHBIKTayFa dpeKeT
’KacaaAbl. 3epTTey >KYMBICBIHBIH KeHiCTiri peTinae AxmeT flcaym yHUBepCUTeTiHAe SKYMBIC >KacailThIH JKOFaPFBI,
OpTa >XoHe TOMEHTi JeHTeliJeri MeHeXKepaep aablHABL. 3epTTey AepeKTepi cayaaHaMma dAiCiH KOA4aHy apKbLAbI
101 menegxepaen xmHaaabl. CayaaHamara KaThICKaH MeHeAXKepaepre: KeJellleK OarbITTHI aliKbIHAAY, KOp-
IIafaH OpTara Ce3iMTaAAbIK, epeKIle MiHe3-KYABIKTEI KOpceTy, ToyeKeAIliAAiK, YIbBIM MyllleAepiHiH KaKeT-
TizikTepine >kayarn Oepy >koHe MapTeDeHi cakTay Typaabl cypakKTap KOMbLAABI JKoHe TUICTi Taadaydap Aa OChI
CypakTapFa >KOFapFhl, OpTa >KoHe TOMEHTi JeHrelijeri OacIibLaapAblH OepreH >kayanTaphl OOMBIHINA >Kaca-
ap1. COHBIMEH KaTap, cayaaHaMaja KOAAAHBIAATBIH OapAbIK aifHRIMaAbl MaHAep 1-TOABIK KeaicmeliMiH >KoHe
5-ToABIK KeaiceMiH apacbiHAaF! 5 0aaABIK AMKepT TUIITI IIKadadapMeH oAlIeHAl. MeHeaxxepaepAiH KemOac-
IIBIABIK dpeKeTTepiH eamiey ymriH Lyt >keHe oHbH apinrectepi (2006: 120) >xacaran Tomn-MeHeaxepaepain
KOIIIOACIIBLABIK MiHe3-KYABIKTaphIH eAIey cayadHaMmachl >koHe Kabakodd (1998: 18-20) xoHe backapyasr
3eprTey TOObI kacaran Kemmbacmbiabk TuiMaiaikri raagay (LEA) sxymbicTapbinan naiijaaaHblaAbL.

Tyiiin ce3aep: KermobacHIbl, KOIIOACIIBIABIK, KOIIOACIIBIABK, CTUAbJAEp, KOIIOACIIBIALIK MiHe3-KyABIK,
KOIIOACIIBIABIK TaCiaAep, MeHeKep, MepapXIAAbIK AeHTeiiaep.
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A.A. boaraun6aes, K. Mbip3abekknisbl, 4.H. Keaecoaes
Mexdynapoonuiii kasaxcxko-mypeuxuii ynusepcumem umenu Xooxu Axmeda fcasu, Typrxecman, Kasaxcman

OrreHKa pa3anmanii CTUAeN ANAepCTBa Ha MiepapXIMIeCcKNX YPOBHIIX:
Ha IpuMepe yHuBepcureta Axmega Slcasu

AnHoTamus. B coBpeMeHHOI AnTepaType CyIecTByeT MHOTO MCCAeAOBaHUIl O CTUASAX U TOBeAeHNUN AV-
AepoB, HO OUYeHb MaJo MCCAeAO0BaHNUII O TOM, KaK ITOBeJeHNe AAePOB BOCIIPMHIMAETC B COOTBETCTBIM C He-
papxudeckumMu yposHsiMu. Takum oOpasoM, 1eab MCCAeA0BaHUs COCTOsLAa B TOM, YTOOBI OIIpeAeAuTh, Kak
MeHe/ Kephl HUBIIEeTO, CPeAHero M BBICIIETO YPOBHeN BOCIIPMHMMAIOT IOBeAeHMe BLICIIUX PyKOBOAUTeAel B
o0Opa3oBaTeAbHBIX OPTaHU3ALMAX U U3MEHAIOTCA AU UX MpeACTaBAeHUs O AMAEPCKOM IIOBeJeHUM B COOTBET-
CTBUM C MepapXUIecKuMI YPOBHAMU. B mccaesoBanny MeHe XKephl He CTaBUAM 11€ABIO OlleHMBaHUeE CBOETo
TTOBe A€HILS TP M3MepPeHNN AU AePCKOTO ITOBeAeHNs; Oblaa IpeAIPIHATa MOIBITKA OIIPeAeAnTh, KaK PaOOTHIK
U MeHeJ>Kep BOCIPMHMMAIOT CBOe AydIllee TIoBejeHne. B rccaes0BaTeabckoe MPOCTPAaHCTBO OBIAY BKAIOUEHEI
MeHe/ KepBbl BRICIIIeTO, CPeAHero 1 HU3IIIero 35eHa, padboTaromue B yuusepcurete Axmera Slcasn. Jannpie Ob1an
noaydens ot 101 MeHneaxepa mocpeAcTBOM MeToAa opoca. PyKoBoauTeasam 3ajaBaanch BOIIPOCH: O Oy AyIem
HaIlpaBAeHUH, IyBCTBUTEABHOCTU K OKPY>KaloOIel cpese, KOHKPETHOM IIOBeJeHMM, PUCKe, YAOBACTBOPeHNUN
MOTpeOHOCTe YA€HOB U MOAJAep>KaHUM CTaTyca, a COOTBeTCTBYIOIINI aHaAM3 OCHOBBIBAACS Ha OTBETax PyKo-
BOAMTeAel BBICIIIETO, CPeJHero I HIKHero yposHeit. Kpome ToTo, Bce mepeMeHHbIe, MCIIOAb30BaHHbIE B BOITPO-
CHUKe, OBLAM M3MepeHHI 10 5-6a14bHOI IKale /ajikepTa MeXAy 1, TOAHOCTHIO He corAaceH, U 5, TOAHOCTBIO
coraaceH. Jas u3MepeHMs! yIIpaBAeHIeCcKoro AUAepCcTBa UCII0Ab30BaAMCh BOIIPOCHUK AAS1 OLIeHKU IIOBeAEeHIsI
Ton-MeHeAxepos Llyit u ero xoaaer (2006:120), anaans Kabakopd (1998:18-20) u pabora «Anaans sdpPpexTms-
HocTH augepcrsa» (LEA), paspaboTaHHas IpyIInoit yIpaBAeHIeCcKIX 1ccAe 0BaHMIA.

Karoudesbie caoBa: anaep, AMAPCTBO, CTUAU AUACPCTBA, AUAEPCKOe MoBejeHIe, AUAPCKIEe TIOAXOABI, Me-
HeJ)Kep, epapXuJecKre ypOBHH.
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