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SUNUġ 

 

 
 

 Turizmin ekonomik olarak giderek artan önemi ile birlikte, rekabet ortamı da 

ülkesel ve bölgesel açıdan daha da artmaktadır. Ekonomik açıdan ülkelere sağladığı 

yararlar sonucunda her ülke turizm politikaları ve planlamaları üzerine farklı 

çalıĢmalar yürütmektedir. Son yıllarda artan teknolojik geliĢmeler neticesinde, 

turizme katılan insan sayısının artması, turizm bilincinin yaygınlaĢması ve turizmin 

ekonomiye sağladığı katkılar turizm sektörünü öncelikli sektörler arasına girmesine 

yol açmıĢtır. 

 

 Ülkemizin diğer rakip ülkelerle rekabet edebilmesi, tarihi ve kültürel 

zenginliklerini ve alternatif turizm çeĢitlerini turistlere sunması ile mümkün 

olacaktır. Bu bağlamda, yeni turistik destinasyonların ortaya çıkarılması, tarihi ve 

kültürel alanların turizme kazandırılması ve yeni turistik ürünler sunulması 

gerekmektedir. Turistik arz verileri bakımından oldukça fazla kaynağa sahip olan 

ülkemizin öncelikle turistik altyapı olanaklarını geliĢtirerek, bölgesel olarak 

farklılıkların ortaya konulması ve bu farklı turistik bölgeler için çalıĢmalar yapılması 

gerekmektedir.  

 

 Karadeniz bölgesi, turizm açısından diğer bölgelere göre farklı özelliği ve 

doğa yapısı ile önemli bir bölge olma yolunda ilerlemektedir. Bölgenin turistik 

değerlerinin ortaya çıkarılması ve tanıtılması için çalıĢmaların yapılması, özel ve 

kamu sektör iĢbirliği ile turizm sektörünün tüm yıla yayılması gerekliliği ortaya 

çıkmaktadır. Doğu Karadeniz bölgesinin yeni bir turistik destinasyon olarak ülkemiz 

turizmine kazandırılması ve turizm konusunda bölge halkı bilinçlendirilerek, turizme 

yönelik faaliyetlerin arttırılması gerekmektedir. 

 

 

       Yrd. Doç. Dr. Hakan AKYURT 

                                                                          Tirebolu M.B. Meslek Yüksekokulu 

                                                                                   Turizm ve Seyahat Bölümü 
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ÖNSÖZ 

 
 Doğu Karadeniz Bölgesinin turizm konusunda gerek doğal yapısı gerekse 

tarihi ve kültürel özellikleri ile son yıllarda yeni bir turizm bölgesi olarak talep 

çekmesi nedeni ile turizm konusunda yatırımlar ve turizme yönelik çalıĢmalarda artıĢ 

görülmektedir. Turizmin sürdürülebilirliği açısından özellikle ülkemiz kaynaklarının 

etkin kullanımı ve farklı turistik talep ihtiyaçlarını karĢılayacak ürünlere ihtiyaç 

vardır. Bölgelerin ekonomik ve sosyal açıdan desteklenmesinde de önemli bir payı 

bulunan turizm sektörünün tüm ülkeye yayılması ve uzun süreli politikaların ortaya 

çıkarılması gerekmektedir. Turizm gelirleri bakımından ülkemizin aldığı payı 

arttırmak için turistik bölge sayısının ve ürünlerin çeĢitlendirilmesi politikaları 

uygulanmaktadır. Doğu Karadeniz bölgesi, bu açıdan birçok farklı turistik ürünü ile 

yeni bir turizm pazarı olarak önem kazanmaktadır. 

