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Oz

Tiirkiye’de 2014 yilinda yapilan diizenlemelerden beri, okul midiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimlerinde
daha aktif sekilde rol aldiklari goriilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci, okul miidiirleri tarafindan
gergeklestirilen 6gretmen denetimlerini okul miidiirlerinin kendi degerlendirmeleri {izerinden
anlamaya c¢aligmaktir. Nitel arastirma yontemlerinden “durum galismasi” deseninin kullanildig
arastirmada c¢aligma grubu, 2020-2021 egitim-6gretim yilinda Zonguldak’ta farkli kademelerde
gorev yapan on yedi okul miidiirinden olusmaktadir. Yart yapilandirilmis gortisme formu ile
toplanan veriler, icerik analizi teknigiyle ¢oziimlenmistir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore okul
miidiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimleri konusunda kendilerini yetersiz gordiikleri, bu konuda hizmet i¢i
egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklari ve yapilan denetimleri yeterli gérmedikleri anlagilmistir. Okul miidiirleri,
ogretmen denetimlerindeki aktif rollerini olumlu bulmakta; ancak kendilerine bu rolleriyle uyumlu

yetkiler veren yasal diizenlemeler yapilmasini beklemektedirler.
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Giris

Denetim olgusu, degisen bilimsel gelismelere ve paradigmalara gore sekillendirilmektedir. Yillar
icinde ¢esitli yonetim kuramlarinin amaglarina, dayandiklari savin 6zelliklerine ve ortaya koyduklart
ilkelere uygun denetim anlayislar1 gelistirilmistir. Ornegin sanayi toplumlarmin yirminci yiizyil
baslarindaki yansimasi olan Kklasik yonetim kuramlarinin paralelinde gelisen egitim anlayisinda,
egitim kurumlar1 birer fabrika gibi goériilmekte ve Ogretmen denetimleri miifettigler tarafindan
yapilmaktaydi. Burnham (1976, s.302)’in “verimlilik y6nelimi dénemi” olarak adlandirdigi bu
dénemde anahtar kavram “verimlilik” olmustur. Denetim bigimleri de kontrol, raporlama ve hatta
notlandirmaya dayali olarak siirdiiriilmiis; Ogretmen-miifettis iligkileri ast-iist iliskileri olarak
goriilmiistir (Nisanci, 2015; Ozkan ve Celikten, 2017). Denetimde kabul edilebilir &gretim
davraniglarinin korunmasi, bu davranislarin etkili bi¢imde yerine getirilmesi, her seyin dnceden
planlanmig olmasimin amaglanmigtir. Bugiin pek demokratik ve katilimecr goriinmese de bu
yaklasimin pratik faydasi, Ogretmenligin profesyonellesmesi ve 0Ogretmenlik mesleginin
standartlarinin belirlenmesi acisindan belirgin ilkeler gelistirilmis olmasidir (Karakus, 2010). ikinci
Diinya Savagi’ndan sonra bilimsel yonetim yaklagiminin yerini insan iligkileri yaklasimlarinin
almasiyla birlikte Ogretimin yalnizca teknik agidan ele alinmasimi sona erdiren ve duygusal
degiskenleri de dikkate alan demokratik denetim anlayislari ortaya ¢ikmustir (Beycioglu ve Donmez,
2009). 1960’11 yillarda 6gretmenlerin goniillii ¢alismalarini engelleyen baskict ve yapisal unsurlara
odaklanan denetim anlayisiin yerini; demokratik degerlere, giivene, 6z denetime ve insani degerlere
odaklanan denetim anlayislar1 almistir (Burnham, 1976). Gliniimiizde ise klinik denetim, sanatsal
denetim, gelisimsel denetim ve farklilagtirilmis denetim vb. isimlerle anilan farkli denetim

yaklagimlarindan s6z edilmektedir (Aydin, 2016).

Yirminci yiizyilin sonlarinda kiiresellesme ve bilisim teknolojilerindeki bas dondiiren
gelismelerin  yonetim, egitim ve denetim alanindaki ¢aligmalar1 6nemli Ol¢iide etkiledigi
goriilmiigtir. 21. yiizyila girerkense siirekli Ogrenme Ve degisim, Stratejik diisiinme ve
profesyonellesme kavramlari 6ne ¢ikmustir (Nisanci, 2015). Bilgi iiretiminin ve yayiliminin hizla
arttigi, biiyiik sosyal doniistimlerin yasandigi ve orgiitsel yapilarin bunlara gore bi¢imlendigi
bugiiniin sanayi sonrasi toplumlart da bu kavramsal doniisiimden nasibini almistir. Denetim
anlayiglarinda ge¢miste oldugundan farkli standartlastirma bigimleri belirmeye baslamustir.
Sergiovanni (2001) is siireglerinin ve hatta sonuglarin belirlenmis standartlara dayandirildigi
dogrudan bir denetim yaklasiminin yiiksek teknoloji sirketleri ve okullar gibi karmagsik orgiitlere
uygun olmadigmi; isin basitlestirilmesine, anlam ve motivasyon kaybina, nihayetinde de diisiik
kaliteli sonuglara yol agacagin1 6ngérmektedir. Garman (2020) da egitimde klinik denetim benzeri
yeni yaklasgimlar1 1990’larda ortaya c¢ikan standartlastirmaya dayali okul reformlariyla
iligkilendirmektedir. ~ Denetimin  “bir  gecede”  hesapverebilirlik  araglarindan  birine

dondstiirtildiigiinden s6z eden Garman, bugiin 6gretmenlerin elektronik verilere dayali olarak
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degerlendirilmesi lizerinden gelistirilen korku ve gbézetim ortamina dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu denetim

sistemlerinin Jeremy Bentham tarafindan gelistirilen ve Foucault tarafindan modern kontrol
toplumlarinin sembolii olarak anlatilan ideal hapishane modeline benzeten Garman, bu yeni
yaklasimlar hakkindaki kaygisini dile getirmektedir Ote yandan diinyada kamu yénetimini kamu
isletmeciligine doniistiiren neoliberal politikalarin belirginlik kazandigi 1980°1i yillardan itibaren
teftis birimlerinin etkisiz hale getirilmeye ¢alisildig1 belirtilmektedir. Bunda denetlenmek istemeyen
yoneticilerin, kendisinden bagimsiz denetim birimleri istemeyen siyasetgilerin, merkezi devlet
yapilanmasini ¢ikarlarina aykiri gorerek yerellesme isteyen Diinya Bankasi (WB), Avrupa Birligi
(EV), iktisadi Isbirligi ve Gelisme Teskilat: (OECD), Uluslararas1 Para Fonu (IMF) gibi uluslararasi
kuruluslarin 6nemli paylari oldugu belirtilmektedir (Okur, 2010; Géniilagar, 2018; Karatepe, 1997).

Tiirkiye’de kamu yonetimi ve denetiminde erken Cumhuriyet doneminde merkezi ve Giniter
devleti esas alan Kita Avrupast hukuk sisteminin gegerli oldugu; bu sistemin yonetsel ve siyasi
sorumluluga sahip olanlar arasinda dengeli gorev, yetki ve sorumluluk dagilimi anlayisina dayandigi
belirtilmektedir. Bu yapi, Ikinci Diinya Savasi sonrasinda ABD etkisiyle tartisilmaya baslanmis ve
ozellikle 1980’lerden itibaren neoliberal politikalarin da yaygmlasmasiyla Anglo-Sakson sistemine
gobre yeniden bigimlendirilmistir. Anglo-Sakson sisteminde denetim dahil olmak iizere tiim yetkilerin
yoneticiye verilmesi ve ardindan hesap sormayi ifade eden ‘yonetici sorumlulugu’ ilkesi 6ne
cikmaktadir (Karatepe, 2010). Bu cercevede “teftis” ve “kontrol” kavramlarina dayanan Kita
Avrupast sisteminin, yerini yoneticiye odakli “i¢ denetim” ile 6zel sirketlere odakli “dis denetim”
kavramlarma dayanan Anglo-Sakson sistemine birakmasi séz konusudur. Karatepe’ye (2010) gore
denetimin temel niteliklerinden olan “bagimsizlik” ilkesini zedeledigi, -ABD’de ortaya ¢ikan kimi
mali skandallar tizerine- yolsuzluk ve usulsiizliiklere kapi araladigi anlasilan bu Anglo-Sakson
modelinin agiklarin1 gidermek i¢in, bu sistemin uygulandig: diger iilkelerde Kita Avrupa’sina 6zgii
bir yap1 olarak goriilen “teftis kurullarinin” halihazirdaki yapiya uyarlanmasi yonelimi s6z konusu
olmustur. Tirkiye’de ise “reform” adi altinda sunulan yeni yapi, “denetlenemeyen bir kamu
yonetimi ve biirokratik dokunulmazliklar” yaratmak tizere, teftis kurullarmin etkisizlestirilmesi

siirecine doniistiiriilmiistiir.

Anilan doniisiimde performans kavrami denetimin ana temasi haline gelmekle birlikte, okul
performansinin 6zneleri olan ogretmenlerin denetimine dair tim girisimler de 6zel bir 6nem
kazanmaktadir. Ogretmen denetimlerinin Tiirkiye’deki tarihsel gelisiminin de yonetim kuramlarinin
her birinin getirdigi denetim modellerine paralel bir seyir izledigi goériilmektedir. Cumhuriyet
oncesinde denetim, mevzuatta her ne kadar miifettislik “teftis” (denetim), “tahkikat” (sorusturma) ve
“irgad” (rehberlik) gorevleri tizerinden tamimlanmis olsa da; bu yillarda egemen yaklasimlara paralel
olarak daha ziyade okullari ve dgretmenleri kontrol etme, 6gretmen hatalarim1 bulma odakli bir
denetimin 6ne ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir (Taymaz, 2002; Oktar, 2010). 1930’lara dek devam eden siirecte

denetime “bilimsel” ve “biirokratik” bir havanin egemen oldugu; okullar ve 6gretmenler iizerinde
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tam bir teftis ve kontrol mekanizmasi kuruldugu ifade edilmektedir (Beycioglu ve Dénmez, 2009).

Ancak 1930’lu yillardan 1950°1i yillara uzanan ve Koy Enstitiileri deneyimini de i¢ine alan donemde
miifettislerin denetleme, sorusturma ve rehberlik gorevlerinin yani sira arastirma gelistirme
faaliyetlerinde de aktif rol aldiklar1 belirtilmektedir. Miifettislerin ayrica ders kitaplarinin, is ve islem
basamaklarinin hazirlanmasinda kaynaklik, danigsmanlik ve uzmanlik roli istlendikleri ifade
edilmektedir (Cengiz, 1992). Ozellikle bilimsel yonetim anlayisimn yerini insan iliskileri
yaklagimina birakmasiyla 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisiminin 6nemsenmesi, 6gretmenlerin siirece ve
kararlara katithmimin onemli goriilmeye baslanmasi s6z konusu olabilmistir. Bu dénemlerde
ogretmenlerin kendilerini grup dinamigi i¢inde degerlendirmelerini igeren isbirlikgi ve demokratik
bir denetim anlayisinin erken 6rneklerine rastlanmistir (Erdogan, 2009; Memduhoglu, 2012). Bu
yillardan baglamak tizere miifettislere 6gretmenlerin isbasinda yetistirilmesine yonelik gorevlerin de
yansitildigi; hatta hizmetici egitim programlari ile teftis programlarinin 6zdesliginden de s6z edildigi
dikkat ¢ekmektedir (EImas ve Altimigik, 2018; Sahin, Elgigek ve Tosten, 2013; Saglamer, 1975).
Ancak denetimde rehberlik ve is basinda yetistirmeye yapilan bu vurguya ragmen, miifettislerin
sorusturma goérevlerinin 6ne ¢ikmasi nedeniyle uygulamada kontrol hususu hakimiyetini korumus ve

denetimin asil amacina istenen 6l¢iide ulagilamamigtir (Sahin, Elgigek ve Tosten, 2013).

Tiirkiye’de devlet teskilatinda teftis kurullar1 ve miifettisler i¢in belirlenen “teftis, denetim,
inceleme, arastirma ve sorusturma” olarak bes baslikta toplanabilecek olan asli gorevlere, “is baginda
yetistirme” ve “rehberlik” dahil edilmemistir. Yalnizca Milli Egitim Bakanliginda bu gorevlere ek
olarak “ilgili kurum ve kuruluslara rehberlik yapma ve onlari yetistirme” gérevi verilmistir (Ceylan,
2018). Bu durum, egitim hizmetleri s6z konusu oldugunda siiregte gerceklestirilecek isbirligi ve
yonlendirmenin, sonucglart 6lgmek kadar 6nemli oldugunun politika yapicilar tarafindan da iyi
bilindiginin gostergesi olarak goriilebilir. Ancak sorusturma islerinin yogunluguna ve miifettis
sayisinin yetersizligine bagli olarak miifettislerden beklenen mesleki yardim ve rehberligin
saglanamamasi, Cumhuriyetin erken donemlerinden bugiine dek denetimde bir tirlii ¢oziim
getirilemeyen sorunlardan biri olarak alanyazinda yer almistir (Cengiz, 1992; Burgaz, 1995; Bakir
Arabaci, 1999; Oz, 2003; Yilmaz, 2009; Sekerci ve Gok, 2017; Ceylan, 2018; Konan, Bozanoglu ve
Cetin, 2019). Miifettislerin tizerindeki is yiikiinii nispeten hafifletmek adina 1973 te miifettiglerin bir
kismi yalnizca sorusturmadan sorumlu tutulmaya baslanmissa da; bu uygulamadan da kisa siire
icinde vazgecilmistir (Sahin, Elgicek ve Tosten, 2013; Cengiz, 1992). Ote yandan is basinda
yetistirme ve rehberlik faaliyetleri, Bakanlik tarafindan gegmiste ortadgretim okullari (merkez) ve
ilkdgretim okullar1 (tasra) olarak ayri ayri Orgiitlenmis olan denetim mekanizmasinin yalnizca
ilk6gretimden sorumlu tasra orgiitlenmesi i¢in s6z konusu olabilmistir. Tasra teskilatinda kurumlar
ilk6gretim miifettislerince teftis edilmeden 6nce rehberlik ¢alismasina alinmiglardir; ancak Bakanlik
merkez teskilatinda bulunan miifettislerin -sayica yetersiz olmalarinin da etkisiyle- mesleki rehberlik

faaliyetleri ¢alismalar1 arasinda yer bulamamistir (Ceylan, 2018). Anilan sorunlara paralel olarak
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ilkdgretim ve ortadgretim Okullart igcin ¢ok baghh kurgulanan denetim sisteminin kendisi ve

miifettislerle ogretmenler arasinda yasanan iletisim sorunlar1 da bugiine dek alanyazinda ortaya

konulan denetim sorunlari arasinda yer almistir (Biilbiil, 2020).

