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Bu arastirma, 2021 Yonetici Segme ve Gorevlendirme Yonetmeligi ile getirilen oOlgiitlerin liyakatli
yoneticileri belirlemedeki etkinligini incelemektedir. Nitel yaklasimlardan durum analizine uygun
gerceklestirilen bu arastirmada veriler yar1 yapilandirilmis goériisme formu ile toplanmistir. Arastirmaya
Istanbul’da gérev yapan 28 okul yéneticisi katilmis, elde edilen verilerin ¢dziimlenmesinde betimsel
analiz ve icerik analizi birlikte kullanilmistir. Bulgular, mevcut odlgiitlerin bazi yonlerden yetersiz, bazi
yonlerden ise gelistirilmesi gerektigini gostermektedir. Katilimcilar, simmav sisteminin eksikliklerine,
yonetici adaylarinin belirlenme siirecindeki adaletsizliklere ve 6lgiitlerin bolgesel farkliliklara uygun
olmayisina dikkat ¢ekmistir. Sonu¢ olarak, egitim kurumlarinin daha liyakatli yoneticiler tarafindan
yonetilmesi icin, yénetici se¢im dlciitlerinin daha nesnel, adil ve etkili olmas1 gerekmektedir. Olciitlerin
paydas gorisleri dogrultusunda giincellenmesi ve bilimsel temellere dayandirilmasi, egitim yonetiminde
niteligi artiracaktir. Ozellikle ediniminde yénetici adayinin aktif katkisi1 olmayan élgiitlerin ¢ikarilmasi
onerilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 6l¢iit degerlendirme, yonetici se¢me o6lgiitlerini degerlendirme, okul miidiirii se¢gme
Olciitlerini degerlendirme, yonetici segme.

Abstract

This study evaluates the effectiveness of the criteria introduced by the 2021 Administrator Selection and
Assignment Regulation in identifying qualified administrators. Conducted using a case study approach, a
qualitative research method, the data were collected through a semi-structured interview form. The
study involved 28 school administrators working in Istanbul, and the collected data were analyzed using
descriptive and content analysis. The findings indicate that while some aspects of the existing criteria
are insufficient, others need improvement. Participants highlighted deficiencies in the examination
system, injustices in the selection process of administrator candidates, and the lack of adaptation of the
criteria to regional differences. In conclusion, for educational institutions to be managed by more
competent administrators, the selection criteria should be more objective, fair, and effective. Updating
these criteria based on stakeholder feedback and grounding them in scientific principles will enhance
the quality of educational administration. In particular, it is recommended to remove criteria that do not
involve the active contribution of the principal candidate in their acquisition.

Keywords: criteria evaluation, evaluating administrator selection criteria, evaluating school principal
selection criteria, selecting administrators.
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GIRIS

Insanlik tarihinin toplumsal, ekonomik, bilimsel degisimle yeniden sekillendigi; bilisim ve
iletisim cagina evrildigi giliniimiiz diinyasinin en 6nemli 6zelligi bircok alanda eszamanl,
etkilesimli ve hizli degisimdir. Bu degisime ayak uydurabilme diizeyi ile sahip olunan egitim
diizeyi arasinda pozitif yénde korelasyon mevcuttur. lyi egitim almis bireyler her zaman
degisen kosullara daha kolay uyum saglayabilmektedirler (Eres, 2005; Milll Egitim Bakanligi,
2018). Egitim, toplumlardaki her tiirli hizli degisime uyum saglayabilmede 6nemli arag
olmanin yaninda, anayasal teminat altinda olan temel bir insan hakkidir. Toplumlar bir
yandan kendi egitim sistemini olusturarak kiiltiirlerinde var olan bilgi, deneyim ve degerleri
gelecek nesillere aktarirken, diger yandan aktarilan bu ozellikler egitimin sistemlerini
sekillendirmektedir (Dinger, 2003). Bu zaviyeden bakildiginda egitimin amagclarindan biri belki
de en onceliklisi ahlaki, insani, manevi ve kiiltlirel degerlerden kopmadan evrensel kiiltiirle
uyum saglayan; gecmisle gelecek arasinda bag kurarak toplumdaki birikimi gelecek nesillere
aktaran, dogayla barisik, insan haklarina karsi gérev ve sorumluluklarini davranis haline
déniistiirmiis yurttaslar yetistirmektir. Insanlarin bilissel ihtiyaclar: biiyiik oranda evrenseldir
ve bu ihtiyaclarin karsilanmasinda egitime muhtactirlar. Dolayisiyla yukarida sayilan
niteliklere sahip bireyler yetistirmenin yolu egitimden gegmektedir.

