
		
			[image: Capa de Visionary leadership and crisis management in education: secondary school teachers' perspective de Ermis, S. A., Dereceli, E., Toros, T., Serin, E., Kara, T., & Uzun, M.]
		
	
		

		
		
			
			

			RESUMO: Este estudo analisa as habilidades de liderança visionária e gerenciamento de crise de professores, figuras-chave na vida dos alunos, distribuídos em três grupos: Verbal (Turco, Estudos Sociais e Línguas Estrangeiras), Numérico (Matemática e Ciências) e Social (Educação Física, Música e Arte). O objetivo é avaliar os níveis de liderança visionária e gerenciamento de crise, analisar a relação entre essas competências e identificar diferenças com base em variáveis específicas. Utilizando um modelo de pesquisa por levantamento, foram coletados dados de 303 professores (151 homens e 152 mulheres), selecionados por amostragem estratificada. A média de idade e o tempo de serviço dos participantes apresentaram distribuição homogênea. Foram aplicados dois instrumentos: a Escala de Liderança Visionária (Sashkin, 1996; adaptada por Tanrıbil, 2015) e a Escala de Gerenciamento de Crise (Çalışkan, 2020). As análises incluíram os testes Kolmogorov-Smirnov, teste t, ANOVA bidirecional e correlação de Pearson. Os resultados mostraram níveis baixos em ambas as competências, mas evidenciaram uma correlação positiva e forte entre elas, indicando influência mútua
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			RESUMEN: Este estudio analiza las habilidades de liderazgo visionario y gestión de crisis de los docentes, figuras clave en la vida de los estudiantes, agrupados en tres categorías: Verbal (Turco, Estudios Sociales y Lenguas Extranjeras), Numérica (Matemáticas y Ciencias) y Social (Educación Física, Música y Arte). El objetivo fue evaluar sus niveles de liderazgo visionario y gestión de crisis, analizar la relación entre ambas competencias e identificar diferencias según variables específicas. Utilizando un modelo de encuesta, se recopilaron datos de 303 docentes (151 hombres y 152 mujeres) seleccionados mediante muestreo estratificado. La edad promedio y los años de servicio de los participantes presentaron una distribución homogénea. Se aplicaron dos instrumentos: la Escala de Liderazgo Visionario (Sashkin, 1996; adaptada por Tanrıbil, 2015) y la Escala de Gestión de Crisis (Çalışkan, 2020). Los análisis incluyeron pruebas de Kolmogorov-Smirnov, t de Student, ANOVA bidireccional y correlación de Pearson. Los resultados mostraron niveles bajos en ambas competencias, pero una correlación positiva y fuerte entre ellas, indicando influencia mutua. 
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			Introduction

			Human beings sustain their lives through educational processes. This education begins with the preschool stage and continues through primary, secondary, and high school, as well as university education, followed by continuous in-service training in the workplace. The rapid advancement of technology has naturally led to various transformations in the educational system. The current era, referred to as the Fourth Industrial Revolution (disruptive innovation), particularly addresses the changes in individual thinking and comprehension processes. In Industry 4.0, individuals are expected to enhance their professional lives by integrating communication technologies and knowledge. This shift has led to increased expectations from educational institutions and educators (Prestiadi et al., 2019).

			A crisis is generally considered a troubling and painful process resulting from the disruption of routine operations and the emergence of negative circumstances within institutions (Navarro, 2024; Stoker et al., 2019). In the school environment, there are also internal and external factors that develop in parallel with these concepts. While some problems can be solved conventionally, for issues that institutional procedures cannot resolve, educators are expected to demonstrate strong leadership and manage potential crises.

			In recent years, a lot of research has been done in the field of health (Kaya & Algın, 2022; Algin & Sarvan, 2024; Pekgor et al., 2024; Algin et al., 2024; Algin, 2024; Sekeroglu et al., 2025). However, several issues have emerged in the educational field, including substance abuse, carrying sharp objects, peer bullying, all forms of abuse, earthquakes, transportation problems, and psychological mood disorders. In fact, in the long term, the financial cost to the state becomes inevitable. The scientific and only way to ensure and sustain the safe and peaceful environment targeted in education is to detect crisis signals, conduct school risk analyses, develop crisis plans based on crisis scenarios, carry out drills, keep plans up to date, and establish a trained crisis management team (Navarro, 2024; Stavroulia et al., 2021; Debes, 2021; Saitis & Saiti, 2018).