Ogretmen denetimlerini de igine alan egitim denetimi sistemi, Cumhuriyet tarihi boyunca
birbiri ardina reformlara sahne olmustur. Ancak bu reformlarin en 6nemlileri, merkezde Bakanlik
Teftis Kurulu, tasrada ise il miidiirliikleri biinyesinde yer alan Ilkdgretim Miifettisleri Baskanliklart
seklindeki ikili yapmin bi¢im degistirmesine yol acan bir dizi yapisal degisiklikle birlikte
amlmaktadir. Ilk olarak 1997°de sekiz yillik Kesintisiz egitime gecisle birlikte ortaokullarin da
ilkogretim kademesine dahil edilmesinin ardindan 1998 ve 1999 yillarinda ilgili Kanun ve
Yonetmelikte yapilan degisiklikle birlikte, illerde gorev yapan ilkogretim miifettislerinin gorev alam
onemli 6l¢iide genisletilmistir (Sayistay, 2019). Bundan sonra devletin merkezi 6rgiitlenmesinin tiim
kurumlariyla birlikte biiyiik bir revizyondan gegirildigi 2010-2018 yillar1 arasinda egitim

denetiminin de benzeri goriilmemis reformlara sahne oldugu goriilecektir (Goniilagar, 2018).
Ogretmen Denetimlerinde 2010-2018 Reformlar:

Ogretmen denetimlerinde yasanan déniisiimii anlayabilmek igin, 2010-2018 yillar1 arasinda egitim
denetiminde uygulanan; bir ileri bir geri gitmelerle ilerleyen seri reformlar1 kavrayabilmek 6nemli
goriinmektedir. Bu seri reformlarin ilk ayagi, 2010 yilinda gergeklestirilmistir. 5984 sayili Milli
Egitim Bakanlhigmin Teskilat ve Gorevleri Hakkinda Kanun ile Devlet Memurlar1 Kanununda
Degisiklik Yapilmasma Dair Kanun (2010) ile i1 Milli Egitim Miidiirliikleri emrinde “Ilkogretim
Miifettisi” unvaniyla gorev yapan ve 657 sayili Devlet Memurlari Kanunu’nda egitim o6gretim
hizmetleri sinifinda yer alan denetmenler, “Egitim Miifettisi” unvaniyla adlandirilmaya baslanmis ve
genel idari hizmetler sinifina dahil edilmistir. Bu denetmenlerin ek gostergeleri 3600°¢ ¢ikarilarak
statiileri yiikseltilmistir. Daha onceleri ilkogretim okullariyla sinirli olan rehberlik, is basinda
yetistirme, teftis, denetim, degerlendirme, inceleme, arastirma ve sorusturma yetkileri lise ve dengi
okullar1 da kapsayacak sekilde genisletilmistir (Goniilagar, 2018). Merkez ve tasra denetiminin tek
merkezde toplanmasi olarak goriilebilecek olan bu gelismenin ardindan 1000 kisiden olusan miifettis
yardimciligr kadrosunun 200’4 miifettis kadrosuna ihdas edilip; miifettis yardimeihigi kadrosunun
800’e diigtiriilmesi saglanmistir. Miifettis yardimeihigi igin ‘6gretmenlikte en az bes yil” olan hizmet

sart1 da sekiz yila ¢ikarilmistir (Sahin, Elgigek ve Tosten, 2013).

Seri reformlarin ikinci ayagi, hemen bir y1l sonra 2011°de gergeklestirilmistir. Aslinda 2011
yili 35 ayri kanun hiikmiinde kararname (KHK) ile Bakanliklarin denetim sistemlerinin %73’ tiniin
degisiklige ugratildigi, %27’sinde ise mevcut yapinin stirdiiriildiigii bir reformlar silsilesi ile birlikte
anilmaktadir. Bakanliklarin %18’inde teftis ve kontrolorliik birimlerinin kaldirildigi, %46’simin
mevcut teftis kurulu baskanliklarinin rehberlik, teftis ve denetim birimlerine dondstirildigi ve

%9’unda ise herhangi bir teftis ve denetim biriminin kurulmadig: ifade edilmektedir (Goniilagar,
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2018, s.4). Bu ¢ercevede Milli Egitim Bakanlik orgiitii de 2011°de belirlenen bu saptamaya paralel

degisiklikler gerceklestirmistir. 652 sayili Milli Egitim Bakanliginin Teskilat ve Gorevleri Hakkinda
Kanun Hitkmiinde Kararname (2011) ile kurumsal anlamda Bakanlik merkez birimlerinin azaltildigi;
bircok birimin yeni gorev ve yetkilerle donatildig1 gériilmektedir (Sahin ve Ustiiner, 2014). Bu KHK
ile i1 Milli Egitim Miidiirliikleri emrinde “Egitim Miifettisi” unvaniyla goérev yapan denetmenler, “il
Egitim Denetmeni” olarak adlandirilmaya baglanmistir. Bu meslek grubunun gorev alanlari iyice
genigletilmis, ilkogretim ve ortadgretim kurumlarinin yani sira daha once gorev alaninda
bulunmayan il ve ilge Milli Egitim Miidiirliikklerinin kurumsal denetimlerinden de sorumlu tutulmaya
baslanmislardir. Ote yandan Bakanhik merkez orgiitii emrindeki miifettislerin de “Milli Egitim
Denetcisi” unvaniyla bagka bir is tanimi i¢inde goriilmesi, egitim denetiminde halihazirda var olan
cok basliligin siirdiiriilecegini géstermis ve onemli tartigmalara da kapi aralamigtir (Pinardag, 2013).
Bu diizenlemede emrinde bulundugu kurumu denetleme yetkisi verilen ancak bu yetkiyle ortiisecek
statii ve ozliik haklarina sahip olamayan Il Egitim Denetmenlerinin hak kayiplar1 giindeme gelmis,
hatta dava konusu edilmistir (Pinardag, 2013; Kurum ve Cinkir, 2017). Ayn1 KHK ile denetimde
devrim niteligi tasiyan bir diger diizenleme ise Bakanligin “kendine 6zgii kurumsal kiiltiiriiyle
ayricalikli bir konumda bulunan” ve kurulusu 1850’lere uzanan Teftis Kurulu Basgkanligi’nin
dogrudan Bakana bagli olmaktan ¢ikarilip miistesara bagli Rehberlik ve Denetim Bagkanligi’na
doniistiiriilmesidir. Bu doniistim yalnizca bir isim degisikligi degil, siradiizende alt basamaklara
diisiirilme ve Kurul’un sorusturma islevi ile 6ne ¢ikan yar1 yargisal niteliginin tasfiyesi olarak

yorumlanmustir (Ulug, 2013).

Seri reformlarin Gglincii ayagi, 2014 yilinda gergeklestirilmistir. 6528 sayili Milli Egitim
Temel Kanunu ile Baz1 Kanun ve Kanun Hiikmiinde Kararnamelerde Degisiklik Yapilmasina Dair
Kanun (2014) ve bu kanuna bagh olarak ¢ikarilan “Milli Egitim Bakanligi Rehberlik ve Denetim
Bagkanlig1 ile Maarif Miifettisleri Bagkanliklar1 Yonetmeligi” (2014) ile egitim denetiminde yasanan
en belirgin degisim, Bakanlik merkez ve tasra teskilatinda farkl statiilerde gérev yapan miifettislerin
yetki ve statiilerinin “Maarif Miifettisi” unvam ile il diizeyine cekilerek esitlenmesidir. Il emrinde
calisan miifettiglerin destekledigi; buna karsilik Bakanlik emrinde ¢alisan miifettislerin kars1 ¢iktigi
bu birlesme, yeni tartismalara yol agmigtir (Kurum ve Cinkir, 2017). Miifettislerin gorev alanlarinin
yeniden belirlendigi bu diizenlemeyle, miifettisler eliyle yiiriitiilen denetimler, ti¢ yilda bir periyodik
olarak yapilacak olan kurum denetimlerine donustiiriilmustiir. Bu denetimlerde okuldaki gelismeye
acik alanlarin belirlenerek bir plan dahilinde izleme ve degerlendirme yapilmasi, gerekli haller
disinda ders denetimi yapilmamasi, yonetici ve 6gretmenlere basar1 puani verilmemesi gibi hususlar,
denetimde yeni bir doneme girildigini gostermektedir (Kayik¢1, Ozdemir, Ozyildirim, 2018). 2014
diizenlemesiyle miifettislerin gorev tanimi “rehberlik, denetim, inceleme ve sorUsturma” olarak
belirlenmis; “is basinda yetistirme” tiimiiyle denetim faaliyetlerinden ¢ikarilmis ve ogretmen

denetimleri okul miidiirlerine devredilmistir.
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Seri reformlarin dordiincii ayagi, 2016’da gergeklestirilmistir. 6764 sayili Milli Egitim

Bakanliginin Teskilat ve Gorevleri Hakkinda Kanun Hiikmiinde Kararname ile Bazi Kanun ve
Kanun Hiikmiinde Kararnamelerde Degisiklik Yapilmasina Dair Kanun (2016) ile “Rehberlik ve
Denetim Bagkanligi”, 2011 yilindan o6nce oldugu gibi “Teftis Kurulu Baskanligi™na
dontstiirilmistiir. 500 Bakanlik Maarif Miifettisi ve 250 de Bakanlik Maarif Miifettis Yardimcisi
olmak tizere bu Kurul i¢in ayrilacak kadrolara, ¢ikarilan Yonetmelik c¢er¢evesinde miilakatla
alimlarin yapilmasi; smavi kazanamayanlarin ise “Maarif Miifettisi” olarak il Miidiirliiklerinin
emrinde gorevlerini siirdiirmesi s6z konusu olmustur. Ancak il Miidiirliiklerinde gorevli maarif
miifettislerinin yetkileri “inceleme, arastirma, rehberlik hizmetleri ve i1 Miidiiriiniin verecegi diger
gorevler” olarak simirlandirilmis; denetim ve sorusturma yetkileri kaldirilmistir. Bu kadrolar sahsa
bagli kadro haline getirilmis ve bosalmasi halinde higbir isleme gerek kalmadan iptal edilmesi
ongorilmustiir (Sayistay, 2019). Bu diizenlemenin ardindan 2017 Ocak ayinda mevcut 2304 maarif
miifettisi arasindan yapilan miilakat ile 431 kisi Bakanlik Maarif Miifettisligi kadrosuna layik
goriilmistiir. Tartismalarin golgesinde gergeklestirilen bu miilakat siireci yargiya tasinmis ve en
nihayetinde Danistay’dan ¢ikan yiiriitmeyi durdurma karari ile sonuglanmistir (Goniilagar, 2018a).
Sahsa bagli kadro haline donistiiriilen illerdeki miifettis kadrolarinin (yaklagik 1500 kadro)
statlilerinde ve is tanimlarinda bosluklar, belirsizlikler olusmustur (Goniilagar, 2018b). Bu kadrolarin
dengeli dagilmadigi ve mevcut kadrolarin da verimli degerlendirilemedigi, daha sonralar1 2018 Yili

Sayistay Raporlarina yansimigtir (Sayistay, 2019).

Ogretmenlerin denetimi acisindan 6nemli bir boyut olan “is basinda yetistirme”, 2014’te
denetim faaliyetleri arasindan c¢ikartilmistir. Ayrica Teftis Kurulu'nu diizenleyen ve 2014’teki
Yonetmeligi yirtrlikten kaldiran Milli Egitim Bakanligi Teftis Kurulu Yo6netmeligi’nde (2017) de
“is baginda yetistirme” miifettiglerin is tamimlar: arasinda yer almamistir. 2018’de Cumhurbaskanlig
Hiikiimeti Sistemine gegisle birlikte, s6z konusu seri reformlarin besinci ayaginda Cumhurbagkanlig
Teskilati Hakkinda Cumhurbaskanligi Kararnamesi (md.320/1d) ile “is basinda yetistirme”nin
denetim sistemine yeniden dahil edildigi goriilmektedir. Kararnamede Teftis Kurulu Baskanligi’nin
gorevleri arasinda yer verilen “Her derece ve tiirdeki orgiin ve yaygin egitim kurumlart ile il ve ilge
milli egitim miidiirliiklerinin rehberlik, ishasinda yetistirme, denetim, degerlendirme, inceleme,
arastirma ve sorusturma hizmetlerini Bakanlik Maarif Miifettigleri araciligiyla yiiriitmek” hikkmiiyle
ortaya konulan diizenlemeyle o6gretmenlerin isbasinda yetistirilmeleri i¢in ikincil ve {iglinciil
diizeydeki mevzuatta yapilacak yeni diizenlemelerin 6nii agilmistir. Aradan gegen siire zarfinda 2018
yilinda yiriirliige giren Cumhurbagkanligi Kararnamesinde MEB Teftis Kurulu Bagkanligini
kapsayan 320. Maddede 03.12.2021 tarihli degisiklikle “Bakanlik Maarif Miifettisleri” ifadesi
degistirilerek “miifettisler” ifadesi getirilmistir. MEB Tasra teskilatin1 diizenleyen 327. Maddede ise
6.7.2021 tarihli ekleme ile getirilen asagidaki hiikiim, denetim konusunda gelinen son noktayi

aciklamaktadir:
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Il milli egitim miidiirliiklerinde her derece ve tiirdeki orgiin ve yaygin egitim

kurumlarinin rehberlik, igbasinda yetistirme, denetim, degerlendirme, inceleme,
arastirma ve sorusturma hizmetlerini yiritmek tizere 375 sayili Kanun Hitkmiinde
Kararnamenin ek 24. maddesi uyarinca egitim miifettisi ve egitim miifettis yardimcisi
istihdam edilebilir. Egitim miifettisi ve egitim miifettis yardimcisi, mali ve sosyal hak
ve yardimlar ile diger ozlik haklari bakimindan 375 sayili Kanun Hikmiinde
Kararnamenin ek 30. maddesi uyarinca maarif mifettisi ve maarif miifettis

yardimcisina denktir.