Bir sistem olarak egitim girdi, stire¢ ve ¢iktilardan olusmaktadir. Egitim sisteminin istenilen
niteliklere sahip bireyler yetistirebilmesi i¢in sistemin 6geleri olan girdi, siire¢ ve ¢ikti
asamalarinda veli, 6gretmen, 6grenci vb. bir¢ok kilit paydas ile is birligi yapmak ve esgiidim
icinde calismasi gerekmektedir. Egitim sisteminin her tli¢ 6gesi lizerinde en ¢ok etkiye sahip
girdisi egitim kurumlarinda yodnetici pozisyonunda olan kisilerdedir (Gupta ve Gupta, 2013).
Bu baglamda, okul miidiirleri ve yonetici pozisyonundaki diger kisiler, egitim sisteminin en
onemli aktorlerinden biri olarak hem 6gretmenlerin hem de 6grencilerin akademik basarisini
ve okul kiiltiirtinii dogrudan etkileyen liderlerdir. Sahip oldugu konumun gerektirdigi bilissel,
duyussal ve devinsel yetkinliklere sahip bir yonetici kadrosu, egitimi toplumun gelismesinde
itici gli¢ haline getirebilir.

Diger toplumsal kurumlarla birlikte egitim orgiitleri de siirekli degisim ve gelisimden
etkilenirler. Egitim kurumlarinin degisime uyum saglayarak toplumsal gelisime katki
saglamalarinda kilit 6gelerden biri de yoneticilerdir. Degisimi iyi yonetebilen, karsilastiklar
sorunlarla bas edebilen lider nitelikli yoneticiler egitim Orgiitlerini ileri tasiyabilirler.
Dolayisiyla okulun basarisindaki rol oncelikle okul miidiri olmak tizere okul
yoneticilerinindir. Hatta okul yoneticisinin liderlik becerileri ile 6grenci basarisi arasinda
baglanti oldugunu gosteren bir¢cok calisma mevcuttur (Robinson, Lloyd ve Rowe, 2008;
Webster ve Litchka, 2020; Gurr, 2024). Okul yoneticisinin (midiir ve miidiir yardimcilari)
liyakatli ve ehliyetli kisilerden secilmesi durumunda egitim etkinliklerinden beklenen fayda en
ist diizeyde elde edilebilir. Okul yoéneticilerinin 6grencileri, 6gretmenleri, memurlari,
hizmetlileri, glivenlik gorevlilerini, disaridan alinan hizmetleri ve velilerle iligkileri iyi bicimde
yonetme; 1limh ve saglikli bir okul iklimi olusturma, 6grencilerin gelisimlerini takip etme,
okulun fiziki sartlarini iyilestirme, yonetim becerisine sahip olma gibi sorumluluklar1 vardir.
Yoneticilerin olumlu okul kiiltiird, iyi 6grenme, alt-list birimlerle gii¢lii ve saghkli bag kurma
ortami olusturabilmeleri, saglikli iliskiler kurmalari; tiim paydaslarin beklentilerini géz 6niinde
bulundurmalar1 ile mimkiindiir. Liderlikle ilgili yapilan arastirmalar, etkili okullarin etkili
ogretim liderleri tarafindan yonetildigini gostermektedir (Lipham, 1981; Griffin, 1993; Balci,
2001; Gumtseli, 2001; Akt. Giirbiiz, Erdem ve Yildirim, 2013). Sorumluluk sahibi, kendini
strekli glincelleyerek mesleki gelisimini stirdiiren, teknolojiyi takip eden, toplumla, cevreyle ve
calisanlariyla iyi iligkiler kuran ve okulun her agidan gelisimi i¢in ¢aba gosteren giiclii bir
liderin varlig1 egitim kurumlar: icin hayati 6nem tasimaktadir. Anilan niteliklere sahip okul
yoneticilerinin tim yonetsel siireclerde basarili olabilmeleri i¢in, iyi yetismeleri yaninda, okul
yoneticilerini se¢me ve atanma 6lciitlerinin nesnel, mesleki bilgi ve becerilere dayandirilmasini
zorunlu kilmaktadir (Ozmen ve Kémiirlii, 2010).
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Olgiitler, belirli bir durumun, olgunun ya da bireyin karsilastirilmasi, degerlendirilmesi ve
seciminde ise kosulan norm, standart ya da referans noktalaridir. Olgiitler, karar verme
slireglerinde yonlendirici rol oynayarak secimlerin belirli ilkelere uygun ve nesnel bicimde
gerceklestirilmesine katki saglarlar. Olgiitlerin kullanilmasinin temel amaci, standartlagtiriimis
bir degerlendirme yaparak nesnel sonuclara ulasmak ve saglikli karar verme siireglerine
destek olmaktadir (Berk, Topcan ve Ozdemir, 2015; Bandalos, 2018). Olgiitlerin, kendisinden
beklenen nesnelligi saglamada yol gostericilik roliinli yerine getirebilmeleri i¢in kullanildig:
alan i¢in uygun, anlamh ve ilgili alan icin kullanilabilir kisacas1 “gecerli” olmalidir. Ayni
zamanda 0lciit, dl¢tiigl niteligi dogru olarak dlcebilmeli yani “glivenilir” olmalidir. Diger tiim
alanlarda oldugu gibi okul yonetimi baglaminda da bir okul yoneticisinin gorevini etkili
bicimde yapabilmesi i¢in gerekli niteliklere sahip olup olmadigini belirlemek igin cesitli
olcttler gelistirilir. Bu o6lciitler akademik yeterlilik, yoneticilik becerileri, liderlik 6zellikleri,
iletisim yetkinligi, etik degerler ve karar verme kapasitesi gibi bircok farkli boyutu icerebilir
(Northouse, 2016).