			In crisis management, three key dimensions are recognized: the pre-crisis period: This is the phase before the crisis emerges, during which the situation gradually worsens. Crisis period: This is the phase when uncertainty, both inside and outside the organization, reaches its peak.  Post-crisis period: Also referred to as the solution or recovery phase, this process involves the organization seeking internal and external support to recover from the crisis and implement appropriate responses to resolve the issue (Sasan & Kilag, 2023; Chatzipanagiotou & Katsarou, 2023). In the field of education, it is also crucial for teachers, who lead young individuals, to effectively manage and guide them through such crisis situations. During crises, it is particularly expected that teachers’ leadership qualities emerge. The leadership characteristics of teachers—including their personality traits, emotional intelligence, cognitive styles, and actions—will activate in interaction with all individuals they engage with, enabling students to place unquestionable trust in their teachers as guides during the crisis process. Leadership is essential in determining and achieving goals for the group, establishing effective communication within the group, providing direction, and fostering collaboration and harmony. Therefore, teachers must be open to innovation, motivational, critical, and competent enough to collaborate with their students. Effective leadership can only be achieved by clearly defining a vision. Through this vision, a leader can manage decision-making processes, achieve success in communication, and take the right steps for innovative modeling (Marzuki & Maulana, 2023). 

			

			Visionary leaders are recognized for having a unique perspective, which allows them to analyze situations more effectively, communicate their vision to everyone they work with, make decisions that guide the direction of their organizations, and possess innovative, comprehensive leadership and coaching skills (Buss & Kearney, 2024; Jongen, 2024; Dereceli et al., 2023). Through this ability, the leader holds significant power, both as a role model and an inspiration. Visionary leadership is explained through four key dimensions (Kadhum et al., 2023). These are: visionary thinking, the picture of the future, openness to change, and being action-oriented. 

			In the literature, it is stated that visionary leadership, when applied with effective crisis management policies, increases positive behaviors and reduces negative behaviors (Derin et al., 2020). Bundy et al. (2017) and Barasa et al. (2018) in their studies emphasize that leadership, knowledge management, and learning are key factors for organizational alignment in crisis management.

			Based on this, the study is designed primarily to investigate the best practices for leadership in education by focusing on increasing students’ success, creating and sustaining a positive school culture, and enhancing institutional effectiveness. In an era where technology is rapidly advancing and the importance of keeping up with the times is not only for individuals but also for teachers—whose slightest contribution can make a significant difference for their students—the importance of teachers possessing or developing the appropriate vision during the pre-crisis, crisis, and post-crisis periods is evident. This study is significant in terms of identifying these competencies for teachers, determining their levels, and developing a roadmap for improvement. Therefore, the study aims to define the relationship and impact between middle school teachers’ levels of visionary leadership and crisis management, as well as clarify their awareness levels regarding the target area in relation to various demographic variables.

		

	
		
			Methodology

			This research is a descriptive study using a survey model. The population of the study consists of public and private school teachers working at the middle school level in three cities (Aydın, İzmir, & Manisa) in the Aegean Region during the 2023-2024 academic year. The sample of the study consists of 303 teachers working at the middle school level. The stratified sampling method has been used in the study. The sample is found to have representative characteristics of the population (DeVellis, 2003; Nunnally, 1978). Participation in the study was facilitated through Google Forms on a voluntary basis.

			

			In the study, the “Crisis Management Scale,” developed by Çalışkan (2020), was used. The measurement tool consists of 23 items and three sub-dimensions. A 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) was applied, and there were no reverse-scored items. The validity and reliability of the scale were tested, with the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the Crisis Management Scale calculated as .97.

			The second scale used is the “Visionary Leadership Scale.” This scale was developed based on the model created by Sashkin (1996) and used in Tanrıbil’s (2015) study. The Visionary Leadership Scale consists of 5 dimensions and 25 items. A 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) was used, and there were no reverse-scored items. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the Visionary Leadership Scale was calculated as .97. In the data analysis, assumptions that need to be met for determining which tests (parametric/nonparametric tests) should be applied were first tested. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to assess the normality of the distribution, and the skewness and kurtosis values were considered to evaluate other assumptions of normal distribution. Independent group comparisons were conducted using the independent samples t-test, and comparisons of more than two groups were performed using one-way ANOVA. The relationship between numerical variables was examined using Pearson’s correlation coefficient. The significance of the obtained values was evaluated at a significance level of 0.05.

		

	
		
			Findings

		

		
			Findings on the Reliability of the Scales

			To test the reliability of the Crisis Management and Visionary Leadership Scale scores used in the study, Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency test was applied. The alpha coefficient method, developed by Cronbach (1951), is a technique for estimating the internal consistency of survey items. The alpha coefficient is defined as the ratio of the total variances of specific items in the scale to the general variance, expressed as the weighted average of the standard deviations (Ercan & İsmet, 2004).

			Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is measured on a scale from 0 to 1, and reliability is considered as follows (İslamoğlu & Alnıaçık, 2009, p. 291-292):

			

			•If 0.01 ≤ α < 0.40, the scale is unreliable;

			•If 0.40 ≤ α < 0.60, the scale's reliability is low;

			•If 0.60 ≤ α < 0.80, the scale's reliability is acceptable;

			•If 0.80 ≤ α < 1.00, the scale's reliability is high.

			Table 1. Reliability Analysis of Scale Scores

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Cronbach's Alpha

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							0,97

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							0,97

						
					

				
			

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			Upon examining Table 1, it has been determined that both the Crisis Management Scale and the Visionary Leadership Scale have high reliability.

			Table 2. Participants' Crisis Management and Visionary Leadership Levels

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Ölçek ve Boyutlar

						
							
							Düzey

						
							
							n

						
							
							%

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							Very low level

						
							
							67

						
							
							22,11

						
					

					
							
							Low level

						
							
							130

						
							
							42,90

						
					

					
							
							Medium level

						
							
							77

						
							
							25,41

						
					

					
							
							High level

						
							
							24

						
							
							7,92

						
					

					
							
							Very high level

						
							
							5

						
							
							1,65

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							Very low level

						
							
							94

						
							
							31,02

						
					

					
							
							Low level

						
							
							143

						
							
							47,19

						
					

					
							
							Medium level

						
							
							46

						
							
							15,18

						
					

					
							
							High level

						
							
							18

						
							
							5,94

						
					

					
							
							Very high level

						
							
							2

						
							
							0,66

						
					

				
			

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			Table 2 presents the identification of participants' crisis management and visionary leadership levels. According to the results, it is observed that teachers are at a low level in terms of both crisis management and visionary leadership.

			

			Table 3. Distributions of Demographic Characteristics

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Group

						
							
							Group

						
							
							n

						
							
							%

						
					

					
							
							Gender

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							49,83

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							50,17

						
					

					
							
							Age

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							14,85

						
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							13,53

						
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							12,21

						
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							17,82

						
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							18,48

						
					

					
							
							47 and above

						
							
							70

						
							
							23,10

						
					

					
							
							Field of Teaching

						
							
							Verbal sciences

						
							
							116

						
							
							38,28

						
					

					
							
							Numerical sciences

						
							
							95

						
							
							31,35

						
					

					
							
							Social sciences

						
							
							92

						
							
							30,36

						
					

					
							
							Marital Status

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							65,68

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							34,32

						
					

					
							
							Years of Service

						
							
							1-5 years

						
							
							53

						
							
							17,49

						
					

					
							
							6-10 years

						
							
							58

						
							
							19,14

						
					

					
							
							11-15 years

						
							
							49

						
							
							16,17

						
					

					
							
							16-20 years

						
							
							53

						
							
							17,49

						
					

					
							
							21-24 years

						
							
							34

						
							
							11,22

						
					

					
							
							25 and above

						
							
							56

						
							
							18,48

						
					

					
							
							Educational Level

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							75,25

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							24,75

						
					

					
							
							Type of the School

						
							
							Public school

						
							
							202

						
							
							66,67

						
					

					
							
							Private school

						
							
							101

						
							
							33,33

						
					

				
			

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			The gender distribution is fairly balanced, with males representing 49.83% (n:151) and females representing 50.17% (n:152). In terms of teaching fields, the majority of teachers work in the verbal branch (38.28%, n:116), while the other fields are also represented in similar proportions (31.35% numerical, n:95; 30.36% social sciences, n:92). This indicates a diverse range of subject areas among the participants, with slightly more teachers from the verbal field. Regarding marital status, the majority of participants are married (65.68%, n:199), while 34.32% (n:104) are single. The distribution of years of service is quite balanced, with participants evenly spread across different service year categories: 1-5 years (n:53), 6-10 years (n:58), 11-15 years (n:49), 16-20 years (n:53), 21-24 years (n:34), and 25 years and above (n:56). In terms of education level, the majority hold a Bachelor's degree (75.25%, n:228), while 24.75% (n:75) have postgraduate education. Finally, regarding the type of school, most participants work in public schools (66.67%, n:202), while 33.33% (n:101) work in private schools.