Her ne kadar son diizenlemelerde 6gretmen denetimlerinin yeniden illerdeki egitim miifettislerince
yapilacagimin sinyalleri verilmis olsa da, 2014 diizenlemesinden beri zorunlu hallerde yapilan
“mucipli Ogretmen denetimleri” digindaki rutin 6gretmen denetimlerinin  okul miidiirlerince
yapilmaya devam ettigi anlasilmaktadir. 2014 diizenlemesinin ardindan 6gretmen denetimlerinin
okul midirleri tarafindan yiritilmeye baslanmasi, alanyazinda bunu konu alan ¢ok sayida
aragtirmanin da yer almasina yol agmustir. Alanyazinda veri kaynagi olarak okul miidiirlerine
dayandirilan arastirmalarda, bu degisimi olumlu bulan, olumsuz bulan ya da aslinda bir sey
degismedigini one siiren goriisler bir arada bulgulanmigtir. Okul mdudiirlerinin bir ders saatine
sikigtirillmis miifettis denetimlerindense, okulun etkin bir iiyesi olarak kendilerince yapilacak siirece
yayilmig bir denetimin uygun olacagini diistindiikleri bulgulanmistir (Tonbul ve Baysiilen, 2017
Dénmez ve Demirtas, 2018; Boydak Ozan ve Nanto, 2018; Kel ve Akin, 2021). Arastirmalarda okul
miidiirleri rehberlige odaklanan (Boydak Ozan ve Nanto, 2018; Tosun ve Ordu, 2020; Agaoglu ve
Agaoglu, 2020) ve objektiflik esasina dayanan (Boydak Ozan ve Nanto, 2018; Tonbul ve Baysiilen,
2017) bir denetimin gerekliligine vurgu yapmuslardir. Okul miidiirlerinin denetimleriyle ilgili,
arastirmalarin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunda ortaya ¢ikan en 6nemli mesele, okul miidiirlerinin konuya dair
yetkinlikleridir. Okul miidiirlerinin etkili sekilde denetim yapabilmeleri i¢in egitim almalarinin
onemi, okul miidiirleri tarafindan ifade edilmistir (Tonbul ve Baysiilen, 2017; Boydak Ozan ve
Nanto, 2018; Deniz ve Saylik, 2018; Agaoglu ve Agaoglu, 2020). Ote yandan denetim sisteminin
stirekli degismesi nedeniyle okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerde motivasyon diistikligii yasandigi,
yapilan degisikliklerin yetersiz bulundugu da ortaya konulmustur (Konan, Bozanoglu ve Cetin, 2019;
Sekerci ve Gok, 2017). Sahin ve Ustiiner (2014)’in arastirmasinda okul miidiirleri denetimle ilgili
diizenlemeleri olumsuz bulmuslar; isimlerin degistigini ama zihniyetlerin aym kaldigini
belirtmiglerdir. Okul midiirleri merkez ve tasra orglitlenmelerinin il diizeyinde esitlenmesi
konusunda yeterli altyapinin bulunmadigini; miifettislerin is yiikiintin artmasi, 6zliik hakk: kayiplari
ve yasal bosluklar nedeniyle motivasyon kaybi ve kaos yasanacagim ifade etmislerdir. Benzer
sekilde Sekerci ve G6k (2017)’tin arastirmasinda da okul midiirleri miifettis sayis1 ve brans bazinda
eksiklikler nedeniyle mevcut sorunlarin devam ettigini belirtmislerdir. Tosun ve Ordu (2020)’nun

arastirmasinda denetmenlerin illerde ikamet etmesi ve ulasilabilir olmasi, ders denetimlerinin geri
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gelmesi gerektigi ifade edilmis; okulun hedeflerini gergeklestirmesine odaklanan bir denetim

istenmistir. Tonbul ve Baysiilen (2017) ise aragtirmalarinda degisim yapilirken siirecin
tartisilmadigini, ikna siireglerinin isletilmedigini belirtmisler; midiirlerin 6gretmeni ve 6grencileri
daha iyi tamdigr i¢in denetimleri daha etkili yapacaklarinin varsayildigini ama okul miidiirlerinin

ders denetimleri konusunda yeterli donanima sahip olmadiklarini ortaya koymuslardir.

Okul miudirlerinin is tamminda 6nceden de var olan rehberlik, izleme ve denetim rolleri,
miifettislerin kurumsal denetimlerle sinirlandirildigr 2014 sonrasinda daha da 6nem kazanmustir.
Egitim hizmetlerinin geleneksel mesai saatleri ve okul mekanlarindan siyrilmaya basladigi bugiiniin
kiiresel isgiicli piyasalarinda ogretmen denetimlerinin  yerinden gergeklestirilmesi, giincel
gelismelerle de uyumlu goriinmektedir. Ote yandan egitim denetiminde reform siireci heniiz
tamamlanmis degildir. Nitelikli bir egitim hizmeti verilebilmesinin 6n kosullarindan olan denetim,
rehberlik ve is basinda yetistirme faaliyetlerinin 2014’ten beri odaginda bulunan kamu gorevlileri
olarak okul midiirlerinin konuyla ilgili gortislerini ortaya koyan caligmalar, politika yapicilara
Oonemli bir vizyon sunmaktadir. Bu g¢ercevede okul miidiirleri tarafindan gergeklestirilen 6gretmen
denetimlerini okul miidiirlerinin kendi degerlendirmeleri {izerinden anlamaya c¢alismak; okul
miidiirlerinin bu konudaki yeterliliklerine dair gortisleri, denetimlere dair olumlu - olumsuz
deneyimlerine iliskin goriis ve Onerilerini ortaya koymak, bu arastirmanin amacini olusturmaktadir.

Bu dogrultuda asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmaktadir:

1. Okul midirleri, yaptiklar1 6gretmen denetimlerinin etkililigi ve bu denetimlerin

yiriitiilmesinde sahip olunmasi gereken nitelikler hakkinda ne diisinmektedir?

2. Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimine dair gorevlerinde yasadiklari olumlu ve olumsuz

deneyimler ve bunlara dair goriisleri nelerdir?
3. Okul midiirleri 6gretmen denetimine dair nasil bir sistem énermektedir?
Yontem

Aragtirmada nitel aragtirma yontemlerinden durum c¢alismasi deseni kullanilmistir. Durum
calismalar1 bir kisi, olay veya kurumu; bir veya birden fazla durumu kendi kosullarinda
derinlemesine, boylamsal ve biitiinciil olarak ¢oziimlemeye dayanmaktadir (Yildirim ve Simsek,
2011; Paker, 2015). Okul miidiirlerinin degerlendirmeleri iizerinden dgretmen denetimleri ile ilgili
mevcut durumun biitiinciil olarak ortaya konulmasini amaglayan bu arastirma i¢in durum ¢aligsmasi

deseninin uygun olacag disiiniilmiistiir.
Calisma Grubu

Bu arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu, 6gretmen denetimlerinin etkin 6zneleri olan okul midiirlerinden
olusmaktadir. 2020-2021 egitim-6gretim yili giiz doneminde Zonguldak’ta farkli kademelerde gorev

yapan okul miidiirleri arasindan amacli 6rnekleme yoluyla belirlenen 17 okul midiirii ile yapilan



268 B. Ulutas ve F. Giinaydin/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 56, 259-286, 2022
goriismelerde veri gesitliliginin saglanmasi igin Cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, yoneticilik kidemi, okul

tirti, okulda gorev yapan 6gretmen sayisi, son mezuniyet kademesi, egitim yonetimi ve denetimi
alaninda yiiksek lisans /hizmet i¢i egitim almis olma durumlari agisindan maksimum gesitliligin
saglanmasina dikkat edilmistir. Aragtirmada katilimeilara kimlik bilgilerinin gizli kalacagi 6nceden
bildirilmis ve kisisel bilgilerine yer verilmemistir. Bunun i¢in her okul miidiirine midiir olmalarini
ve cinsiyetlerini belirten simgesel “ME1”, “MK2” ... gibi kodlar verilmistir. Calisma grubuna iligskin

demografik bilgiler Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Okul Miidiirlerine Iliskin Demografik Bilgiler

) ) ) Okulundaki
Mesleki  Yoneticilik Mezuniyet .
No Kod ) i Okul Kademesi  Ogretmen
Kidemi Kidemi Derecesi
Sayisi
1 ME1 30 24 Yiiksek Lisans Ortaokul 26
2 ME2 28 25 Yiiksek Lisans Ortaokul 36
3 ME3 17 14 Yiiksek Lisans flkokul 12
4 ME4 24 6 Lisans Lise 59
5 ME5 24 13 Lisans flkokul 18
6 ME6 17 7 Lisans ilkokul 24
7 ME7 22 13 Lisans flkokul 25
8 MES 33 23 Lisans Ortaokul 12
9 MEQ 22 6 Doktora Lise 31
10 ME10 16 6 Lisans flkokul 32
11 ME11 21 14 Lisans flkokul 17
12 ME12 29 9 Lisans Lise 35
13 ME13 23 17 Lisans flkokul 14
14 ME14 24 21 Lisans flkokul 10
15  MK1 15 8 Lisans Okuldncesi 9
16  MK2 31 14 Lisans Lise 26
17 MK3 36 8 Lisans Okuléncesi 8
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Tablo 1°de goriildiigii gibi arastirmada katilimeilarin 14’1 erkek, ti¢ii kadindir. Katilimeilarin

biri 11-15 y1l, ti¢i 16-20 y1l, yedisi 21-25 yil, altist 25 yil ve tstii mesleki kideme ve biri 1-5 yil,
altist 6-10 yil, besi 11-15 yil, biri 16-20 yil, dordi 21-25 yil yoneticilik kidemine sahiptirler.
Katilimcilarin ikisi okul 6ncesi, sekizi ilkokul, ti¢ii ortaokul, dordi lisede gorev yapmaktadirlar.
Katilmeilarin - gorevli olduklar1 okullarin  12’sinde 1-30, besinde 31 ve iizeri Ogretmen
bulunmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan katilimeilarin 13’tniin lisans, t¢liniin yiiksek lisans ve birinin
doktora mezunu olduklar1 gériilmistiir. Bunun yaninda katilimcilardan egitim yonetimi ve denetimi
alaninda tgiiniin yiiksek lisans, dordiiniin hizmet i¢i egitim, iKisinin yiiksek lisans ve hizmet i¢i
egitim diizeylerinde egitimler aldiklar1 goriilmiis olup; katilimcilardan sekizinin egitim yonetimi ve

denetimi alaninda yiiksek lisans ya da hizmet i¢i egitim almadiklari tespit edilmistir.
Veri Toplama Araglar

Yar1 yapilandirtlmig gériisme formlarimin kullanildigr arastirmada oncelikle konuya dair alanyazin
taramasi yapilarak arastirmanin problemi ve arastirma amaglar1 belirlenmigtir. Arastirma amaglarina
karsilik gelecek sekilde agik uglu sorular ve katilimcilarin demografik bilgilerini ortaya ¢ikaracak
kisisel bilgiler formu hazirlanarak uzman goriisiine sunulmustur. Uzman goriislerinden yararlanilarak
yapilan giincellemelerden sonra bir okul miidiiriiyle pilot gériisme yapilmis ve goriisme formuna son
sekli verilmistir. Uzman goriisii ve pilot goriismelere basvurulmasi, veri aracinin gegerlik ve
giivenirliginin saglanmasi a¢isindan bagvurulan bir yontemdir. Goriisme formu okul miidiirlerinin
kisisel bilgilerinin yer aldig1 birinci bolim ile goriisme sorularinin yer aldigi ikinci boliim olmak
iizere iki boliimden olusmaktadir. Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit Universitesi insan Arastirmalar1 Etik
Kurulu'na 03.12.2020 kayit tarihi ve 971 protokol numarasiyla gonderilen goérisme formu,
31.12.2020 tarihli toplant1 ile kabul edilmistir.

Etik kurul onayindan sonra katilimcilarla 6nceden belirlenen bir giinde yiiz yiize goriismeler
yapilmustir. Gorlisme mekani olarak goriisme i¢in uygun olan ve katilimcilarin da rahat edecekleri
miidir odalart tercih edilmistir. Goriismeler yaklasik 25 dakika igerisinde tamamlanmis;
katilimeilarin - onayiyla ses kayitlari  alinmistir. Goriismelerde okul miidirlerini  olumsuz

etkileyebilecek durumlardan, yonlendirmelerden imtina edilmistir.

Aragtirmacinin aragtirma Siirecinde bazi verileri yanlis anlamasindan kaginmak yahut
siibjektif varsayimlarindan dolay1 hatali yorumlama ihtimalini ortadan kaldirmak igin teyit
mekanizmasi olusturulmustur. Bu sebeple katilimcilarin belirttikleri bilgilerin analizi arastirmact
tarafindan yapildiktan sonra katilimecilar ile tekrar goriistilmistiir. Yapilan goriismede elde edilen

sonuglarin katilimeilarin kendi diisiincelerini dogru yansitip yansitmadigi teyit edilmistir.
Veri Analizi

Nitel arastirmada toplanan veriler tema, kavram ya da benzerlikler temelinde kategorize edilerek

analiz edilir (Neuman, 2007, 330). Verilerin analizinde agiklama ve yorum, kanit ve analiz arasinda
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bir denge gozetilir (Merriam&Tisdell, 2016). Betimsel analiz yontemine basvurulan bu arastirmada,

verilerin analizinden 6nce toplanan ses kayitlar1 en az iki kez dinlenerek metin haline getirilmistir.
Katilimcilarin gorisleri mantik stizgecinden gegirilerek bir ctimleden, bir kelime grubundan ya da bir
kelimeden hareketle kategorize edilmis; her bir arastirma amacina uygun temalar belirlenmistir. Bu
temalara gore elde edilen veriler ortakliklar, benzerlikler ve karsitliklar tizerinden betimlenerek
aktarilmistir. Aragtirmaya yansiyan yasanti ifadelerini verebilmek igin, her alt amag¢ igin

goriismelerden 6rnek alintilara yer verilmistir.
Bulgular

Ogretmen Denetimlerinin Etkililigi

Ogretmen denetimlerinde okul miidiirlerinin yeterliliklerine dair goriislerini anlamak {izere
katilimceilara “okul miidiirlerinin gérev alami icerisindeki rolii hakkinda diisiincelerinizi bizimle
paylasir misiniz? Sizce égretmen denetimleri okullarda etkili bir sekilde yapilmakta midir?” sorusu
yoneltilmistir. Goriigiilen okul miidirlerinin  biiyik kismi 6gretmen denetimlerinin  etkili
yapilmadigini, 6gretmen denetimleri i¢in egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini, adaletli, tarafsiz ve objektif
bir degerlendirme yapmakta zorlandiklarini, siyasi ve sendikal baskilarin Ggretmenleri
denetlemedeki yeterliliklerini etkiledigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu yonde verilen yanitlardan biri

asagidaki gibidir:

Okul miidiiriintin yeterli bilgi birikimi ve mesleki tecriibesi olmamasi, siyasi ve etnik
kimlikleri bir yana birakmamasindan dolay1 okullardaki 6gretmen denetimlerinde okul
miidiirleri yetersiz kalmaktadir. Siyasi ve sendikal baskilarin var olmasindan dolay1
ogretmen denetiminde yeterli oldugumu distinmiyorum. Okul mudiirleri siyasi ve
sendikal baskilardan uzak tutulmali, bunun i¢in okul midirligi 6gretmenlikten ayri
tutularak ayr bir meslek olarak diistiniiliirse, okul miidiiriiniin {izerindeki baskilar bir
nebze azalir (ME6).