Gecerli ve gilivenilir Olglitlerin belirlenmesi, se¢im siireclerinde objektif ve adil bir
degerlendirme yapmay1 miimkiin kilar. Keyfi ve subjektif degerlendirmeler, liyakat yerine
kisisel tercihlere dayali secimleri tesvik edebilir ve bu durum, egitim kurumlarinda y6énetim
etkinligini olumsuz etkileyebilir. Dogru belirlenmis 6l¢iitler sayesinde adaylarin bilgi, beceri ve
deneyimleri nesnel bir sekilde analiz edilir ve egitim yonetimi icin en uygun ve liyakatli
bireylerin secilmesi saglanir (Bush, 2008; Leithwood ve Sun, 2017). Liyakat, bireylerin bilgi,
beceri, yetenek, deneyim ve becerilerinin atandigi ya da atanmak istedigi pozisyona
uygunlugunu ifade eder. Liyakat ilkesine dayali okul yoneticisi se¢iminde dlciitlerin
belirlenmesi, egitim kurumlarinin strdiiriilebilir basarisini saglamada kritik role sahiptir.
Etkili bir okul miidiirii, yalmzca akademik donanimi ile degil, ayn1 zamanda kriz y6netimi,
iletisim becerileri, pedagojik liderlik ve toplumsal farkindalik gibi yetkinlikleriyle de
degerlendirilmelidir (Hallinger, 2018). Dogru olciitlerle yapilan yonetici segimleri, okulun
akademik basari diizeyini artirmanin yani sira 6gretmen ve 6grenci motivasyonunu da olumlu
yonde etkileyebilir (Marzano et al, 2005). Liyakat esasina dayali yonetim anlayisi, egitim
sisteminde firsat esitligi saglarken, kurumsal giivenilirligi de artirmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda,
miidiir atamalarinda nesnel 6lgiitlerin belirlenmesi ve bu olgiitlere dayali degerlendirme
slireglerinin isletilmesi, egitim kurumlarinin yonetimsel kalitesini artirarak 6grencilerin daha
iyi bir egitim almasini destekler.