Bu kapsamda, Giresun Üniversitesinin düzenlemiĢ olduğu “Uluslararası Doğu 

Karadeniz Turizm Sempozyumu” bölgesel anlamda farklı turistik ürünlerin ve 

bölgelerin ortaya konulması amacı ile öncülük yapmayı amaçlamıĢtır. Doğu 

Karadeniz bölgesinin mevcut doğal, kültürel ve tarihi alanlarının öncelikle ülke 

içinde ve daha sonra uluslararası alanda tanıtımını ve de alternatif turizm çeĢitlerinin 

ortaya konulması amaçlanmıĢtır. Bununla birlikte, bölgenin turizme bakıĢ açısının 

değerlendirilmesi, mevcut sorunların tespiti ve yeni fikirlerin belirtilmesi amacı ile 

bölgenin turizm açısından ön plana çıkması hedeflenmiĢtir. Bölgenin turizm 

konusunda ulusal ve uluslararası alanda durumunun belirtilmesi yönünde katkı 

sağlanmıĢtır. 

Organizasyon boyunca her konuda desteklerini esirgemeyen sempozyum 

koordinatörümüze, sempozyum sekretaryasındaki arkadaĢlarıma, sempozyum 

düzenleme kurulundaki arkadaĢlarıma, bilim kurulunda yer alan ve her türlü bilgi 

akıĢını sağlayan sayın öğretim üyelerine, Giresun Valiliğine, Giresun Belediyesine 

ve özel turizm iĢletmelerine çok teĢekkür ederim.  

Ayrıca organizasyonun gerçekleĢmesindeki büyük katkılarından dolayı, 

Giresun Üniversitesi Rektörlüğüne ve çalıĢanlarına ayrıca teĢekkür etmeyi bir borç 

bilirim.  

Yrd. Doç. Dr. Hakan AKYURT 

                                                                           Tirebolu M.B. Meslek Yüksekokulu 

                                                                                   Turizm ve Seyahat Bölümü 
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A QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH ON MANAGERS FROM DIFFERENT 
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ABSTRACT 

Leadership is crucial concept in any industry for the success of a business. Each business 

within their own industry conditions and operating conditions are determined the effects of 

leadership and its domains. Thus, leadership is a value or resources for the business, and it 

may also occur in different efficiency levels from person to person, from business to 

business and also from industry to industry. The delegative feature of leaders appears as a 

necessity to effectively use human resources. This study aims to assess the leadership 

attitudes of service firms‟ managers by the context of delegative leadership as one of three 

leadership styles identified by Lewin, and the differentiations of delegative features by the 

demographics. Data has gathered by using the survey technique from the managers from four 

different sub-industries (hotels, restaurants, banks, hospitals). Research has implemented in 

Kocaeli and Sakarya provinces as two major trade and tourism center of the eastern Marmara 

region. The responses received from the top and middle managers were analyzed with 

statistical methods. This study included a total 231 executives. These are found that men are 

more delegative than women; while the manager's age increases, delegative properties also 

increased; educational status has no effect on delegative leadership attitudes; delegative 

leadership attitudes increased by experience; restaurant and hotel managers were displayed 

higher delegative attitude than hospital administrators. Findings showed that delegative 

feature is supported in service enterprises by time and experience, and the importance of 

being delegative also understood by experience. In addition to this, the higher delegative 

attitudes showed in restaurant and hotel properties must be a proof of the importance of 

decision-support and power-support provided for employees in this type of service-intensive 

companies. To produce results for only a single type of leadership and to focus on executives 
only from two provinces should be stated as the most important limitations. 

Keywords: delegative leadership, differentiations by demographics, Kocaeli, 

Sakarya. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Leadership is a concept that many definitions had been developed on. It is 

defined such as, a process in which a person influences other members to accomplish 

an objective; ability to use his skills to adapt each member of organization to goals 

and influence them (Robbins et al., 2004); a relational skill to enable one person to 

set a determining power on others (Halis et al., 2007); to accelerate the success of 

aims by ensuring individuals or groups to have a certain power against others in a 

certain period of time and certain conditions (Cole, 1993:52).   