Yine okul mudiirlerinin 6nemli bir kism1 okul yoneticiliginin kariyer meslegi sayilmamasi nedeniyle;
biiyiik cogunlugu da denetim sonrasi 6gretmenlere geri bildirim veremedikleri i¢in; zamanin ¢ogunu
biirokrasi, donanim, kaynak ve personel ihtiyaglarina ayirmak zorunda kaldigi igin ve 6gretmen
denetimleri konusunda kendilerini yeterli gormedikleri icin etkili bir Ogretmen denetimi

gergeklestiremediklerini belirtmislerdir. Bu konuyla ilgili agiklamalardan biri asagidaki gibidir:

Ogretmen denetimi siirecinin sonunda okul miidiirlerinin sicil puan1 verememeleri,
formalite 6dil ve ceza teklifinde bulunmalari gibi etkenler siireci olumsuz olarak
etkilemektedir. I¢inde bulundugumuz siirecte denetimler sembollesmis olarak devam
etmektedir. Sadece ders denetimleri yapilmakta ve bunun da herhangi bir yaptirimi

olmadigindan etkili bir sekilde yapildigini diisiinmityorum (ME12).
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Farkli alanlardan 6gretmenlerin denetlenmesinde kendilerini yetersiz goren ve miifettisler kadar

etkili gormeyen okul miidiirlerinin de ¢ogunlugu olusturdugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica o6gretmenlerin
yartya yakini denetim konusunda higbir egitim almadigini, denetimi miifettislerden 6grendigi
kadariyla uyguladigini ve bu konuda verilen hizmet i¢i egitimlerin yeterli gelmedigini belirtirken; bir
kisim okul miidiirti, denetim konusunda uzman olmadiklarini sdylemislerdir. Bu yondeki yanitlardan

biri soyledir:

Ben bir Ozel Egitim Okulu Miidiirii oldugum igin 6zel egitim konusunda her ne kadar
bir bilgiye sahip olsam da bir 6zel egitim 6gretmeni olmadigim igin 6zel egitim
ogretmenlerinin derslerine girip onlar1 denetledigimde kendimi ¢ok da fazla yeterli

gormityorum (ME2).

Sayilar az olmakla birlikte egitim yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda yiiksek lisans yaptigini, 6gretmen
denetimi konusunda yeterli oldugunu, etkili 6gretmen denetimi yaptigini ve alaniyla ilgili bilimsel
yayinlari takip ettigini belirten okul midiirleri de bulunmaktadir. Bu okul miidiirlerine ifadelerden

biri sOyledir:

...Okul miidirliileri bu alanda hizmet i¢i egitim seminerine mutlaka katilmig
olmalidirlar. Kendi adima sdyleyeyim ogretmen denetimi ya da egitimde denetim
olmasa da iki defa egitim yonetimi seminerine katildim. Bu sebepten kendimi bu
konuda biraz daha yeterli goriiyorum. Her ne kadar doktorami yapmis olsam da egitim
yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda da yiiksek lisans yapmak istiyorum. Yeterliligimi
gelistirmek i¢in biraz daha kendimi bu konuda yetistirmem gerektigini diistiniiyorum
(MEO9).

Okul Miidiirlerinin Sahip Olmalar1 Gereken Nitelikler

Okul miidiirlerinin sahip olmalar1 gereken nitelikleri belirlemek icin, katilimcilara “Ogretmen
denetimlerinde okul miidiirlerinin nasil bir bilgi, donamim ve egitim diizeyine sahip olmasi gerekir?”
sorusu sorulmustur. Buna gore katilimcilarin tamaminin egitim yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda en az
lisansiistii diizeyde egitim almis olmay1 ve katilimcilarin tamamina yakininin egitim yonetimi ve
denetimi konusunda egitim almis olmay1 gerekli gérmeleri dikkat ¢ekicidir. Okul miidiirlerinin ¢ok
biiyiik bir kismi ayrica teknolojiyi kullanma becerisinin, iletisim ve insan iligkileri egitimi ve
becerisinin, mevzuat bilgisinin, sosyal adalet egitiminin, alan uzmanlig1 ve giincel meslek bilgisinin

onemine vurgu yapmiglardir. Bu yondeki yanitlardan biri asagida verilmistir:

Okul midiriiniin 6gretmen denetimi yapabilmesi i¢in teknolojiye hakim olmasi ve
teknoloji alaninda okulundaki &gretmenlere ornek olmasi gerekir. Ciinkii pandemi
siirecinde uzaktan egitimle ders yapiyoruz. Zoom’a giremeyen, uzaktan egitimde

degisik platformlarda ders yapan Ogretmenlerin egitim-Ogretime dair istatistik
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verilerini yorumlayamayan, dijital ¢agin gerekliliklerini okuluna tagiyamayan bir okul

miidiirii 6gretmen denetiminde istenilen diizeyde yeterlilik saglayamaz (MK?2).

Okul yoneticilerinin yarisina yakini verdikleri yanitlar arasinda problem ¢6zme egitimi ve becerisi
ile 6gretimsel liderlik vasiflarinin ve alaniyla ilgili bilimsel yayinlari takip etmenin énemine vurgu
yapmiglardir. Okul midiirlerinin ayrica ¢atisma Ve Stres yonetimi, 6lgme ve degerlendirme, yaratici
diisinme, teknolojik liderlik egitimleri ve becerilerine sahip olma, egitim ekonomisi alaninda egitim
ve bilgi sahibi olma gibi nitelikler tizerinde durduklar1 gériilmiistiir. Bu yondeki cevaplardan biri

soyledir:

Okul miidirligii bir uzmanlik alani olmali, egitim yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda
kendini yetistirmis kisiler arasindan secilmelidir. Okul miidiirlerinin &gretmen
denetimi yapabilmesi igin liderlik vasiflarini tasiyan, karsilagtigi sorunlara Karst
¢oziim yollar1 tretebilen, ilkeli hareket edebilen, 6gretmenlerin kisisel ve mesleki
gelisimleri yoniinde katkilar saglayabilen yol gdosterici bir lider olmalart
gerekmektedir. Mevcut mevzuatlarin yaninda denetimle ilgili bilimsel ¢alismalar1 da
yakindan takip etmesi gerekmektedir. Problem ¢6zme becerisine ve yaratici diisiinme

becerisine sahip olmalidir (MEL13).

Okul Miidiirlerinin Ogretmen Denetimine Dair Gorevlerinde Yasadiklar:1 Olumlu ve Olumsuz

Deneyimler

Okul midiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimlerinde yasadiklari olumlu ve olumsuz deneyimleri ortaya
koyabilmek i¢in katilimeilara “Bir okul miidiirii olarak 6gretmen denetimleri konusunda yasadiginiz
olumlu ve olumsuz deneyimler nelerdir? Biraz soz eder misiniz?” sorusu yoneltilmistir. Buna gore
okul mudiirleri, kendileri tarafindan yapilan denetimlerle ilgili olumlu yasantilarinda en ¢ok denetim
baskisinin azalmasi yoniindeki deneyimlerinden s6z etmislerdir. Ayrica denetimlerin siire¢ odakli ve
rehberlik esasli anlayis1 gelistirmedeki basarisindan, 6gretmen ve Ogrencileri yakindan tanima,
ogretmen ve 6grencilerin motivasyonunu artirma olanaklarindan, okul yonetimi igin sorunlara vakif
olma ve mesleki gelisimi saglama potansiyelinden s6z eden katilimeilarin da biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu

olusturdugu goriilmektedir. Bu yondeki degerlendirmelerden biri soyledir:

Bundan daha 6nce gorev yaptigim bir okulda benden... bir yil 6nce miifettisler
tarafindan kurum ve 6gretmen denetimleri yapilmisti. O denetim doneminde okulda
¢ok kat1 bir denetim gecirmis olduklarini, okulun biitiin 6gretmenlerinin gerginlikler
yasadiklarim1 ve hatta bazi 6gretmenlerin agladiklarii 6grendim. Gergi okulun ve
ogretmenlerin eksikleri de varmis, var olan eksikleri ben de gézlemledim. Ben de bir
onceki sene yapilan denetim evraklarii inceleyerek basladim ¢alismalarima. ...
Denetim esnasinda bir 6gretmenin asir1 sekilde strese girdigini, heyecanlandigini,

konusamayacak derecede etkilendigini gérdiim. Ben de Ogretmenime amacimin
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sadece dgretimi gelistirmek ve kendisine rehberlik yapmak oldugunu séyledim. Var

olan birtakim eksikliklerinin olabilecegini, siire¢ esnasinda eksikliklerin
tamamlanmasinda kendisini yalniz birakmayacagimi, geg¢miste yasanilan koti
deneyimlerin yasanmamasi igin kendisini her konuda gelistirmeye yonelik

destekleyecegimi soyleyince 6gretmenin rahatladigini gérdiim (MES).

Ote yandan okul miidiirleri bu denetimlerin egitim niteliginde artis sagladigini, denetimlerin planh
bir siire¢ igerisinde yapilmasimnin mimkin oldugunu, orgitsel giveni/iklimi olumlu yo6nde
gelistirdigini, giiclii iletisim kurmayi, bilimsel ve teknolojik gelismeleri takip etmeyi sagladigini
gosteren deneyimlerini de anlatmislardir. Orgiitsel adalet algisinda gelisim ve objektif/adil
degerlendirme saglama konularinda da okul mudiirlerinin gergeklestirmekte olduklari 6gretmen
denetimlerinin  olumlu yonlerinden s6z edilmistir. Okul miudiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimi
deneyimlerine iliskin, anlatilara yansiyan olumsuz degerlendirmeler de bulunmaktadir. Buna gore
okul miidiirlerinin tiimiiniin yetersizligi/eksikligi goriilen Ogretmenlere yaptirim uygulamada ve
denetimlerde adil/objektif olmada sorun yasadiklarindan séz etmis olmalar1 dikkat ¢ekicidir. Ayrica
katilimcilarin ¢ok biiyiik bir kismi denetim konusunda yetersiz bilgi ve beceriye sahip olduklarin
belirtirken; 6gretmenlere geri bildirim vermede sorun yasadiklarini ifade eden okul miidiirlerinin de
onemli bir ¢ogunlugu olusturdugu gorilmektedir. Ayrica okul midiirlerinin 6nemli bir kismi
denetimlerin ciddiye alinmamasindan séz etmislerdir. Bu yondeki anlatilara 6rnek olacak ifadelerden

biri sOyledir:

Yine bir 6gretmen denetimine katildigimda o6gretmen bana uzmanliginiz nedir?
Uzmanhiginiz 6gretmen denetlemeye yeterli mi? diyerek denetlemeyi kabul etmedigini
iletti bana. Ben de ilgili maddeyi gostererek Ogretmen denetimi yapabilecegimi
hatirlattim kendilerine. Amacimin denetimden daha ¢ok rehberlik ¢alismasi olacagini
sOyledim. Bagka bir giin belirlerseniz o giin dersinize misafir olurum diyerek ayrildim.
Burada okul midiriiniin denetim yetkilerinin tam anlami ile belirlenmedigi

kanaatindeyim. Bu durum 6gretmenlerce sigimilacak liman olmaktadir (MEL13)

Okul midiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimleri konusundaki anlatilarina yansiyan olumsuz yasantilarin
ayrica iletisim sorunu, denetimin kaygi olusturmasi sorunu, orgiitsel iklimin/glivenin bozulmasi
sorunu ve denetimin planlanmasinda yasanan sorunlar ile iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ote yandan
farkli branglarda alan bilgisine hdkim olamama sorunu ile igbirligi, denetime odaklanma ve

Ogretmenin 6zgiirliiginin kisitlanmasi sorunlarindan da s6z edilmistir.
Ogretmen Denetimlerine Dair Okul Miidiirlerinin Onerileri

Ogretmen denetimi faaliyetlerinin iyilestirilmesi ve gelistirilmesinde okul miidiirlerinin sunacagi
onerileri ortaya ¢ikarmak tizere katihimcilara “sizce dgretmen denetimleri konusunda okul

miidiirlerinin yetki ve sorumluluk alanlari nasil diizenlenmeli? Bu konudaki goériislerinizi bizimle
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paylaswr nusimiz?” ve “mevcut ggretmen denetimi uygulamalarin diistindiigiiniizde sizce kesinlikle

gelistirilmesi ya da siirdiiriilmesi gereken olumlu/olumsuz yonler nelerdir?” sorulart sorulmus,
alinan yamitlar dogrultusunda mevcut Ogretmen denetimi uygulamalarinda iyilestirilmesi,
gelistirilmesi ve degistirilmesi gereken hususlarda cesitli oneriler ortaya konulmustur. Buna gore,
goriisme yapilan okul miidiirlerinin tiimiiniin {izerinde uzlastiklar1 ortak konu basliklar1 tespit
edilmistir. Bunlar; Ogretmen denetimi uygulamalarmin okul midiirlerince stirdiiriilmesi, okul
yoneticiliginin mesleklestirilmesi, denetim sonuglarinin baglayiciliginin olmasi, 6gretmen denetim
kriterlerinin (bilimsel, teknolojik gelismeler, pandemi vb. sebeplerden) yeniden diizenlenmesi,
rehberlik ve siire¢ odakli denetim uygulamalarmin siirdiiriilmesi, denetimlerde geri bildirimler
saglanmasi, okul miudirlerine hizmet i¢i egitimler verilmesi, okul miidirlerinin denetim
konusundaki is tanimi, yetki ve sorumluluklarina dair agik, anlasilir yasal diizenlemeler yapilmasidir.