Tiurkiye’de yonetici segme ve gorevlendirmede ise kosulan olciitler ¢esitli donemlerde
degisegelmektedir. Bu degisimlerin arkasinda yatan temel motivasyonun yoneticilik pozisyonu
icin daha liyakatli ve ehil adaylarin seg¢ilebilmesi ¢abasi oldugu degerlendirilmektedir. Bu
yargiya en onemli kanit olarak son tg¢ (2017, 2018, 2021) yonetmelikte nesnelligi her zaman
tartisma konusu olan sozli sinavin agirhiginin giderek azalmis olmasi gosterilebilir. 2017
yonetmeliginde so6zlii smnavin agirh@ %50 iken, 2018de 6nce %40’a, sonra da %20’ye
distirilmistiir. 2021 Yoénetmeliginde ise s6zlii sinavin agirhigi %20 olarak devam etmistir.
Turkiye genelinde s6zli sinav jiiri Giyelerinin puanlarini yonetici adaylarinin yazili sinavlarina
yakin ya da aynisini verme egiliminde olduklari goéz 6niine alindiginda so6zlii sinavin islevsiz
hale geldigi diistiniilebilir (Dilbaz ve Atis, 2021). Yazili sinavdan alinan puanin ortalamaya
etkisi yillar igcerisinde biiyiik oranda %50 olarak sabit kalmistir (Milli Egitim Bakanhgi, 2017;
Milll Egitim Bakanligi, 2018; Milll Egitim Bakanhgi, 2021).

Yonetici secme ya da gorevlendirmede yazili ve sozlii sinavlarin disinda dikkate alinan diger
Olclitler egitim, deneyim, oOdiiller, cezalar gibi olciitlerdir. Siire¢ icerisinde bu kategoriler
altindaki performans gostergelerine verilen puanlar degisse de bu kategoriler sabit kalmistir.
Ornegin egitim yonetimi alaninda doktora derecesine sahip olmak 2014 Yénetmeliginde 10
puan getiren bir oOl¢lt iken, takip eden tli¢ yonetmelikte (2015, 2017, 2018) sadece bes puan
getiren bir 6lciit olmustur (Milll Egitim Bakanhgi, 2014). Aym 6l¢lit 2021 yonetmeliginde ise
on bes puan gibi 6nceki yonetmeliklere gore oldukca yiiksek bir puan getirisine sahip olmustur
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(Milli Egitim Bakanhgi, 2021). Olgiitlere verilen puanlarin son on yildaki degisimleri agagidaki
Tablo 1’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1. Son bes yonetmelikte ortak olan 6dlciitler ve bu 6lciitlere tekabiil eden puanlar

Olgiitler Yillar
2014 2015 2017 2018 2021
On lisans ve lisans egitiminin her bir yili i¢in (En fazla 4 y1l) 1 1 1 1 -*
E Diger alanlarda yiiksek lisans i¢in 3 2 2 2
E  Yénetim alaninda yiiksek lisans 5 3 3 3 8
e
2 Diger alanlardaki doktora 8 4 4 4 11
Yo6netim alaninda doktora 10 5 5 5 15
Tesekkiir Belgesi veya Basari Belgesi (En fazla 1 adet) 1 1 1 1 1
E Takdir Belgesi veya Ustiin Basar1 Belgesi (En fazla 1 adet) 2 2 2 2 2
§ Aylikla Odiil (En fazla 1 adet) 3 3 3 3 -
Odiil (En fazla 1 adet) 5 4 4 4 3
Her bir kinama cezasi i¢in (Affa ugramis olanlar haric) -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
E Her bir ayliktan kesme veya maas kesilmesi cezasi i¢in (Affa ugramis -3 -3 -3 -3 -2
E olanlar haric)
©  Her bir kademe ilerlemesinin durdurulmasi, kidem indirilmesi ve -5 -5 -5 -5 -3
derece indirilmesi cezasi i¢in (Affa ugramis olanlar haric)
Ogretmenlikte gecen her bir yil icin 036 036 036 036 1
«  Kurucu Midir, Midiir yardimciliginda ve Midiir yetkili 6gretmenlikte 0,48 0,48 0,48 0,48 2
E gecen her bir yil i¢cin
g Miidiir bagyardimciliginda gegen her bir yil icin 0,60 060 0,6 0,6