			

			Table 4. Findings on the Normal Distribution Appropriateness of Scale Scores

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Kolmogorov-Smirnov

						
							
							Skewness

						
							
							Kurtosis

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							SD

						
					

					
							
							Statistics

						
							
							p

						
					

					
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							0,09

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,55

						
							
							0,42

						
							
							2,28

						
							
							0,81

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities

						
							
							0,10

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,57

						
							
							0,33

						
							
							2,38

						
							
							0,87

						
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities

						
							
							0,14

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,53

						
							
							0,08

						
							
							2,29

						
							
							0,83

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							0,09

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,51

						
							
							0,25

						
							
							2,33

						
							
							0,80

						
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							0,16

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,65

						
							
							0,24

						
							
							2,11

						
							
							0,82

						
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							0,18

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,93

						
							
							0,96

						
							
							2,13

						
							
							0,87

						
					

					
							
							Risk

						
							
							0,13

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,61

						
							
							0,38

						
							
							2,24

						
							
							0,82

						
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							0,16

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,65

						
							
							0,42

						
							
							2,07

						
							
							0,77

						
					

					
							
							Focus

						
							
							0,18

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,77

						
							
							0,82

						
							
							2,04

						
							
							0,77

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							0,12

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,77

						
							
							0,77

						
							
							2,12

						
							
							0,74

						
					

				
			

			Fonte: elaborado pelos autores.

			The normal distribution of the crisis management scale, visionary leadership scale, and their subscale scores was assessed using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and skewness-kurtosis values. In the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, the variables that were found to be statistically significant (p < 0.05) were evaluated, and the skewness and kurtosis values were examined. As per George and Mallery (2010), if the skewness and kurtosis values fall within the range of ±2.0, they are considered not to show significant deviations from normal distribution. Based on this evaluation, the analysis was conducted using parametric tests as the data did not deviate significantly from normality.

			

			Table 5. Findings on the Comparison of Scale Scores by Demographic Characteristics-I

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Variables

						
							
							Scales

						
							
							Groups

						
							
							n

						
							
							X̅±Ss

						
							
							t

						
							
							Sd

						
							
							p

						
					

					
							
							Gender

						
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,26±0,80

						
							
							-0,37

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,71

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,30±0,82

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,33±0,81

						
							
							-0,96

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,34

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,43±0,92

						
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,24±0,80

						
							
							-1,07

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,29

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,34±0,87

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,29±0,77

						
							
							-0,80

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,43

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,36±0,83

						
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,14±0,83

						
							
							0,57

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,57

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,08±0,81

						
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,13±0,87

						
							
							-0,02

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,99

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,13±0,88

						
					

					
							
							Risk

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,22±0,81

						
							
							-0,47

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,64

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,26±0,83

						
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,13±0,78

						
							
							1,19

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,24

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,02±0,75

						
					

					
							
							Focus

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,07±0,77

						
							
							0,70

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,48

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,01±0,78

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							Male

						
							
							151

						
							
							2,14±0,74

						
							
							0,41

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,68

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							152

						
							
							2,10±0,74

						
					

					
							
							Marital Status 

						
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,30±0,82

						
							
							0,59

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,55

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,24±0,79

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,42±0,87

						
							
							1,02

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,31

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,31±0,85

						
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,32±0,85

						
							
							0,86

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,39

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,23±0,79

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,36±0,81

						
							
							0,88

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,38

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,27±0,77

						
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,16±0,83

						
							
							1,50

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,13

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,01±0,79

						
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,14±0,88

						
							
							0,19

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,85

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,12±0,86

						
					

					
							
							Risk

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,26±0,81

						
							
							0,66

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,51

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,20±083

						
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,08±0,76

						
							
							0,32

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,75

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,05±0,78

						
					

					
							
							
							

							Focus

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,05±0,78

						
							
							0,32

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,75

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2,02±0,76

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							Married

						
							
							199

						
							
							2,14±0,74

						
							
							0,66

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,51

						
					

					
							
							Single

						
							
							104

						
							
							2.08±0.73

						
					

				
			

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			The scale scores and subscale scores do not show a statistically significant difference based on participants' gender and marital status (p > 0.05).