Bu yonde okul miidiirlerinin ifadelerine yansiyan goriislerden biri asagidaki gibidir:

Okul mudirlerin artan is yik{, resmi yazigmalar, okulun fiziki yapisindan
kaynaklanan sikintilar dolayisiyla 6gretmen denetiminde Ogretimi gelistirmeye
yeterince vakit ayiramadigimi diigiiniiyorum. Hem vakit ayirsam da ¢ok fark eden bir
durum degisikligi olacagim diisiinmiiyorum. Ciinkii her ne kadar 6gretmen denetimi
yapsam da Ogretmeni tesvik edecek yasal bir yetkim olmadigi igin ya da yetkiyi
kullanmayr bilmedigim i¢in yapilan denetimlerin kagit iizerinde kaldigin
diistinityorum (MK1).

Okul midiirlerinin tamamina yakini ayrica denetimin etkililiginin artirilmasi, egitim ve &gretime
daha ¢ok onem verilmesinden s6z ederken; onemli bir ¢ogunlugu okul midiirlerine egitim yonetimi
ve denetimi alaninda en az lisansiistii egitim sart1 getirilmesi, 6gretmen denetimlerinde veriye dayal
standart denetim modili gelistirilmesi yoniinde Onerilerde bulunmuslardir. Ayrica atama
yonetmeliginde okul midiirlerinin yeterliliklerinin yeniden diizenlenmesi, alan uzmani veya ziimre
destegi saglanmasi, okul miidiirlerine 6gretmen denetimi alaninda 6zerklik taninmasi, 6zdenetim

gelistirilmesi seklindeki oneriler de okul mudiirleriyle yapilan goriismelere yansimustir.
Tartisma

Arastirmanin birinci alt amaci dogrultusunda elde edilen bulgular okul miidiirlerinin yapmis oldugu
ogretmen denetimlerinin  okullarda yeterince etkili olmadigim ve etkili yapilamadigin
gostermektedir (Koybasi, Ugurlu, Bakir ve Karakus, 2017; Kog, 2018; Altun, Sanli ve Tan, 2015;
Ozmen ve Batmaz, 2006). Arastirmada dgretmen denetimleri konusunda kendilerini yeterli goren
bazi okul miidiirlerinin, egitim yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda lisansiistii egitim aldiklar1 goriilmiistiir.
Ogretmen denetimlerinin etkili yapilmamasin1 okul miidiirlerinin denetim ve rehberlikle ilgili egitim
almamis olmalaryla iliskilendiren baska arastirmalar da bulunmaktadir (Altun, Sanli ve Tan, 2015;
Bayar, 2017; Tonbul ve Baysiilen, 2017; Koybast vd., 2017; Agaoglu ve Agaoglu, 2020). Yine



B. Ulutas ve F. Giinaydin/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 56, 259-286, 2022 275
Arslantag, Tosten ve Avcr’nin (2020) arastirmalarinda 6gretmenlerin biiyiik cogunlugunun liyakatin

saglanamamasi; bir kisminin ise denetim faaliyetinin bir baski araci olarak kullanilabilmesi ve sinif
ortaminin gizliliginin korunmasi gerekliligi gibi argiimanlarla yapilan denetimlerden memnun
kalmadiklar1 ortaya konulmustur. Glickman Gordon & Ross-Gordon (2017, s.6-7) denetimlerin
ogretmenleri kontrol etmenin aracina dondstiirilmesinin, isbirlikli ve gelisimsel bir okul yonetimi
anlayisina uymadigim belirtmektedir. Altun, Sanli ve Tan (2015) okul midiirlerinin
gorevlendirilmelerinde etkili olan siyasi ve sendikal sebeplerden dolay:r denetim gorevlerinde

objektiflik ve tarafsizlik ilkelerine uymada zorlanabileceklerini belirtmislerdir.

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt amaci gergevesinde ortaya konulan olumlu ve olumsuz deneyimler,
konuyla iliskili baska arastirma bulgulariyla da paralellik gostermektedir. Okul midiirlerinin is
yikiinin fazla olmasinin Ogretmen denetimlerine olumsuz Yyansidigma dair bulgular, baska
arastirmalarda da ortaya konulmustur (Ozbas, 2002; Ergen ve Esiyok, 2017; Agaoglu ve Agaoglu,
2020). Ogretmenlerin denetimlerde kendilerine sunulan “dneri iceren bilgi”, “talimat i¢eren bilgi” ve
yalmzca “bilgi” arasinda tercih yapmalari iizerine Pajak ve Glickman (1989), tarafindan yapilan
arastirmada ogretmenlerin sirasiyla 6neri igeren bilgi, yalnizca bilgi ve talimat igeren bilgiyi tercih
ettikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu sonuca dayanarak okulun ve okulda sunulan egitimin bir pargasi
olan okul midiirlerinin digaridan gelecek bir miifettise gore talimattan ziyade oneri ve bilgi sunmada
daha basarili olmasi beklenir. Okul miidiirlerinin dgretmen denetimlerini daha etkili yapabilecegi
diistincesinin 6ne ¢iktig1 kimi arastirmalarda da midiirlerin okulu, 6gretmeni ve 6grencileri 6nceden
tanmiyor olmalari nedeniyle daha etraflica degerlendirme yapabilmeleri, 6gretmenlerin isbasinda
yetistirilmelerine daha uygun bir durum olmasi gibi argiimanlar 6ne ¢ikmaktadir (Tonbul ve
Baysiilen, 2017; Yesil ve Kis, 2015; Kog¢ ve Akin,2020). Altunay’in (2020) tarama deseninde yapilan
arastirmasinin ~ 6gretmenlerin - heyecan hissetmesi, ozelestiri eksikligi, denetimin diizenli
yapilamadigi, branslarin farkliligi, miidiirlerin tarafsiz olarak denetim yapamadiklari, midiirlerin
denetim bilgisi eksikligi, denetime karsi ¢ikma ve denetim sonuglarinin yaptirimlarinin olmamasi
gibi bulgularinin da arastirmanin bulgulariyla paralel oldugu goriilmektedir. Aydin, Glinbey ve Kara
(2020) da ilk defa okul yoneticisi olan miidiirlerin sorunlari ile ilgili yaptiklar1 arastirmada, okul
miidirlerinin kendilerinden daha deneyimli Ogretmenleri ve uzmanliklar1 digindaki derslerin

ogretmenlerini denetlemede sorun yasadiklarini, adil ve objektif olamadiklarini ortaya koymaktadir.

Aragtirmanin {iglincii alt amaci dogrultusunda ortaya konulan 6nerilerin, alanyazinda yapilan
bagka arastirma bulgulariyla da ortaya konuldugu gorilmiistiir. Denetimi icra eden okul
yoneticilerinin  yoneticilik egitimi gormemeleri, denetim ve yoOnetim konularinda Yyeterlilik
diizeylerinin diistik oldugu konusundaki saptamaya eslik eden egitim Onerileri, yapilan birgok
arastirmada ortaya konulmustur (Ozden, 1998; Ozbas, 2002; Tas, 2003; Kog, 2018; Deniz ve Saylik,
2018). Sergiovanni (2001, s.133) liderligin en bariz ilkesi olarak tanimladigi 6grenmeyi siirdiirme

becerisinin yeni dereceler ve sertifikalardan 6te mevcut uygulamalar: sorgulamaya doniik elestirel bir
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bakis gelistirme ve meslegi ilgilendiren gelismeleri takip etmekle ilgili oldugunu sdylemektedir.

Ozden‘e (1998) gore okul yoneticiligi bir meslek olarak kabul edilmeli, hem gelecek yéneticiler
hem de mevcut yoneticiler igin bir yetistirme programi diizenlenmeli, okul miidiirleri uluslararasi
standartlar g6z oniinde bulundurularak meslege segilmeli, yetistirilmeli ve atanmalidir. Buna goére
okul midiirlerinin segilme, yetistirilme ve atanma Olgiitlerinin  yeniden degerlendirilmesi
gerekmektedir. Tonbul ve Baysiilsen’in (2017) okul midiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimi konusunda
okul miidiirii, 6gretmen ve maarif miifettislerinin goriislerini iceren arastirmalarinda yonetmelik
degisikligi miifettisler tarafindan olumsuz, 6gretmen ve okul midiirleri tarafindan olumlu bulunmus;
tim taraflar denetimlerde tarafsizligin/objektifligin ortadan kalkabilecegine yonelik bir kaygi
icerisinde olduklarini1 ve okul miidiirlerinin hizmet i¢i egitimden gegmemis olmalarinin 6nemli bir
eksiklik oldugunu vurgulamiglardir. Yapilan alanyazin taramasinda son otuz yilda 6gretmen
denetimleri konusunda etkili bir sistem kurulamadigi anlagilmaktadir. Arastirma sonuglari son
yillarda yapilan yasal diizenlemelerin ve okul miidiirleri tarafindan gerceklestirilen 6gretmen

denetimlerinin de saglam bir zemine oturtulamadigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Sonugclar

Arastirmani birinci alt amacimi kapsaminda Katilimcilarin ¢ok biiyiik bir kismi, 6gretmen
denetimlerinde kendilerini yetersiz gordiiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Bu yetersizligin nedenleri
konusunda katilimcilar, siyasi ve sendikal baskilarin var olmasindan, okul yoneticiliginin kariyer
meslek olarak tanimlanmamasindan, denetim sonrasi geri bildirim veremediklerinden, zamanlarinin
¢ogunu okulun biirokrasi, donanim, kaynak ve personel ihtiyaglarina ayirdiklarindan, denetimde
miifettisler kadar etkili olamadiklarindan, adaletli, tarafsiz ve objektif 6gretmen denetimi yapmakta
zorlandiklarindan ve Ogretmen denetimi alaninda yeterli lisans {stii ve hizmet i¢i egitimler

almadiklarindan s6z etmislerdir.

Okul miidiirleri, 6zellikle egitim yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda yiiksek lisans egitimleri ve
gerekli hizmeti¢i egitimlerin gerekliligine vurgu yapmuslardir. Okul midiirlerinin denetim
yeterlilikleri i¢in ayrica egitim yonetimi ve denetimi bilgisine, teknolojiyi kullanma bilgi ve
becerisine, iletisim ve insan iligkileri bilgi ve becerisine, sosyal adalet bilgisine, alaniyla ilgili giincel
mevzuat ve meslek bilgisine sahip olmalar1 gerektigi goriisii 6ne ¢ikmustir. Arastirma bulgularina
gore okul mudiirlerinin istihdamina temel olusturacak, ortak nitelikleri ve yeterlilikleri belirleyecek
yasal diizenlemelere ihtiya¢ oldugu anlasilmistir. Ayrica okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimlerini
planli, programli ve saglikli sekilde gergeklestirilebilmeleri i¢in zamana ihtiya¢ duyduklart; bunun da

okuldaki diger sorumluluklarinin yogunlugu nedeniyle gerceklestirilemedigi anlagilmustir.

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt amaci kapsaminda okul midiirlerinin 6gretmen denetimlerinin
olumlu ydnleri; okulda denetim nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikan gerilimlerin azalmasi, siire¢ odakli ve
rehberlik esasli denetim anlayisinin s6z konusu olabilmesi, 6gretmen ve Ogrencileri yakindan

tanimaya firsat vermesi, dgretmen ve Ogrencilerin motivasyonunun artmasi, okul miidiirlerinin
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sorunlara vakif olma ve mesleki gelisimleri konusunda 6gretmen denetimlerinin imkan yaratmasi ve

bu denetimlerin egitim niteliginde artist mimkiin kilmasi olarak tespit edilmistir. Arastirma
bulgularina gore 6gretmen denetimlerinin okul miidiirleri tarafindan yapilmasinin 6gretmenlerin is
basinda yetistirilmelerini saglayacak siire¢ odakli rehberlik agisindan kimi olanaklar sagladigi
anlasilmistir. Ogretmen denetimlerinin okul miidiirleri tarafindan yapilmasindaki olumsuz yonler
konusunda  katilimecilarm  tamami  yetersizligi/eksikligi  goriilen  Ogretmene  yaptirim
uygulanamadigindan, adil ve objektif degerlendirmede giigliikler yasandigindan s6z etmislerdir. Bu
konuda ayrica denetim alaninda bilgi ve becerilerinin yetersiz olmasi, geri bildirim vermede
zorlanma, denetimlerin ciddiye alinmamasi, iletisim sorunlari, denetimin kaygi olusturmasi
nedeniyle orgiitsel iklimin/giivenin bozulmasi, farkli branglarda alan bilgisine haiz olamama,
denetimin zaman gerektiren bir faaliyet olmasi nedeniyle planlamada yasanan giigliikler dile

getirilmistir.

Aragtirmanin {iglincli alt amaci kapsaminda okul midirleri tarafindan O6gretmen
denetimleriyle ilgili o6neriler, okul yoneticiliginin mesleklestirilmesine odaklanmaktadir. Asli
meslegi yine ogretmenlik olan okul miidiirlerinin &gretmenleri denetlemesi yerine; asli meslegi
miidiirlik olan ve kendini bu meslege ait hisseden liyakatli okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenleri
denetlemesinin daha saglikli sonuglar verecegi lizerinde durulmustur. Ayrica okul miidiirlerine
ogretmen denetimi konusunda 6zerklik taninmasi; denetim/degerlendirme sonuglarinin yaptirimi ve
baglayiciligi olmasi; 6gretmen denetim kriterlerinin (bilimsel, teknolojik gelismeler, pandemi vb.
sebeplerden) yeniden diizenlenmesi; okul miidiirlerine denetim konusunda egitimler verilmesi; atama
yonetmeliginde okul miidiirlerinin yeterliliklerinin yeniden diizenlenmesi; okul yoneticilerine egitim
yonetimi ve denetimi alaninda en az lisansiistli egitim sart1 getirilmesi; okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmen
denetimi alanindaki is tamimi, yetki ve sorumluluklarina dair agik, anlasilir yasal diizenlemeler

yapilmasi gerektigi belirtilmistir.

Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar

Etik Kurulunun 31/12/2020 tarihli 971 protokol nolu karar: ile alinan izinle yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Yazar Cikar Catismasi Bilgisi: Yazarilar ¢ikar ¢catismasi olmadigint beyan etmektedir.

Yazar Katkisi: Arastirmanin tiim asamalarinda yazarlar esit katki vermistir.
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It can be seen that school principals have taken a more active role in teacher supervision since
regulations were put in place in Turkey in 2014. The research aims to understand the teacher
supervision carried out by school principals through the school principals’ evaluations. The ‘case
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year. The data collected with a semi-structured interview form was analyzed using the content analysis
technique. According to the research, it is understood that the school principals see themselves as
inadequate in terms of teacher supervision, they need in-service training on this subject, and they do
not consider the supervision sufficient. School principals find their active role in teacher supervision
positive; however, they are waiting for legal arrangements to be made that give them powers
compatible with this role.
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Introduction

The phenomenon of supervision is shaped according to changing scientific developments and
paradigms. Over the years, an understanding of supervision has been developed through the aims of
various management theories, the characteristics of the argument they are based on, and the principles
they put forward. For example, in an understanding of education that developed in parallel with the
classical management theories, which was the reflection of industrial societies at the beginning of the
twentieth century, educational institutions were seen as factories, and inspectors carried out teacher
supervision. In this period, which Burnham (1976, p. 302) calls the ‘period of efficiency orientation’,
the key concept was ‘productivity’. Supervision styles were also maintained based on control,
reporting, and even grading; teacher-inspector relations were superior-subordinate relations (Nisanci,
2015, p.268; Ozkan & Celikten, 2017). The aim was to protect acceptable teaching behavior, perform
such behavior effectively, and have everything planned. Although it does not seem democratic or
participatory today, the practical benefit of this approach is that clear principles have been developed
in terms of the professionalization of teaching and determining the standards of the teaching profession
(Karakus, 2010). After World War |I, when human relations replaced the scientific management
approach approaches, democratic supervision approaches emerged that ended the technical approach
to teaching and considered emotional variables (Beycioglu & Doénmez, 2009). In the 1960s, the
supervision approach focused on the oppressive and structural elements that prevented teachers from
working voluntarily; it developed supervision approaches that focus on democratic values, trust, self-
control, and human values (Burnham, 1976). There is clinical supervision, artistic supervision,
developmental supervision, differentiated supervision, and others. There are different supervising
approaches, which are all named (Aydin, 2016).

At the end of the twentieth century, it can be seen that the dizzying developments in
globalization and information technologies significantly affected studies in management, education,
and supervision. As we enter the twenty-first century, the concepts of continuous learning and change,
strategic thinking, and professionalization have come to the fore (Nisanci, 2015, p.231). Today’s post-
industrial societies, where knowledge production and dissemination are rapidly increasing, great social
transformations are experienced, and organizational structures are shaped, have also received their
share of this conceptual transformation. Different standardization has appeared in the understanding
of supervision than in the past. Sergiovanni (2001) states that direct supervision, in which business
processes and results are based on established standards, is not suitable for complex organizations,
such as high-tech companies and schools. This will simplify work, cause loss of meaning and
motivation, and ultimately poor quality results. Garman (2020) also associates new approaches, like
clinical supervision in education, with the standardization-based school reforms that emerged in the
1990s. Mentioning that supervision has been transformed into one of the accountability tools

‘overnight’, Garman draws attention to the environment of fear and surveillance developed through
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the evaluation of teachers based on electronic data. Garman, who likens these supervision systems to

the panopticon, the ideal prison model developed by Jeremy Bentham and described by Foucault as
the symbol of modern control societies, expresses his concern about these new approaches. On the
other hand, it is stated that since the 1980s, when neoliberal policies that transformed public
administration into public management in the world became prominent, attempts have been made to
neutralize supervision units. In this, managers who do not want to be inspected, politicians who do not
want independent supervision units, and international organizations such as the World Bank (WB), the
European Union (EU), the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), and
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) who want decentralization by seeing the central government
structure against their interests. It is stated that they have significant shares (Okur, 2010; Goniilacar,
2018; Karatepe, 1997).

In Turkey, the Continental European Legal System, which was based on the central and unitary
state in public administration and control, was valid in the early Republican period. It is stated that this
system is based on an understanding of a balanced distribution of duties, authorities, and
responsibilities among those with administrative and political responsibilities. This structure was
discussed under the influence of the USA after the Second World War and was reshaped according to
the Anglo-Saxon system, especially with the spread of neoliberal policies since the 1980s. In the
Anglo-Saxon system, the principle of ‘managerial responsibility, which expresses the assignment of
all powers, including supervision, to the manager, who is then held accountable, comes to the fore
(Karatepe, 2010). In this context, the Continental European System, based on the concepts of
‘supervision’ and ‘control” will be replaced by the Anglo-Saxon system, based on the concepts of
‘internal supervision focused on administrators, and ‘external supervision’ focused on private
companies. According to Karatepe (2010), because of a number of financial scandals that emerged in
the USA, it was understood that this Anglo-Saxon model damaged the principle of ‘independence’,
which is one of the basic features of the supervision, and led to corruption and irregularities. In other
countries where this system is applied, ‘supervisory boards, which are a structure specific to
Continental Europe, have been adapted to the current structure to solve the problems. In Turkey, the
new structure presented in the name of ‘reform’ has been transformed into neutralizing the supervisory

boards to create ‘an uncontrollable public administration and bureaucratic immunities’.

Although the concept of performance has become the major theme of supervision in the
transformation above, all attempts to supervise teachers, who are the subjects of school performance,
gain special importance. It is seen that the historical development of teacher supervision in Turkey has
followed a parallel course with the supervision models brought by each of the management theories.
However, supervision before the Republic was defined in the legislation through the duties of
inspectorate ‘inspection’, ‘investigation’, and ‘guidance’. In these years, in parallel with mainstream

approaches, it is seen that supervision focused on controlling schools and teachers, and finding teacher



262 B, Ulutas, & F, Giinaydin/ Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 56, 259-286, 2022
mistakes came to the fore (Taymaz, 2002; Oktar, 2010). In the process that continued until the 1930s,

a ‘scientific’ and ‘bureaucratic’ atmosphere dominated the control. It is stated that a full inspection
and control mechanism has been established for schools and teachers (Beycioglu and Dénmez, 2009).
However, it is stated that inspectors should take an active role in research and development activities
besides their supervision, investigation, and guidance duties in the period extending from the 1930s to
the 1950s and including the Village Institutes experience. It is also stated that inspectors undertake the
role of source, consultancy, and expertise in preparing textbooks, work, and process steps (Cengiz,
1992, p.60). In particular, with the scientific management approach being replaced by the human
relations approach, the professional development of teachers became important, and the participation
of teachers in the process and decision-making became important. Early examples of a collaborative
and democratic understanding of supervision were found in these periods, which included teachers’
self-evaluation in group dynamics. Starting from these years, duties regarding the on-the-job training
of teachers have also reflected the inspectors. In fact, it is noteworthy that the identical nature of in-
service training programs and supervision programs is also mentioned (Elmas & Altimisik, 2018;
Sahin, Elgicek, & Tosten, 2013; Saglamer, 1975). However, despite this emphasis on guidance and
on-the-job training in the supervision, control remained dominant in practice because the investigative
duties of the inspectors came to the fore, and the main purpose of the supervision could not be achieved
to the desired extent (Sahin, Elgigek & Tdsten, 2013).

In the state organization in Turkey, ‘on-the-job training’ and ‘guidance’ are not included in
the main duties that can be grouped under five headings; inspection, supervision, examination, research
and investigation, determined for supervision boards and inspectors. In addition to these duties, only
the Ministry of National Education has been given the task of ‘guiding and training relevant institutions
and organizations’ (Ceylan, 2018). This situation can be seen as a sign that policymakers know well
that cooperation and guidance in the process are as important as measuring the results for educational
services. However, because of the intensity of the investigation works and the insufficient number of
inspectors, the inability to provide the expected professional help and guidance from the inspectors,
has been included in the literature as a problem that could not be solved in supervision since the early
periods of the Republic (Cengiz, 1992; Burgaz, 1995; Bakir Arabaci, 1999; Oz, 2003; Y1ilmaz, 2009;
Sekerci & Gok, 2017; Ceylan, 2018; Konan, Bozanoglu & Cetin, 2019). Even though a number of
inspectors were responsible for investigations in 1973, to relatively lighten the workload on the
inspectors, this practice was abandoned in only a short time (Sahin, El¢igek & Tosten, 2013; Cengiz,
1992). On the other hand, job training and guidance activities were only possible for the provincial
organization responsible for primary education in the supervision mechanism, which had been
organized separately as secondary schools (central) and primary schools (provincial) by the Ministry
in the past. In the provincial organization, the schools were included in the guidance work before being

inspected by the primary education inspectors. However, because of the insufficient number of
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inspectors in the central organization of the Ministry, schools could not benefit from the vocational

guidance activities (Ceylan, 2018). Parallel to the aforementioned problems, the multi-headed
supervision system for primary and secondary schools and the communication problems between
inspectors and teachers have been among the supervision problems put forward in the literature to date
(Biilbiil, 2020).

The education supervision system, which includes teacher supervision, has seen numerous
reforms throughout the history of the Republic. However, the most important of these reforms are
mentioned together with a series of structural changes that led to the transformation of the dual
structure of the Ministry Supervisory Board in the center, and the Primary Education Supervisory
Board in the provincial directorates. After including secondary schools in the primary education level,
with the transition to eight-years uninterrupted education in 1997, with the amendment made in the
relevant Law and Regulation in 1998 and 1999, the field of duty of primary education inspectors
working in the provinces has been significantly expanded (Sayistay, 2019). Education supervision
witnessed unprecedented reforms between 2010 and 2018, when the central organization of the state,

together with all its institutions, underwent a major revision (Goniilagar, 2018).
Reforms in Teacher Supervision Between 2010 and 2018

To understand the transformation in teacher supervision, it seems important to be able to grasp the
series of reforms that go back and forth in the area of education supervision between 2010 and 2018.
The first step of this series of reforms was carried out in 2010. With Law N0.5984 on the Organization
and Duties of the Ministry of National Education, and the Law Amending the Law on Civil Servants
(2010), primary education inspectors began to be called ‘Education Inspectors’, and were included in
the general administrative services class. These inspectors previously operated under the title of
‘Primary Education Inspector’, under the order of the Provincial Directorates of National Education,
and were included in the education services class in the Civil Servants Law No. 657. The number of
these inspectors increased to 3,600, and their status increased. The powers of guidance, on-the-job
training, inspection, supervision, evaluation, examination, research, and investigation, which were
previously limited to primary schools, have been extended to include high schools and equivalent
schools (Goniilagar, 2018, p.7). Following this development, which can be seen as the gathering of
central and provincial supervision in one center, 200 of the 1,000 assistant inspector staff were included
in the inspector staff. The assistant inspector staff was reduced to 800. The service requirement for an
assistant inspector, which was 'at least five years in teaching', was also increased to eight years (Sahin,

Elgigcek & Tosten, 2013).

The second step of the serial reforms took place just a year later, in 2011. In 2011, through
thirty-five different decree-laws 73% of the Ministry supervision systems were amended, and 27%

were maintained. Supervision and control units were abolished in 18% of the ministries, ‘supervision
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board departments’ in 46% were transformed into ‘guidance, inspection and supervision units’, and no

supervision and control units were established in 9% of them (Goniilagar, 2018). In this framework,
the organization of the Ministry of National Education has also made changes in parallel with this
determination decided in 2011. With the Decree-Law No. 652 on the Organization and Duties of the
Ministry of National Education (2011), the central units of the Ministry were reduced institutionally;
many units were equipped with extra duties and powers (Sahin and Ustiiner, 2014). With this Decree,
the inspectors working with the title of ‘Education Inspector’ under the order of the Provincial
Directorates of National Education were called ‘Provincial Education Inspectors’. The duties of this
professional group have been expanded. In addition to primary and secondary education institutions,
they have also been held responsible for the institutional supervision of provincial and district National
Education Directorates that had not previously been in their field of duty before. That the inspectors
under the command of the central organization of the Ministry were also seen with another job
description of ‘National Education Inspector’ shows that the existing multi-headedness in education
supervision would continue, this situation caused important discussions (Pmardag, 2013). In this
regulation, the loss of rights of the Provincial Education Inspectors, who were given the authority to
supervise the institution under their command, but did not have the status and employee personal rights
to match this authority, came to the fore and has even been sued (Pmardag, 2013; Kurum & Cinkir,
2017). Another revolutionary regulation in supervision with the same Decree is the transformation of
the Supervision Board Presidency of the Ministry, which ‘has a privileged position with its unique
institutional culture’ and whose establishment dates back to 1850, from being directly affiliated to the
Minister to the Guidance and Supervision Department under the Undersecretary. This transformation
was interpreted as a name change and as relegation to the lower levels in the hierarchy and the
liquidation of the Board’s semi-judicial character, which stands out with its investigative function
(Ulug, 2013).

The third step of the serial reforms was carried out in 2014 with Law No. 6528 on the
Amendment of the Basic Law of National Education and Some Laws and Decrees (2014), and the
‘Regulation of the Ministry of National Education Guidance and Inspection Presidency and Education
Inspectors’ (2014). With this regulation, the most significant change in education supervision is the
equalization of the powers and status of the inspectors working in the central and provincial
organizations of the Ministry with the title ‘Education Inspector’ to the provincial level. Supported by
the inspectors working for the province, this merger, which was opposed by the inspectors working
for the Ministry, led to new discussions (Kurum & Cinkir, 2017). With this regulation, in which the
duties of the inspectors were re-determined, the supervision carried out by the inspectors was
transformed into institutional supervision, to be carried out periodically every three years. In this
supervision, as a sign of entering a new era, the areas open for improvement in the school are

determined, monitoring and evaluation are carried out within a plan, course supervisions are not made
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except in necessary cases, and success points are not given to the administrators and teachers (Kayikgei,

Ozdemir & Ozyildirim, 2018). With the 2014 regulation, the job description of the inspectors was
determined as ‘guidance, supervision, examination, and investigation’; ‘on-the-job training’ was
completely removed from supervisory activities and teacher supervision was transferred to school

principals.