Midirlikte ve Bakanlhigin Merkez ve Tasra Teskilatlarinda Sube 0,72 0,72 0,72 0,72 4
Miidiirii veya daha iist kademelerde gecen her bir yil icin

*2021 Yonetmeliginde hizmet y1lina puan verilmemekte ancak ikinci lisans i¢in 4 puan verilmektedir.

Tablo 1'de goriildiigii gibi 2021 Yonetmeligine kadar olan yonetmeliklerde Olgiitlere verilen
puanlar biliyiik oranda benzerlik gosterirken bu yonetmelikte ciddi oranda farklilasma
gorilmektedir. Ayrica, 6nceki yonetmeliklerden farkli olarak 2021 Yonetmeliginde degisik
kategoriler altinda ilave oOlgltler getirilmistir. Bu kategoriler sunlardir: Akademik ve Mesleki
Deneyim, Kurum Gelistirme Deneyimi, Okul Gelistirme Deneyimi Sadece 2021 yonetmeliginin
ekinde diger yonetmeliklerdeki olciitlere ek olarak ii¢c kategori altinda toplam 33 adet 6lciit
oldugu goriilmektedir. Kategoriler ve o6lciitler tablo 2’de gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Sadece 2021 Yonetmeliginde olan 6lciitler (Ek-2 yeniden gorevlendirmeler icin)

Kategori Olciit Puan
4 Ulusal hakemli dergide makalesi yayinlanmak 2
X E E Uluslararasi hakemli dergide makalesi yayinlanmak 3
E 7 % Universitede en az bir dénem ders okutmak ve degerlendirme yapmis olmak 2
E E E (")g.refrr{en adaylaﬂrlmn yapacaklari 6gretmenlik uygulamasi kapsaminda uygulama okul 3
< miidiiri olarak gérev yapmis olmak
= Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumu adina marka tescili alanlar 3
S
a}j £ Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunun égretmen ve 6grencileri Tiirk Patent ve Marka 4
> Té‘ Kurumundan tasarim tescili alanlar
8 2 Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunun 6gretmen ve 6grencileri Tiirk Patent ve Marka 5
§ &, Kurumundan faydal model tescili alanlar
5 3 Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunun 6gretmen ve 6grencileri Tiirk Patent ve Marka 6
= Kurumundan patent tescili alanlar
% Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda yiiritiilen ve sonuglandirilan ulusal proje bulunmak 1
=
a - Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda yiiriitiilen ve sonuglandirilan uluslararasi proje 2
E % bulunmak
E % Yiiriitiilen ulusal projelerden sonuglandirilanlarda danisman olarak gérev almis olmak 2
E* S Yiritiilen uluslararasi projelerden sonuglandirilanlarda danisman olarak gorev almis 4
& = olmak
s & Yiiriitiilen ulusal projelerden sonuglandirilanlarda yiiriitiicti olarak gorev almis olmak 3
=
g Yuritilen uluslararasi projelerden sonuglandirilanlarda yiiriitiicii olarak gérev almig olmak 5
=
o é Hizmetigi egitim faaliyetlerine kursiyer olarak katilmis olmak 1
o
o 'E Hizmetici egitim faaliyetlerine egitim yoneticisi olarak katilmig olmak 2
et
& Hizmetici egitim faaliyetlerine egitim gorevlisi olarak katilmis olmak 2
= flkokullarda Yetistirme Programi (IYEP) kapsaminda yénetim gérevini yiiriitmek 2
g E Destekleme ve Yetistirme Kurslar1 (DYK) kapsaminda yonetim gorevini yliritmek 2
E TE Evde ve hastanede egitim hizmetleri kapsaminda y6netim gorevini ytiriitmek 2
§ < Yéneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda destek egitim odas1 agilmis olmak 2
E /M Ders dis1 egitim ¢alismalarinda yonetici olarak gérev yapmis olmak 2
E Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda ulusal diizeyde diizenlenen 1
E bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda mansiyon alan 6grenci bulunmak
a Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda ulusal diizeyde diizenlenen 2
E bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda iiciincii olan 6grenci bulunmak
& - Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda ulusal diizeyde diizenlenen 3
E E bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda ikinci olan 6grenci bulunmak
=] 5 Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda ulusal diizeyde diizenlenen 4
3 § bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda birinci olan 6grenci bulunmak
2 T Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda uluslararasi diizeyde diizenlenen 2
% § bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda mansiyon alan 6grenci bulunmak
= Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda uluslararasi diizeyde diizenlenen 4
bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda ii¢iincii olan dgrenci bulunmak
Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda uluslararasi diizeyde diizenlenen 6
bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda ikinci olan 6grenci bulunmak
Yoneticisi oldugu egitim kurumunda uluslararasi diizeyde diizenlenen 8