			Table 6. Findings on the Comparison of Scale Scores by Demographic Characteristics-II

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Variables

						
							
							Scales

						
							
							Groups

						
							
							n

						
							
							X̅±Ss

						
							
							t*

						
							
							Sd

						
							
							p

						
					

					
							
							Education Level

						
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,23±0,80

						
							
							-1,75

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,08

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,42±0,84

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,32±0,80

						
							
							-2,35

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,02

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,58±1,02

						
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,26±0,83

						
							
							-0,98

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,33

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,37±0,84

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,27±0,77

						
							
							-1,98

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,04

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,48±0,86

						
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,11±0,80

						
							
							-0,21

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,84

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,13±0,89

						
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,12±0,85

						
							
							-0,52

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,60

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,18±0,95

						
					

					
							
							Risk

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,21±0,78

						
							
							-1,26

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,21

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,34±0,92

						
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,04±0,72

						
							
							-1,20

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,23

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,17±0,90

						
					

					
							
							Focus

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,03±0,76

						
							
							-0,69

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,49

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,10±0,82

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							Bachelor’ degree

						
							
							228

						
							
							2,10±0,71

						
							
							-0,84

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,40

						
					

					
							
							Postgraduate

						
							
							75

						
							
							2,18±0,80

						
					

					
							
							Tipo de escola

						
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,39±0,83

						
							
							3,23

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							2,07±0,72

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,50±0,91

						
							
							3,34

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							2,15±0,73

						
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,39±0,85

						
							
							3,09

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							2,08±0,76

						
					

					
							
							

							Tipo de escola

						
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,44±0,82

						
							
							3,43

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							2,11±0,70

						
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,19±0,86

						
							
							2,40

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,02

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							1,95±0,71

						
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,21±0,90

						
							
							2,14

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,03

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							1,98±0,80

						
					

					
							
							Risk

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,32±0,81

						
							
							2,46

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							2,08±0,80

						
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,13±0,79

						
							
							1,98

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,04

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							1,95±0,72

						
					

					
							
							Focus

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,10±0,79

						
							
							1,73

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,08

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							1,93±0,72

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							Public School

						
							
							202

						
							
							2,19±0,76

						
							
							2,36

						
							
							301

						
							
							0,02

						
					

					
							
							Private School

						
							
							101

						
							
							1,98±0,66

						
					

				
			

			*t: Independent Samples t-Test

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			The crisis management scale scores and crisis activities during the crisis show a statistically significant difference based on the participants' education level (p < 0.05). Looking at the mean values, it was found that individuals with a bachelor's degree had lower scores on crisis activities during the crisis and on the overall crisis management scale compared to individuals with a higher education degree. Other scale scores do not show a statistically significant difference based on the participants' education level (p > 0.05). Crisis activities before the crisis, crisis activities during the crisis, crisis activities after the crisis, crisis management scale, communication, reliability, risk, respect, and visionary leadership scale scores show a statistically significant difference based on the type of school where the participants work (p < 0.05). Looking at the mean values, it was found that individuals working in public schools had higher scores in crisis activities before, during, and after the crisis, crisis management, communication, reliability, risk, respect, and visionary leadership compared to individuals working in private schools. Focus scores do not show a statistically significant difference based on the type of school where the participants work (p > 0.05) (Table 7).

			

			Table 7. Findings on the Comparison of Scale Scores by Subject Area

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Scales

						
							
							Groups

						
							
							n

						
							
							X̅±Ss

						
							
							F

						
							
							p

						
					

					
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,25±0,87

						
							
							0,26

						
							
							0,77

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,33±0,75

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,27±0,80

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,35±0,89

						
							
							0,20

						
							
							0,82

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,43±0,81

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,37±0,90

						
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,30±0,88

						
							
							0,05

						
							
							0,96

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,29±0,80

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,27±0,82

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,30±0,85

						
							
							0,18

						
							
							0,84

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,37±0,74

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,31±0,80

						
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,06±0,87

						
							
							0,42

						
							
							0,66

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,16±0,75

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,13±0,83

						
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,15±0,96

						
							
							0,06

						
							
							0,94

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,14±0,79

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,10±0,84

						
					

					
							
							Risk

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,27±0,86

						
							
							0,12

						
							
							0,88

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,24±0,77

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,21±0,82

						
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,09±0,81

						
							
							0,15

						
							
							0,86

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,04±0,71

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,08±0,77

						
					

					
							
							Focus

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,05±0,84

						
							
							0,07

						
							
							0,93

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,06±0,73

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,02±0,73

						
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							Verbal (Humanities)

						
							
							116

						
							
							2,12±0,80

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,99

						
					

					
							
							Numerical

						
							
							95

						
							
							2,13±0,68

						
					

					
							
							Social

						
							
							92

						
							
							2,11±0,72

						
					

				
			

			F: One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			The scale scores (Table 8) do not show a statistically significant difference according to the participants' fields of study (p > 0.05).