The importance of leaders was understood more clearly while in a structural 

change had been realized or industries had tried to sustain their competitive power 

under the conditions of crisis. Groups look for leaders who can lead them in such 
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times, to overcome the crisis and to motivate people (Begeç, 1999:1). Leadership 

features has a great importance on implementation and create consistency under the 

change (Milner and Joyce, 2005:18). 

It is emphasized in literature that there were functional differences between 

leader and administrator. Even though administrator are identified as a man who had 

driven business by administration of others and by engaging employees effectively to 

the purposes (Mucuk, 1999), the administrator is thought that focuses on to cope with 

daily complexities; while leaders are considered more focused on to cope with 

change. Change growing by the relation of environmental issues and growing 

competition was required an effective and good leadership in any case (Kotter, 

1999:45). 

Leadership is to realize of getting effect on and motivation of employees 

while administration means to complete a „process‟ because groups have respect to 

the leader and getting inquire from him (Ören, 2006:11-12). Administrator works on 

plans and budgets etc. but leaders must organize change, motivate people and give 

them a spirit (Milner and Joyce, 2005:18).  

 

1. LEADERSHIP STYLES 

There are several identifications of leadership styles had been introduced by 

many different criteria. As an example, Max Weber has classified leaders such as 

traditional, charismatic, formal, and technocratic. According to some researchers, 

styles of leadership are; nervous, friendly, crafty, and successful (Özsalmanlı, 

2005:138). Wright (1996) considered leadership styles more diversely. Anxious 

leader, participative leader, servant leader, libertarian leader, expert leader, change-

agent leader, democratic leader, leader as source of inspiration, diplomat leader, 

human-oriented leader, transformational leader, “brain and heart” leader, ordinary 

leader, administrator leader, autocratic leader are styles researcher has discussed.  

Many researches had been conducted to determine certain features and traits 

of leaders. Because of this approach, many styles which each of them are going to be 

apparent with a certain kind of feature, were determined. Therefore, leadership styles 

were defined by personality traits and biologic necessities which leaders have, 

situations which determine leadership, behavioral elements which leaders must show, 

etc (Bass, 2008). The most known style definition on leadership is Kurt Lewin‟s 

classification. According to Lewin, the three styles of leadership; authoritarian, 

participative and delegative styles define major behavioral frame of leadership.  

 

1.1. Authoritarian Leadership 

Authoritarian leaders claim that all members of organization should have 

respect and trust to him. Personality, power and intelligence are most critical factor 

for this style of leadership (ġafaklı, 2005:134).   

Authoritarian leaders usually define the problems, and develop some 

solutions alternatively. Leader informs members about his last decision and control 

implementation very strictly. He thinks that the participation of members or 

employees to the decision processes was firmly unnecessary, unreasonable and not 

applicable. Therefore under this type of leadership, no facilities offered to employees 

for participation (Gordan, 1991:382). 
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1.2. Democratic (Participative) Leadership 

In neo-classic theory democratic style of leadership was caught on in parallel 

with prioritization of human relations. Democratic leader manage the organization 

with not only his capabilities, but also within the process that taken employees‟ 

ideas, comments and contributions (ġafaklı, 2005:134).  

He gains and evaluates the ideas and assumptions of employees before he 

decided. Therefore in the process of determination of objectives, planning, policy 

development, organization, and making a response to the issues, the ideas of 

subordinates were taken into consideration. This kind of leadership was growth 

employee satisfaction. Employees feel responsibility and attend the purposes. Instead 

of pressing controls, democratic leaders focus to develop employees learning on job 

responsibility and internalizing it (Vural, 1997:20). 

 

1.3. Delegative (Laisses-Faire) Leadership  

In this style of leadership, leader transfers decision making power to 

employees, but remains responsible for their decisions. Delegative leaders need the 

authorization very narrowly. He enables the subordinates to determine aims of his 

job, to develop plans and policies for themselves and than let them alone in the 

business process (Aykan, 2004:215).  