bilgi/beceri/spor/sanat/proje vb. yarismalarda birinci olan 6grenci bulunmak

Tablo 2’'de goriilen 6nceki yonetmeliklerde olmayan yeni ve ilave 6lgiitlerden edinilen puanlar
usuliine uygun edinildigi takdirde daha duyarl ve giivenilir degerlendirme yaparak liyakatli
yoneticilerin saptanmasina hizmet etmesi beklenebilir. Ancak 2021 Yonetmeliginde ilk defa
kullanilmaya baslayan 6lctitlerin diger 6lciitlerle birlikte ne kadar amaca hizmet ettigi heniiz
paydas goriislerine gore degerlendirilmemistir. 5 Subat 2021 tarih ve 31386 sayili Resmi
Gazetede yayimlanarak uygulamaya konan “Milli Egitim Bakanligina Bagh Egitim Kurumlarina
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Yonetici Segme ve Gorevlendirme Yonetmeligindeki” olgiitlerin (Ek-2) iyi bir yonetici se¢mek
icin katihmcilar tarafindan degerlendirilmemis olmasi bu arastirmanin problemini
olusturmaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu calismanin amaci 2021 Yonetmeliginde ise kosulan 6lciitlerin
liyakatli yoneticileri belirlemede islevsel olup olmadiginin saptanmasidir.

Yonetici gorevlendirmelerinde olciitler en temel araglardir. Bu ara¢ hazirlanirken paydaslarin
gorislerinin alinmasi demokratik, insancildir ve daha verimli sonuglar verecegi yadsinamaz bir
gercektir. Yonetici se¢mek icin ortaya konan 6lgiitler, iyi bir yonetici segmek icin yeterli ve
uygun olmalidir. Liyakatli ve ehil ve yonetici secmede yetersiz kalan 6l¢litler amacina hizmet
etmemenin disinda kurumlar i¢cin zaman ve emek kaybindan 6te bir fayda saglamayacagi
aciktir. lyi bir yénetici ya da liyakatli ve ehil yoneticiden kastedilen, yaptig1 isi kuramsal ve
uygulamada cok iyi bilmenin yaninda bu bilgilerinin toplam etkisini artiracak sosyal becerilere
(etkili iletisim, problem ¢6zme vb.) sahip olan, alandaki gelismeleri takip edebilmek ve ayak
uydurabilmek icin bilgi okuryazarhgi ile birlikte bilisim okuryazari da olan yoneticilerdir.