			

			Table 8. Findings on the Comparison of Scale Scores by Age

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Scales

						
							
							Groups

						
							
							n

						
							
							X̅±SD

						
							
							F

						
							
							p

						
					

					
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,33±0,77

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							2,10±0,64

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,26±0,76

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,37±0,86

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,29±0,81

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,30±0,92

						
							
							
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,40±0,80

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							2,17±0,63

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,34±0,85

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,40±0,89

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,43±1,00

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,47±0,91

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,33±0,75

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							2,16±0,79

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,24±0,82

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,37±0,87

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,21±0,87

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,36±0,87

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,36±0,74

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							2,14±0,62

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,29±0,78

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,39±0,82

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,33±0,86

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,38±0,86

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Communication

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,08±0,85

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							1,90±0,69

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,09±0,84

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,23±0,85

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,15±0,79

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,14±0,87

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Reliability

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,30±0,93

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							1,82±0,63

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,17±0,93

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,26±0,92

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,12±0,91

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,09±0,82

						
							
							
					

					
							
							

							Risk

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,33±0,93

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							1,92±0,61

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,28±0,87

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,33±0,73

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,22±0,89

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,29±0,80

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Respect

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,18±0,83

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							1,90±0,63

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,14±0,81

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,09±0,76

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,01±0,80

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,11±0,77

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Focus

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,12±0,86

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							1,94±0,67

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,17±0,82

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,07±0,72

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							1,91±0,75

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,08±0,80

						
							
							
					

					
							
							Visionary Leadership Scale

						
							
							22-26

						
							
							45

						
							
							2,20±0,80

						
							
							
					

					
							
							27-31

						
							
							41

						
							
							1,90±0,53

						
							
							
					

					
							
							32-36

						
							
							37

						
							
							2,17±0,80

						
							
							
					

					
							
							37-41

						
							
							54

						
							
							2,20±0,74

						
							
							
					

					
							
							42-46

						
							
							56

						
							
							2,08±0,75

						
							
							
					

					
							
							47 or older

						
							
							70

						
							
							2,14±0,75

						
							
							
					

				
			

			F: One-way Analysis of Variance.

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			The scale scores (Table 9) do not show a statistically significant difference according to participants' age groups (p>0.05).

			Table 9. Findings of the Relationship Between Scale Scores

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Scales

						
							
							
							Communication

						
							
							Reliability

						
							
							Risk

						
							
							Respect

						
							
							Focus

						
							
							Escala de Liderança Visionária

						
					

					
							
							Pre-crisis activities

						
							
							r

						
							
							0,68

						
							
							0,67

						
							
							0,65

						
							
							0,63

						
							
							0,65

						
							
							0,72

						
					

					
							
							p

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							During crisis activities 

						
							
							r

						
							
							0,67

						
							
							0,68

						
							
							0,66

						
							
							0,62

						
							
							0,62

						
							
							0,72

						
					

					
							
							p

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							

							Post-crisis activities 

						
							
							r

						
							
							0,72

						
							
							0,68

						
							
							0,70

						
							
							0,67

						
							
							0,67

						
							
							0,76

						
					

					
							
							p

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
					

					
							
							Crisis Management Scale

						
							
							r

						
							
							0,72

						
							
							0,71

						
							
							0,70

						
							
							0,67

						
							
							0,68

						
							
							0,76

						
					

					
							
							p

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
							
							0,01

						
					

				
			

			r:Pearson korelasyon katsayısı.

			Source: Prepared by the authors.

			There is a statistically significant positive moderate-level relationship between the Pre-Crisis Activities score and the following variables: Communication score (r: 0.68; p < 0.05), Reliability score (r: 0.67; p < 0.05), Risk score (r: 0.65; p < 0.05), Respect score (r: 0.63; p < 0.05), Focus score (r: 0.65; p < 0.05). Additionally, a strong positive relationship is found between the Pre-Crisis Activities score and the Visionary Leadership Scale total score (r: 0.72; p < 0.05). Similarly, for the During-Crisis Activities score, there is a statistically significant positive moderate-level relationship with the Communication score (r: 0.67; p < 0.05), Reliability score (r: 0.68; p < 0.05), Risk score (r: 0.66; p < 0.05), Respect score (r: 0.62; p < 0.05), and Focus score (r: 0.62; p < 0.05). A strong positive correlation is also observed with the Visionary Leadership Scale total score (r: 0.72; p < 0.05). In terms of the Post-Crisis Activities score, there is a strong positive correlation with the Communication score (r: 0.72; p < 0.05) and Risk score (r: 0.70; p < 0.05), as well as a moderate positive relationship with the Reliability score (r: 0.68; p < 0.05), Respect score (r: 0.67; p < 0.05), and Focus score (r: 0.67; p < 0.05). The Post-Crisis Activities score also shows a very strong positive relationship with the Visionary Leadership Scale total score (r: 0.76; p < 0.05). Finally, the Crisis Management Scale total score demonstrates a strong positive relationship with the Communication score (r: 0.72; p < 0.05), Reliability score (r: 0.71; p < 0.05), and Risk score (r: 0.70; p < 0.05). It also shows a moderate positive relationship with the Respect score (r: 0.67; p < 0.05) and Focus score (r: 0.68; p < 0.05). The Crisis Management Scale total score has a very strong positive correlation with the Visionary Leadership Scale total score (r: 0.76; p < 0.05).