He doesn‟t play a central role in the decision process but ensure subordinates 

to develop a decision. Employees decide about their work environment. Thus, these 

leaders are very far away from power and responsibility while they delegate others. 

He was tied to subordinates in order to succeeding of subjects. Employees motivate 

themselves and leaders have no important role on motivation (Newstorm and Davis, 

1993:227). Decisions were taken by groups, leader doesn‟t intervene, power and 

authority were used by subordinates and therefore followers can direct the leader 

(Türkmen, 1999: 63). 

This style is based on the assumption that the leader has less knowledge about 

the task compared to the group members whom they practically know what they 

suppose to do. This is the most effective model where the leader cannot be an expert 

in all processes. Thus, it is important that the leader delegate certain tasks out to 

knowledgeable and gain trust worthy of the employees. 

Delegation is a key leadership skill and ensures great benefits for leader and 

team. It liberates the schedule, makes members of team feel valued, and develops 

capabilities throughout the organization (Osborne, 2008:20). While researchers 

argued some features such as charisma (Walldman et all., 2004), to be supportive and 

humanist (Çetin ve Beceren, 2007), to be natural (BaĢkonak, 2006), to be oriented to 

others (customer, employee, suppliers, and society) (Baytok, 2006; Dinçer and 

Bitirim, 2007), delegative features are being more visible in order to explain 

effective leaders. Delegating and enabling employees is also crucial in order to 

empower functional parts of organization and make business more competitive. So 

employees‟ perceptions were enlarged and their capacity was raised to perform 

(Fairholm and Fairholm, 2009:79). This kind of leaders show more transformational 

effects tied to trust and motivation than transactional who formed the relations 

between employees in a constructive manner and determine status and job 

qualifications (Shokana et all., 2004:3). Successful leaders who transform the 

organizational culture have to consider delegation as a vehicle to develop others in 

order to cope with the change (Dawson, 2010:28) and to increase job satisfaction 

(Klatt and Hiebert, 2001:126). Therefore, to determine the cause-effect relations 
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among this kind of leadership is very significant and important. The question on 

which this study designed is how demographic features of managers affected the 

delegative leadership. 

2. METHODOLOGY 

This study aims to determine the delegative features of top and middle level 

managers in service industry and the differentiation of delegative features under the 

effects of demographic variables. Survey method was employed and quantitative data 

were analyzed. Delegative leadership scale has been adapted from “Leadership Style 

Survey” of Ivy Group in USA (Leadership Style Survey, 2010). This scale consists 

items stated for the measure of three styles of leadership; authoritarian, participative 

and delegative. We have just used the part which on delegative leadership.  There are 

10 items measuring delegative leadership in the scale. The statements are scaled in 

Likert format as 1 (strongly dis-agree) – 5 (strongly agree). 

Study had been implemented in two cities of Eastern-Marmara, Sakarya and 

Kocaeli. Questionnaires were distributed to hotels, banks (brunches of national-scale 

banks), restaurants, and hospitals (only private hospitals). Researchers have 

connected with an authorized member to get authorization. Some firms were 

accepted and allowed to get answers from managers within face to face sessions. 

Some of them were received in order to give them to managers and the forms that 

filled by respondents were collected after a given time. Total 243 questionnaires 

were collected as filled but 12 of them were precluded because of missing values.  

Cronbach‟s Alpha coefficient was founded as 0,9288. This is a value that 

demonstrated the consistency and validity of scale for the sample.   

3. FINDINGS 

Demographic features of sample are given in Table 1 below. % 55.0 of 

respondents are male and %39,4 are female. %28 of respondents are in the ages of 

25-30, % 29,4 of them are in 31–35, %19 are in group of 36-40, and % 1 are in the 

group of over 41 years old. % 25,1 had middle school and high school education. 