The fourth step of the serial reforms was carried out in 2016. With Decree-Law No. 6764 on
the Organization and Duties of the Ministry of National Education and the Law on Amendments to
Some Laws and Decrees (2016), the guidance and Supervision Department” was transformed into the
‘Supervision Board’ as it was before 2011. Recruiting 500 Ministry Education Inspectors and 250
Ministry Education Assistant Inspectors for the positions to be allocated for this Board, within the
framework of the regulation issued as follows: Those who could not pass the exam are asked to
continue their duties as ‘Inspector of Education’ under the command of the Provincial Directorates.
However, the powers of the education inspectors working in the Provincial Directorates are limited to
‘examination, research, guidance services, and other duties to be given by the Provincial Director.
Supervision and investigative powers were taken away from them. These cadres have been made
personal care, and it is foreseen to be canceled if there is a vacancy (Sayistay, 2019). Following this
regulation, in January 2017, 431 people became Ministry Education Inspectors through interviews
made among 2,304 education inspectors. This interview process, which was carried out in the shadow
of the discussions, was sued and ultimately resulted in a stay of execution decision from the Council
of State (Goniilagar, 2018a). There have been gaps and uncertainties in the status and job descriptions
of the inspector cadres (approximately 1,500 cadres) in the provinces that have been transformed into
personal cadres (Goniilagar, 2018b). That these cadres were not evenly distributed, and the existing
cadres could not be evaluated efficiently was later reflected in the 2018 Court of Accounts Reports
(Sayistay, 2019).

‘On-the-job training’, which is an important dimension in terms of teachers’ supervision, was
excluded from supervision activities in 2014. In addition, in the Ministry of National Education
Supervision Board Regulation (2017), ‘on-the-job training’ was not included in the job descriptions of
the inspectors. With the transition to the Presidential Government System in 2018, it is seen that ‘on-
the-job training” was reintroduced into the inspection system with the Presidential Decree on the
Presidency Organization (art.320/1d) in the fifth step of the aforementioned serial reforms. In the
Decree, among the duties of the Board of Inspection, the provision ‘To carry out the guidance, in-
service training, inspection, evaluation, examination, research and investigation services of formal and
non-formal education institutions of all degrees and types, and provincial and district national
education directorates, through Ministry Education Inspectors’. With the regulation made, the way
was paved for new regulations to be made in the secondary and tertiary level legislation for the on-

the-job training of teachers. In the meantime, with the amendment dated 3 December 2021, in Article
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320 covering the Presidency of the Ministry of National Education Inspection Board in the Presidential

Decree that came into force in 2018, the expression ‘Education Inspectors of the Ministry” was
changed and the expression ‘inspectors’ was introduced. In Article 327, which regulates the provincial
organization of the Ministry of National Education, the following provision, introduced with the

addition dated 6 July 2021, explains the last point reached in supervision:

Education inspectors and assistant education inspectors may be employed in
provincial national education directorates according to additional article 24 of the Decree-
Law No 375 to carry out guidance, on-the-job training, supervision, evaluation,
examination, research and investigation services of formal and non-formal education
institutions of all degrees and types in provincial national education directorates.
According to the additional article 30 of the Decree-Law No. 375 education inspectors
and assistant education inspectors [working under the Provincial Directorates of National
Education] are equivalent to the education inspectors and the assistant education
inspectors [working under the Ministry] in terms of financial and social rights and benefits
and other personal rights.

Although the latest regulations have signaled that education inspectors will carry out teacher
supervision in the provinces, it is understood that routine teacher supervision continues to be carried
out by school principals since the 2014 regulation, except for the compulsory ‘supervised teacher
supervision’. After the 2014 regulation, school principals carried out teacher supervision, which led to
many studies on this subject in the literature. In the studies based on school principals as a data source
in the literature, opinions that find this change positive, negative, or suggest that nothing has changed
have been found together. It has been found that school principals think that supervision that they will
carry out as active members of the school, spread over the process, would be more appropriate than
inspector supervision squeezed into a one-class hour (Tonbul & Baysiilen, 2017; Donmez & Demirtas,
2018; Boydak Ozan & Nanto, 2018; Kel & Akin, 2021). In the studies, school principals emphasize
the necessity of supervision that focuses on guidance (Boydak Ozan & Nanto, 2018; Tosun & Ordu,
2020; Agaoglu & Agaoglu, 2020) and which is based on objectivity (Boydak Ozan & Nanto, 2018;
Tonbul & Baysiilen, 2017). The most important issue that arises in most of the research relating to the
supervision of school principals is the competencies of school principals. School principals express
the importance of training for school principals in order to be able to supervise effectively (Tonbul &
Baysiilen, 2017; Boydak Ozan & Nanto, 2018; Deniz & Saylik, 2018; Agaoglu & Agaoglu, 2020). On
the other hand, it has been revealed that school administrators and teachers experience low motivation
due to the constant change in the supervisory system and that the changes made are insufficient
(Konan, Bozanoglu, & Cetin, 2019; Sekerci & Gok, 2017). In a study by Sahin and Ustiiner (2014),

school principals find the regulations regarding supervision negative. They state that the names have
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changed, but the mentalities remain the same. School principals state that there is insufficient

infrastructure for equalizing central and provincial organizations at the provincial level. They state that
there will be a loss of motivation and chaos due to the increase in the workload of the inspectors and
the loss of personal rights and legal loopholes. Similarly, in a study by Sekerci and Gok (2017), school
principals state that the existing problems continue due to deficiencies in the number of inspectors and
branch-based deficiencies. In research by Tosun and Ordu (2020), it is stated that the inspectors should
reside in the provinces and be accessible and that course supervision should return. Supervision
focusing on the achievement of the school's goals was requested. Tonbul & Baysiilen (2017), on the
other hand, the state in their research that the process was not discussed while making changes and
that persuasive processes were not implemented. They reveal that it is assumed that principals will
conduct supervision more effectively because they know the teacher and students better, but those
school principals do not have sufficient equipment for lesson supervision.

Guidance, monitoring, and supervisory roles, which were already present in the job description
of school principals, gained more importance after 2014 when inspectors were limited to institutional
inspections. In today’s global labor markets, where education services stand out from traditional
working hours and school spaces, the realization of teacher supervision without centralization seems
to be compatible with current developments. The reform process in education supervision has not yet
been completed. Studies that reveal the opinions of school principals as public officials, who have
been at the center of supervision, guidance, and on-the-job training activities, which are the
prerequisites for providing a quality education service, offer an important vision to policymakers. In
this context, this research aims to try to understand the teacher supervision carried out by school
principals through the school principals’ evaluations and to reveal the opinions and suggestions of
school principals regarding their competence and their positive and negative experiences concerning

supervision. In this direction, answers to the following questions are sought:

1. What do school principals think about the effectiveness of teacher supervision and the qualifications

required to carry out this supervision?

2. What are the positive and negative experiences of school principals in their duties regarding teacher

supervision and their views on these?
3. What kind of system do school principals propose for teacher supervision?

Method

The case study design, one of the qualitative research methods, was used in the research. A case study
includes a person, event, or institution. It is based on analyzing one or more situations in-depth,
longitudinally and holistically, in their conditions (Yildirim & Simsek, 2011, p.77; Paker, 2015,
p.119). A case study design would seem appropriate for this research, which aims to reveal the current

situation regarding teacher supervision holistically through the evaluation of school principals.
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Working group

The study group of this research comprises school principals, who are the active subjects of teacher

supervision. Interviews were conducted with seventeen school principals, who were selected through

purposive sampling among school principals working at different levels in Zonguldak in the fall

semester of the 2020-2021 academic year. To ensure data diversity in the interviews, attention was

paid to the following to ensure maximum diversity: gender; professional seniority; managerial

seniority; school type; the number of teachers working at the school; last graduation degree; and master

degree or in-service training on education administration and supervision. In the research, the

participants were informed that their identifiable information would be confidential and that their

personal information was not included. For this reason, symbolic codes, such as ‘PM1’, and ‘PF2’,

were given to each school principal, showing their gender and their status as a principal. Demographic

information regarding the study group is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Information on School Principals

No Code Professional Managerial Graduation Grade of Number of
Seniority Seniority Degree School Teachers

1 PM1 30 24 Master Degree Secondary 26
School

2 PM2 28 o5 Master Degree Secondary 36
School

3 PM3 17 14 Master Degree  Primary 1o
School

4 PM4 24 6 Undergraduate High School 59

5 PM5 24 13 Undergraduate Primary 18
School

6 PM6 17 7 Undergraduate Primary 24
School

7 PM7 29 13 Undergraduate  Primary o5
School

8 PMS8 33 23 Undergraduate ~ Secondary 1
School

9 PM9 22 6 PhD High School 31

10 PM10 16 6 Undergraduate ~ Primary ”
School

11 PM11 21 14 Undergraduate Primary 17
School

12 PM12 29 9 Undergraduate High School 35

13 PM13 23 17 Undergraduate Primary 1

School
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Undergraduate Primary

14 PM14 24 21 10
School

15 PFL 15 8 Undergraduate 5 gopoo] 9

16 PF2 31 14 Undergraduate jion school 26

17 PF3 36 8 Undergraduate o0 ool 8

As can be seen in Table 1, fourteen of the participants in the study were male, and three were
female: one participant had 11-15 years; three of them 16-20 years; seven of them 21-25 years; six of
them 25 years and above professional seniority and one of them 1-5 years; six of them 6-10 years; five
of them 11-15 years; one of them 16-20 years; and four of them had 21-25 years experience of
management seniority. Two participants worked in pre-school, eight in primary school, three in middle
school, and four in high school. There were 1-30 teachers in twelve schools where the participants
were assigned and thirty-one or more teachers in five of them. It was observed that thirteen of the
participants who took part in the research were undergraduates, three had obtained master degrees, and
one was a doctorate graduate. In addition, it was observed that three of the participants had received
postgraduate training, four had received in-service training, and two had received both in-service
training and a master degree in educational administration and supervision. It was determined that
eight of the participants did not have a master degree or had no background of in-service training in

educational administration and supervision.
Data Collection Tools

In the research, in which semi-structured interview forms were used, the research's problem and
objectives were determined by first scanning the literature on the subject. Open-ended questions
corresponding to the research objectives and a personal information form that would reveal the
participants' demographic information were prepared and presented to an expert for an opinion. After
the updates were made using expert opinion, a pilot interview was held with a school principal, and
the interview procedure was given its ultimate form. Consulting expert opinion and pilot interviews is
a method used to ensure the validity and reliability of the data tool. The interview form comprised two
parts; the first part included the school principals' personal information, and the second part included
the interview questions. The interview form, which was sent to Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit University
Human Research Ethics Committee with a registration date of 3 December 2020, and protocol number

971, was accepted at the meeting dated 31 December 2020.

After ethics committee approval, face-to-face interviews were held with the participants on a
predetermined day. Principal rooms, which were suitable for the interview and where the participants
would be comfortable, were preferred as the meeting place. The interviews were completed in
approximately twenty-five minutes; Audio recordings were taken with the consent of the participants.

In the interviews, situations that could guide and negatively affect the school principals were avoided.
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A confirmation mechanism was established to avoid the researcher’s misunderstanding of

certain data during the research process or to eliminate the possibility of misinterpretation because of
subjective assumptions. For this reason, after the analysis of the information stated by the participants
was made by the researcher, the participants were interviewed again. It was confirmed whether the

results obtained from the interview correctly reflected the participants’ thoughts.
Data analysis

Data collected in qualitative research is categorized and analyzed based on themes, concepts or
similarities (Neuman, 2007, 330). In an analysis of data, a balance is maintained between explanation
and interpretation, evidence and analysis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, 285). In this research, in which
the descriptive analysis method was used, the audio recordings collected before the analysis of the data
were listened to at least twice and then converted into text. The opinions of the participants were
logically filtered and categorized based on a sentence, a group of words, or a word. Themes suitable
for each research purpose were determined. The data obtained according to these themes was
transferred by describing the commonalities, similarities, and contrasts. Sample quotations from the
interviews were included for each sub-purpose to show the expressions of life reflected in the research.