			 

		
	

	
		
			Discussion

			The average scores for crisis management and visionary leadership among teachers working at the secondary school level across different subject areas have been found to be at a low level. However, managing the middle school period, which covers one of the most critical stages of education, in a correct and goal-oriented manner is indispensable for both parties involved. Therefore, it is essential to provide in-service and external training to enhance teachers' competencies and contributions, and to ensure that the necessary support, both material and moral, is available when needed. This is not only important for teachers but also for our children, who are the future of our society.

			

			When considering the participants' gender, age, marital status, and teaching disciplines, it has been observed that there are no significant differences in terms of crisis management and its sub-dimensions, nor in terms of visionary leadership and its sub-dimensions. In the literature, some studies conducted in the field of education on visionary leadership and crisis management found no significant differences (Rosadi et al., 2024; Kadhum et al., 2023; Sarıkaya, 2023; Demiray et al., 2023), while other studies identified significant differences (Lamu, 2023; Birel, 2024). This discrepancy may be attributed to the geographical locations of the studies, the different backgrounds and cultures of the participants, or the diverse norms of upbringing in family environments. At every stage of life, societal and family cultures directly influence the development of an individual's competencies. This leads to a situation characterized by varying personality traits and perspectives.

			Therefore, while some individuals may demonstrate strong leadership qualities and make a significant difference in crisis situations, others may exhibit lower levels of these qualities. In a profession as important as teaching, developing these competencies and guiding students in the best and most effective way will directly influence their development and cultural background. When examining the activity levels based on education level, it is observed that the scores for crisis activities during the crisis and the general scores of the crisis management scale show statistically significant differences based on the participants' education level.

			The finding that individuals with a bachelor's degree have lower scores for crisis activities during the crisis and the general crisis management scale compared to those with higher education levels suggests the need to support the development of teachers' competencies. Studies in the literature align with these findings (Chatzipanagiotou & Katsarou, 2023; Elo & Uljens, 2024). This highlights the importance of creating more effective plans to ensure continuous learning within and outside institutions, utilizing technology, and increasing online distance learning opportunities. Crisis-prevention activities, crisis activities, post-crisis activities, the crisis management scale, communication, reliability, risk, respect, and visionary leadership scale scores show statistically significant differences based on the type of school where the participants work. When examining the average scores, it was found that participants working in public schools scored higher on the crisis management scale and all sub-dimensions (except for visionary leadership and focus) compared to those working in private schools. This suggests that teachers in public schools may be more effective in managing all processes without the fear of losing their jobs.

			Considering the anxiety experienced by private school teachers with annual contracts, it can be inferred that they may adopt a more passive and secure approach, striving not to be in a position where they could face conflict with management. This might lead them to behave more cautiously and reservedly during crises or in leadership situations. This issue could be addressed through support and binding guidelines from the official institutions with which they are affiliated, which would enable private school teachers to perform their tasks more effectively without the fear of job loss. Numerous studies in the literature support this finding (Atıgan & Özkan, 2023; Akyürek & Göktaş, 2023; Chatzipanagiotou & Katsarou, 2023). A moderate positive correlation was found between the crisis-prevention activities score, crisis activities score, and the scores for communication, reliability, focus, respect, and risk. A strong positive correlation was observed between the crisis-prevention activities score and the general score of the visionary leadership scale, which was statistically significant. In his study, Oplatka (2023) stated that one of the most important tasks for teachers before a crisis is to master early warning systems, which help prevent crises, be proactive, and minimize the potential effects of a crisis in the future, ultimately gaining optimal benefit from it. He emphasized that the effective management of crises, along with positive relationships and communication within the school and leadership characteristics, plays a crucial role (Birel, 2024; Debes, 2021). This point strongly supports the findings of our study. The moderate correlation observed in the sub-dimensions and the high correlation in the general score of visionary leadership suggest that, in situations requiring leadership, teachers are able to bring out their strengths, thus creating more effective leadership and a synergistic impact.