%24,2 had two year degree. % 41,1 had graduation for four year degree and 

graduation school. According to work experiences %17,3 have less than 3 year work 

experience, % 15,2 have 4-7 years, % 16, have 8-11 years, and % 19,0 have more 

than 1 years. % 39,4 of sampling managers are from restaurants, % 31,6 are from 

hotels, % 16,5 are from hospitals and, % 12,1 are from banks. Managers who were 

participated are from Sakarya at the ratio of % 79,2 and from Kocaeli of % 20,8.  

 

Table 1: Demographics of Sampling Managers  
Gender f % Experience (as the years totally) F % 

Male 127 55.0 3 Years and less 40 17.3 

Female 91 39.4 4 – 7 Years 35 15.2 

Missing  13 5.6 8 – 11 years 39 16.9 

Total 231 100.0 12 Years and more 44 19.0 

Age f % Missing 73 31.6 

25 – 30 65 28.1 Total 231 100.0 

31 – 35 68 29.4 Industry F % 

36 – 40 44 19.0 Restaurant 91 39.4 

41 + 44 19.0 Hotel  73 31.6 

Missing  10 4.3 Hospital 38 16.5 

Total 231 100.0 Banking 28 12.1 
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Gender f % Experience (as the years totally) F % 

Male 127 55.0 3 Years and less 40 17.3 

Female 91 39.4 4 – 7 Years 35 15.2 

Education f % Missing  1 0.4 

Secondary and high 
school 

58 25.1 Total 231 100.0 

Two year degree 56 24.2 City F % 

Four year degree and 

graduate school. 
95 41.1 Sakarya 183 79.2 

Missing  22 9.5 Kocaeli 48 20.8 

Total 231 100.0 Total 155 100,0 

 

The results of participation level evaluations are given below (Table 2). 

According to managers joined, the self-direction and self-leadership of employees 

are most crucial in delegation context. The job definitions are second most important 

attitude of managers taken high average rate. To ensure the implementation of 

decisions and to control of them, to share of knowledge with his employees, inform 

the employees for the changes and new processes are relatively important attitudes 

opposite of others. Furthermore all statements have high mean scores showed that 

managers are highly delegation-oriented.  It can be thought that service production 

was highly complex process that employee must be empowered to respond all the 

needs of customers in a short period of time. This necessity required managers 

should be delegative highly. In the other hand, it may be service employees have 

high commitment and high competence. According to Ryan (2008:11), if someone 

has high commitment and high competence they require a delegating style of 

leadership. 

 

Table 2: The Delegative Attitudes of Managers  
Statements Mean Std. 

Deviation 

I and my employees always vote whenever a major decision has to be made. 3.8908 .98290 

For a major decision to pass in my department, it must have the approval of each 

individual or the majority. 

3.7118 1.10616 

To get information out, I send it to employees.  My employees are then expected to 

act upon the information. 

4.1189 .88695 

I allow my employees to determine what needs to be done and how to do it. 3.9432 .95574 

I sustain the application of decisions by common agreement and control them.  4.2061 .90838 

I delegate tasks in order to implement a new procedure or process. 4.1948 .92838 

Each individual is responsible for defining their job. 4.2227 .89257 

I like to share my leadership power with my subordinates. 4.0565 1.04957 

Employees have the right to determine the organizational objectives. 4.1965 .97368 

Employees can lead themselves just as well as a leader can. 4.265 .9730 

 

In this part of study, the differentiations of delegative leadership by the 

effects of gender, age, education, experience, and industry were tested. Delegative 

leadership factor was considered as a single variable produced by the means of all 10 

statements. To analysis of significances of mean differences t test and ANOVA were 

employed.  
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Table 3: The Results of Variance Analyses  
 Groups 

N 

Mean Std. 

Deviation 

t / F Sig. Sig. 