Results
Effectiveness of Teacher Supervision

To understand the opinions of the school principals on the qualifications of the school principals in
teacher supervision, the participants were asked, “Can you share with us your thoughts on the role of
school principals in their field of duty? Do you think teacher inspections are carried out effectively in
schools?”. Most of the school principals interviewed stated that teacher supervision was not effective,
that they needed training for teacher supervision, that they had difficulty in making any fair and
objective evaluation, and that political and union pressures affected their competence in supervising

teachers. One answer given in this direction is:

“Because the principal does not have sufficient knowledge and professional experience
and does not leave political and ethnic identities aside, school principals are insufficient
in teacher supervision in schools. | do not think that | am adequate under teacher
supervision because of political and union pressures. School principals should be kept
away from political and union pressures. For this reason, if school principals are separated
from teaching and considered a separate profession, the pressures on school principals

will decrease somewhat.” (PM6)

Since school management is not considered a career profession, an important proportion of the school
principals did not consider themselves competent in teacher supervision. The vast majority of the

principals did not consider themselves competent in teacher supervision because they could not give
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feedback to the teachers after the supervision, and they had to devote most of their time to bureaucracy,

equipment, resources, and personnel needs. One explanation for this subject is:

“At the end of the teacher supervision process, factors such as the failure of school
principals to give track records, rewards, and punishment formally to the teachers
negatively affect the process. In the process we are in, the supervisions continue to be
symbolic. Only course supervision is made, and I do not think that this is done effectively

since there are no sanctions.” (PM12)

Most of the school principals stated they were inadequate and not as effective as supervisors in the
supervision of teachers from different fields. In addition, nearly half of the teachers stated they did not
receive any training on supervision, that they applied the audit as far as they learned from the
inspectors, and that the in-service training provided on this subject was insufficient; a number of the
school principals said that they were not experts in auditing. One answer in this direction is:
“Although I know special education, because | am a Special Education School Principal,
I do not consider myself very competent when | attend the classes of special education

teachers and supervise them because I am not a special education teacher.” (PM2)

Although few, there were school principals who stated that they had a master degree in educational
administration and supervision, that they are sufficient in teacher supervision, that they carry out
effective teacher supervision, and that they follow scientific publications related to their field. One
statement is:
“School principals must have attended an in-service training seminar in this field. For
myself, even though there is no teacher supervision or education supervision, | attended
education management seminars twice. For this reason, | consider myself a little more
adequate. Although | have completed my doctorate, | also want to do a master degree in
educational administration and supervision. | think | need to train myself a little more to

improve my proficiency.” (PM9)

Qualifications that School Principals Should Have

To determine the opinion on the qualifications that school principals should have, the participants were
asked, “What kind of knowledge, equipment and education level should school principals have in
teacher supervision?”. It is noteworthy that all of the participants considered it necessary to have at

least postgraduate education in educational administration and supervision, and almost all the
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participants considered it necessary to have received training in education administration and

supervision. A great majority of the school principals also emphasized the importance of using
technology, communication and human relations education and skills, legislative knowledge, social
justice education, field expertise and current professional knowledge. One answer in this direction is
given below:

“To determine the school principal to supervise teachers, s/he must have a good command

of technology and set an example for the teachers in his/her school technology. Because

we are conducting our education by distance learning during the pandemic process. A

school principal who cannot access Zoom, who cannot interpret the educational statistical

data of teachers who teach on different platforms in distance education, and who cannot

carry the digital age to his/her school, cannot achieve the desired level of proficiency

under the supervision of teachers.” (PF2)

Nearly half of the school administrators emphasized the importance of problem-solving education and
skills, instructional leadership skills and the importance of following scientific publications in their
field. A number of them also focused on certain qualities, such as conflict and stress management,
measurement and evaluation, creative thinking, technological leadership training and skills, and

training in educational economics. One answer in this direction is:

“A school principal should be an expert, and the principals should be chosen from among
those who have trained themselves in educational administration and supervision. For
school principals to supervise teachers, they must be guiding leaders who have leadership
gualities, can produce solutions to problems, can act with principles, and can contribute
to the personal and professional development of teachers. Besides current legislation, it
is necessary to closely follow scientific studies related to supervision. They must have

problem-solving skills and creative thinking skills.” (PM13)
Positive and Negative Experiences of School Principals on Teacher Supervision

To reveal school principals' positive and negative experiences on teacher supervision, the participants
were asked, “What are the positive and negative experiences you have had regarding teacher
supervision as a school principal? Can you say a little?”. According to this, the school principals mostly
talked about reducing the pressure of the supervision atmosphere in their positive experiences with
their supervision. Most of the participants, in addition, stated that this supervision had a positive effect
on developing a process-oriented and guidance-based understanding. They emphasized the supervision
carried out by the school principals provides opportunities to get to know the teachers and students
closely and to increase the motivation of the teachers and students. They mentioned that it had the
potential to become aware of problems and to provide professional development. One evaluation in

this direction is:
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“In a school where I worked before, institutional and teacher supervision was carried out

by inspectors a year before my principality. | learned that during that supervision period,
they had very strict control at the school, all the teachers of the school were experiencing
tension, and some teachers even cried. | learned the school and teachers had shortcomings
during this period, and | also observed these. | started my studies by examining the
supervision documents from the previous year. ... During the supervision, I saw that a
teacher was extremely stressed, excited, and affected so much as s/he could not speak. So
I told the teacher that my aim was only to improve teaching and to guide him/her. | saw
that the teacher was relieved when | said that s/he might have certain deficiencies, that |
would not leave him/her alone in completing the deficiencies during the process, and that
I would support him/her in improving himself/herself in every subject so that the bad

experiences in the past would not be experienced.” (PM8)

The school principals told their experiences showing that this supervision increases the quality of
education, that it is possible to carry out the supervision process in a plan, improve organizational
trust/climate positively, establish strong communication, and follow scientific and technological
developments. The positive aspects of teacher supervision carried out by school principals in terms of
improvement in the perception of organizational justice and providing objective/fair evaluation were
also mentioned. There are also negative evaluations concerning the teacher supervision experiences of
school principals, which are reflected in the narratives. It is noteworthy that all of the school principals
mentioned that they had problems in applying sanctions to teachers who were found to have
inadequacies/deficiencies in being fair/objective in supervision. In addition, most of the participants
stated they had insufficient knowledge and skills regarding supervision. It can be seen that school
principals who stated that they had problems in giving feedback to teachers also made up a significant
majority. In addition, a significant number of school principals mentioned that supervisors were not

taken seriously. One expression that will serve as an example for narratives in this direction is:

“Again, when I take part in a teacher’s supervision, the teacher asks me what my expertise
is. Is your expertise sufficient to supervise a teacher? He told me he did not accept the
supervision. | reminded him that I could carry out teacher supervision by showing the
relevant law article. My aim would be more guidance than supervision, | said. I left saying
that if he set another day, | will be a guest of his class that day. | believe that the
supervisory powers of the school principal are not fully defined here. This situation

becomes a refuge for teachers.” (PM13)

It has been observed that the negative experiences reflected on teacher supervision are also related to
a communication problems, the problem of the supervision creating anxiety, the deterioration of the

organizational climate/trust, and problems experienced in the supervision's planning. The problems of
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not being able to master the field knowledge in different branches, cooperation, focusing on

supervision, and limiting the freedom of the teacher were also mentioned.

School Principals’ Recommendations on Teacher Supervision

To reveal the suggestions of the school principals in the improvement and development of teacher
supervision activities, the participants were asked, “How do you think the authority and responsibility
fields of school principals should be arranged in terms of teacher supervision? Can you share your
views on this matter with us?”, and “When you consider the current teacher supervision practices, what
do you think are the positive/negative aspects that need to be developed or maintained?”. In line with
the answers received, various suggestions were put forward on the issues that need to be improved,
developed, and changed in current teacher supervisory practices. The common topics on which all the
interviewed school principals agreed were identified. These were: continuation of teacher supervision
practices by school principals; professionalization of school principality; imposition of any sanction
as a result of supervision; reorganization of teacher supervision criteria (for reasons such as scientific,
technological developments, pandemics, and so on); continuation of guidance and process-oriented
supervision practices; provision of feedback on supervisions; providing school principals with in-
service providing training; making clear and understandable legal regulations regarding the job
description; and authority and responsibilities of school principals in supervision. One opinion in this
direction is:

“I think that because of the increasing workload of school principals, official
correspondence, and problems arising from the physical structure of the school, | cannot
spare enough time to improve teaching under the supervision of teachers. Even if | take
the time, | do not think there will be a significant change in the situation. This is because,
even though | supervise teachers, | think the supervisions are only on paper, because | do
not have the authority to encourage the teacher or because | do not know how to use the
authority.” (PF1)

While almost all of the school principals talked about increasing the effectiveness of supervision and
giving more importance to education and training, most of them recommended school principals
require at least postgraduate education in educational administration and supervision. In addition, they
recommended developing a data-based standard control module in teacher supervision. Suggestions,
such as reorganizing the qualifications of school principals, providing field experts or branch support,
granting autonomy to school principals in teacher supervision, and developing self-control in the

appointment regulation, were reflected in the interviews with school principals.

Discussion
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The findings fall in line with the first sub-aim of the research showing that teacher supervision made

by school principals is not effective enough and cannot be conducted effectively in schools (Kdybast,
Ugurlu, Bakir, & Karakus, 2017; Kog, 2018; Altun, Sanli, & Tan, 2015; Ozmen & Batmaz, 2006). In
the research, some observed that a number of the school principals who considered themselves
competent in teacher supervision had received postgraduate education in educational administration
and supervision. Other studies associate the ineffectiveness of teacher supervision with the fact that
school principals have not received training in supervision and guidance (Altun, Sanli, & Tan, 2015;
Bayar, 2017; Tonbul & Baysiilen, 2017; Kdybasi et al., 2017; Agaoglu & Agaoglu, 2020). Again, in
the research of Arslantas, Tosten, and Avci (2020), most teachers were not satisfied with the
supervision given because of their lack of qualifications. It has been revealed that a number of teachers
are not satisfied with the supervision because the supervision can be used as a pressure tool and the
need to protect the confidentiality of the classroom environment. Glickman, Gordon & Ross-Gordon
(2017, pp. 6-7) state that the transformation of supervision into a tool to control teachers does not fit a
cooperative and developmental school management approach. Altun, Sanli, & Tan (2015) state that
school principals may have difficulty in complying with the principles of objectivity and impartiality
in their supervisory duties because of political and trade union reasons that were instrumental in their

appointment.

The positive and negative experiences revealed within the framework of the second sub-aim
of the research show parallelism with other research findings related to the subject. It has also revealed
findings that the high workload of school principals damages teacher supervision in other studies
(Ozbas, 2002; Ergen & Esiyok, 2017; Agaoglu & Agaoglu, 2020). In a study conducted by Pajak and
Glickman (1989), it was concluded that teachers preferred information with suggestions, information
only, and information with directives, respectively. Based on this result, school principals, who are
part of the school and the education offered at the school, are expected to be more successful in offering
advice and information than an outside inspector; in a number of studies in which, the idea that school
principals can conduct teacher supervision more effectively than inspectors, arguments such as the fact
that principals can make more detailed evaluations because they know the school, teacher, and students
in advance, and that it is more suitable for on-the-job training (Tonbul & Baysiilen, 2017; Yesil & Kis,
2015; Kog & Akin,2020). The findings of research by Altunay (2020), conducted in the survey design,
show the following: teachers’ feelings of anxiety; a lack of self-criticism; a lack of regular supervision;
the difference between branches; that the principals cannot supervise impartially; the principals’ lack
of supervisory information; opposition to the supervision; and the absence of sanctions for the
supervision. Aydin, Giinbey, & Kara (2020), in their research on the problems of principals who are
primary school administrators, reveal that school principals have problems supervising teachers who
are more experienced than themselves and teachers from other branches, because they feel that they

cannot be fair and objective.
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It was seen that the suggestions put forward in line with the third sub-aim of the research were

also put forward by other research findings in the literature. The educational suggestions
accompanying the determination that the school administrators who perform the supervision do not
receive management training, and that their merit in supervision and management is low, have been
put forward in numerous studies (Ozden, 1998; Ozbas, 2002; Tas, 2003; Kog, 2018; Deniz & Saylik,
2018). Sergiovanni (2001, p.133) states that the ability to continue learning, which he defines as the
most obvious principle of leadership, is about developing a critical view of current practices and
following developments concerning the profession, rather than new degrees and certificates.
According to Ozden (1998), school principality should be accepted as a profession, training programs
should be organized for both future managers and current managers, and that school principals should
be selected, trained, and appointed to the profession by considering international standards. The criteria
for selection, training, and appointment of school principals should be re-evaluated. In research by
Tonbul & Baysiilsen (2017), which includes the opinions of school principals, teachers, and education
inspectors on teacher supervision, the regulation change was considered to be negative by the
inspectors and positive by the teachers and school principals. All parties emphasized that they were
concerned about a loss of objectivity in supervision, and the fact that school principals had not
undergone in-service training was an important shortcoming. In the literature review, it is understood
that an effective system for teacher supervision has not been established in the last thirty years. The
results of the research suggest that the legal regulations made in recent years and the supervision of
teachers by school principals have not been placed solidly.

Results

Within the first sub-aim of the research, most of the participants stated that they saw themselves as
inadequate in teacher supervision. The reasons for this inadequacy are: political and union pressures;
not defining school management as a career profession; not giving feedback after the audit; and the
fact that school bureaucracy, equipment, resources, and personnel take up much time. The school
principals stated that they could not conduct supervision as effectively as the inspectors, could not
make a fair and objective teacher supervision, and had not received sufficient postgraduate and in-

service training in teacher supervision.

School principals emphasize the necessity of postgraduate education and in-service training,
especially in educational administration and supervision. It is stated that school principals should know
educational administration and supervision, knowledge and skills of the use of technology,
communication, and human relations knowledge and skills, social justice knowledge, current
legislation, and professional knowledge in their field for their supervisory competencies. According to
the research findings, it is understood that there is a need for legal regulations that will form the basis
for the employment of school principals and determine common qualifications and competencies. In

addition, school principals need time to carry out teacher inspections in a planned, scheduled, and
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healthy way; it was understood that they could not realize this because of the intensity of other

responsibilities at the school.

Within the second sub-aim of the research, the positive aspects of teacher supervision by
school principals are as follows: a reduction of tensions because of supervision at school; the
possibility of a process-oriented and guidance-based supervisory approach; an opportunity to get to
know teachers and students closely; an increase in the motivation of teachers and students; provision
of opportunities for school principals to become aware of problems and their professional
development; and to enable an increase in quality. According to the research findings, it is understood
that the supervision of teachers by school principals provides a number of opportunities in terms of
process-oriented guidance that will allow for teachers’ on-the-job training. Regarding the negative
aspects of teacher supervision by school principals, all the participants mentioned that there were
difficulties in fair and objective evaluation, as sanctions cannot be applied to a teacher whose
inadequacy/deficiency is observed. There are also difficulties, such as an insufficient knowledge and
skill in supervising, a difficulty in giving feedback, not taking supervisors seriously, communication
problems, deterioration of organizational climate/trust because supervising creates anxiety, a lack of
knowledge in different branches, and a lack of sufficient time in the planning of supervision.

Within the third sub-aim of the research, the suggestions regarding teacher supervision by
school principals focus on the professionalization of the school principality. They emphasize that the
supervision of teachers by qualified school principals, whose main profession is managing their own
school and who feel that they belong to this profession, instead of school principals whose main
profession is still as teachers, will bring healthier results. In addition, they state that to provide the
autonomy of school principals in teacher supervision, any supervision/evaluation results should be
enforceable and binding. They see it necessary to arrange the following: teacher supervision criteria
(for reasons such as scientific, technological developments, pandemics, and so on); provide training
for school principals on supervision; reorganize the qualifications of school principals in the
appointment regulations; and a requirement that school administrators have at least postgraduate
education in educational administration and supervision. They state that clear and understandable legal
arrangements should be made regarding the job description, authority, and responsibilities of school

principals in teacher supervision.
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