			

			A strong positive correlation was found between the crisis post-activities score and the scores for communication and risk, while a moderate positive correlation was observed between the crisis post-activities score and the scores for reliability, respect, and focus. Furthermore, a strong positive, statistically significant correlation was found between the crisis post-activities score and the general score of the Visionary Leadership Scale. The post-crisis period is generally seen as the final stage of the crisis, during which new strategies and initiatives are developed.

			In this context, the importance of communication and taking risks becomes evident. When this process is managed correctly and new objectives are implemented in a way that involves everyone, trust, respect, and focus will naturally follow. Candrasari et al. (2023) also obtained findings that support these results in their study. While the experience gained after a crisis is invaluable, identifying the potential effects of the crisis, preparing plans, and managing risks with new strategies are equally important. When all of these processes are carried out with effective communication, success becomes inevitable (Kurniadi et al., 2020; Shanti et al., 2020). 

			A strong positive correlation was found between the general score of the Crisis Management Scale and the scores for communication, reliability, and risk, while a moderate positive correlation was observed between the general score and the scores for respect and focus. The importance of communication, its contribution to reliability, and its sensitivity in managing risks in both visionary leadership and crisis management are correlated with similar findings in the literature (Martinez et al., 2023; Madugu & Manaf, 2019). A person can build trust, manage risks effectively, and turn crises into opportunities through the language they use. This underscores that these are essential qualities for role-model teachers, especially in how they approach their students and set milestones.

			

			A strong positive, statistically significant correlation was found between the general score of the Crisis Management Scale and the general score of the Visionary Leadership Scale. The synergistic effect of these two traits suggests that teachers with a high level of vision are also capable of managing crises effectively and providing maximum support to their students (Martinez, 2023; Chen & Yuan, 2021). Despite their potentially destructive outcomes, crises also present opportunities to identify new and better ways of working. Furthermore, this highlights that strategic planning will lead to more effective development for students and the critical role of the leadership spirit that teachers bring to all these processes.

			 

		

	
		
			Final considerations

			In conclusion, the data we need to focus on in this study highlight that visionary leadership and crisis management levels synergistically affect each other, and it is essential for leaders to possess a strong vision in order to effectively manage crises. It is evident that there is a need for teacher-leaders who can predict potential crises, manage them during and after they occur, and chart a roadmap for both the institution and students, thereby rebuilding the future. These leaders will be those who can adapt to the ever-changing conditions of today, have a vision for shaping children’s futures, guide them during crises, respond swiftly to the need for rapid change and transformation, and concretize the abstract future vision for their students.

			Another crucial point raised in the study is that education should not be limited to just a bachelor’s degree. It is important for teachers to continually engage in educational development to stay up to date and fulfill their responsibilities to the best of their ability. Teachers who develop their vision through each crisis should continue with a positive attitude, keep an open mind, learn from mistakes, and support continuous learning processes, being aware that defensive thinking hinders learning. Similarly, the type of school in which teachers work seems to make a significant difference, emphasizing the need for support in fostering their creativity, intervention skills, and overall effectiveness. Teachers must be empowered to pursue their beliefs freely and without fear, ensuring they are always on the path to what is right. This can only be achieved if the institutions with which they are affiliated take measures to support them and provide assistance on all platforms.

			

			Looking at practical applications, there are examples from abroad that we can refer to. For instance, in France, the engineering degree is structured as a 3-year undergraduate program followed by 2 mandatory years of master's education, graduating students in 5 years. This model could be implemented in education faculties as well. By doing so, we could graduate more qualified teachers and simultaneously create a framework in which personal development programs within institutions help prepare students not only for academic success but also for life. In addition to the seminars already conducted, teachers' personal development should be considered an investment in the future.
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ABSTRACT: This study examines the visionary leadership and crisis ma-
nagement skills of teachers, key figures in students’ lives, across three
groups: Verbal (Turkish, Social Studies, Foreign Languages), Numerical
(Mathematics, Science), and Social (Physical Education, Music, Art). The
aim was to assess their levels of visionary leadership and crisis manage-
ment, analyze the relationship between them, and identify differences ba-
sed on specific variables. Using a survey model, data were collected from
303 teachers (151 male, 152 female) selected through stratified sampling.
The participants’ average age and years of service were homogeneously
distributed. Two instruments were applied: the Visionary Leadership Sca-
le (Sashkin, 1996; adapted by Tanribil, 2015) and the Crisis Management
Scale (Caliskan, 2020). Data analysis involved Kolmogorov-Smirnoy, t-test,
two-way ANOVA, and Pearson correlation tests. Results showed low levels
of visionary leadership and crisis management. However, a strong, posi-
tive correlation was found between these two competencies, indicating
mutual influence.
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