Differences 

between 

Means 
G

en
d

e
r 

(1) Female 
(2) Male 

91 
127 

3.9851 
4.1722 

.59464 

.59833 
-2.283* 
-2.285* 

.023 

.023 
1< 2* 

A
g

e 

(1) 25 -30 

(2) 31 -35 

(3) 36 – 40 
(4) 41 + 

65 

68 

44 
44 

3.9093 

41.462 

4.2295 
4.2520 

.58946 

.59944 

.59625 

.60784 

4.079 ,008 1< 3-4* 

 

E
d

u
c
a
ti

o
n

 

(1) Secondary and high 

school 
(2) Two year degree 

(3) Four year degree 

and graduate school 

58 
56 

95 

4.0254 
4.1744 

4.1262 

.68301 

.55038 

.57419 

.932 ,395 -- 

E
x

p
e
r
ie

n
ce

 

(1)  3 Years and less 
(2) 4 – 7 Years 

(3) 8 – 11 Years 
(4) 12 Years and more 

40 
35 

39 

44 

3.9639 
3.9661 

4.3444 

4.3634 

.70338 

.72889 

.50195 

.47793 

5.414 ,001 1< 3-4* 
2< 4* 

 

In
d

u
st

r
y

 

(1)  Restaurant 

(2) Hotel 

(3) Hospital 

(4) Bank 

91 
73 

38 

28 

4.1980 
4.1865 

3.6444 

3.9802 

.55970 

.67222 

.64774 

.52771 

8.616 ,000 1-2> 3* 

C
it

y
 

(1)  Sakarya 

(2) Kocaeli 
183 
48 

4,1057 
3,9734 

,59509 
,77754 

1,098 ,277 -- 

*p<.05  

 

The t test results showed that managerial features related to delegation were 

diversified by gender. While the means are very closed to each other, men are more 

delegative (means difference is 0,1871). 

ANOVA was implemented to determine whether there are differences 

between age groups. Results showed that there is diversity significantly by the results 

of multivariate comparison tests (Tukey HSD and Tamhane), between 25-30 age 

group and 36-40 age group, and also 25-30 age group and 41+ age group. The 

managers with the age of 25 and less are less delegative than the managers from the 

groups of 36-40 and 41+. Therefore, it can be said that older managers were more 

delegative.  

Any differentiations were found between the groups of education level. This 

is also an interesting result showed that leadership features are not kinds of values 

gained by education.  

It is also found that a significant differentiations between experience as time 

and delegative leadership. The managers have work experience for 8-11 years and 12 

and more are more delegative than the managers have experience for 3 years and 

less. 12 and more year-experienced managers are more delegative than the 4-7 year-

experienced managers. This result highlights that the delegating behaviors are 

increasing by the experience.  
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Leaders from different industries can develop different attitudes on 

delegating. This is also analyzed by variance analysis and significant differentiations 

are detected. According to findings, the managers from restaurant and hotel 

industries are more delegative than managers working in hospitals. This may be the 

result of more complex structure of tourism and hospitality, and also more customer-

driven processes of these industries.  

Any differentiations were found between the participators working in 

different cities. Therefore, delegative skills have not been differentiated by location.   

 

4. CONCLUSION 

Service businesses showing activity in highly competitive environment must 

develop business capability and support customer satisfaction. This can be realized 

under a good-management. It is not enough that managers with high capability, but 

they must have some features related to personality with leadership skills. Leadership 

has a key role that there is an increasing understanding on the importance of it. In an 

exact competition, organizations need leaders that to inspire employees and delegate 

them authorization while identify their responsibilities.  

In this study, delegative skills that service leaders have, has analyzed. The 

level of delegating has been taken in hand. And differentiations of delegative 

leadership by demographics were assessed. The findings showed that;  

 Men are more delegative than women leaders, 

 Leaders within higher ages are more delegative than younger-ones.  

 Education level has no effect on delegative leadership.  

 More experience creates more delegative attitudes.  

 Leaders from restaurant and hotel industries are more delegative than leaders 

working in hospitals. 

By the findings the effects of gender, age, experience and industry must be 

highlighted. If delegation is key to empower the employees as a key to produce more 

effective and satisfactory services, the capability of delegation and also capability to 

create more effective management tightly related to these variables.  
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