Bu arastirmanin liyakatli okul yoneticisi secme ve gorevlendirmede kullanilan 6lciitlerin
islevselliginin saptanmasinda ve ilerde yapilacak o6lgiit gelistirme calismalarinda nesnel
Olcttlerin tespitine katki saglayacagi diistiniilmektedir.
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YONTEM

Mevcut okul miidiirii segme 6l¢litlerinin liyakatli ve ehil yoneticiler belirlemedeki yeterliliginin
incelendigi bu arastirma, nitel arastirma yaklasimlarindan durum ¢alismasi (case study) deseni
ile gerceklestirilmistir. Nitel arastirma, bireylerin veya gruplarin bir olguya dair algilarini,
deneyimlerini ve anlamlarini1 derinlemesine incelemeyi amaglayan bir yaklasimdir (Creswell &
Poth, 2018). Bu tiir arastirmalar, karmasik sosyal olaylar1 anlamak i¢in arastirmaciya esneklik
saglar. Durum ¢alismasi, bir olguyu veya olgu grubunu sinirl bir baglam icinde derinlemesine
incelemek icin kullanilan bir arastirma desenidir. Bu model, baglama 6zgii bilgilerin elde
edilmesi ve ilgili siireclerin detayl sekilde anlasilmasi acgisindan 6zellikle kullanishdir (Yin,
2018). Bu calisma, liyakatli ve ehil okul miidiirii belirlemede kullanilan olciitlerin yetkinlik
durumunu incelediginden durum ¢alismasi kapsaminda degerlendirilmistir.

Katilimcilar

Arastirmanmin  katihmailar,, istanbul’da goérev yapmakta olan toplam 28 yéneticiden
olusmustur. Katilimcilarin belirlenmesinde, arastirma sorularini en iyi sekilde yanitlayabilecek
bilgi, deneyim veya o6zellige sahip bireylerden olusan amag¢h Ornekleme ve arastirmanin
baglamini temsil eden farkli 6zelliklere sahip bireylerin se¢ilmesini gerektiren (Patton, 2002)
maksimum cesitlilik 6rneklemesi tercih edilmistir. Bu yontemle okul tiirti (ilkokul, ortaokul,
lise) ve mesleki deneyim gibi degiskenler agisindan ¢esitlilik saglanmistir. Katilimcilar arasinda
hem farkl yoneticilik deneyimine (miidiir yardimciligi yapmis olup olmama gibi) hem de
stiresine sahip kisiler yer almistir. Bu cesitlilik, secme stireclerine dair farkl perspektiflerin ve
deneyimlerin ortaya konulmasini saglamistir. Katilimcilarin demografik 6zellikleri Tablo 3’te
gosterilmigtir.
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Tablo 3. Katilimcilarin demografik 6zellikleri

Cinsiyet ggaztr;lzsi xlfiselfri{i ;?;::;ilik Brans E‘Elztg; Bir 6nceki Gorev
E flkokul 39 32 Sinif Ogrt. Lisans Miidiir

E Anadolu L. 27 24 Cografya Oprt. Lisans Miidiir Basy.
K Ortaokul 20 2 Ingilizce Ogrt. Lisans Ogretmen
E flkokul 23 13 Din Kiiltiirii Ogrt. Yiiksek L. Miidiir Y.
E flkokul 35 15 Sinif Ogr. On Lisans Miidiir

E flkokul 25 24 Sinif Ogr. Yiiksek L. Miidiir Y.
E flkokul 24 18 Sinif Ogr. Yiiksek L. Miidiir Y.
E Anadolu L. 44 32 Biyoloji Ogrt. Lisans Midir

E flkokul 28 8 Sinif Ogr. Yiiksek L. Miidiir Y.
E Fen Lisesi 20 7 ingilizce Oprt. Lisans Miidiir Y.
K Ortaokul 13 3 Matematik Ogrt. Lisans Ogretmen
K Fen Lisesi 12 5 Fizik Ogrt. Yiiksek L. Midiir Y.
K Ortaokul 26 8 Teknoloji Tas. Ogrt. Lisans Midiir Y.
K flkokul 30 26 Sinif Ogr. Lisans Miidiir Y.
E flkokul 24 8 Sinif Ogr. Lisans Miidiir Y.
E Meslek L. 28 23 Felsefe Ogrt. Lisans Midiir Y.
K Meslek L. 27 2 Biyoloji Ogrt. Lisans Ogretmen
E flkokul 28 22 Sinif Ogr. Yiiksek L. Miidiir Y.
E Meslek L. 32 25 Motor Ogrt. Lisans Miidiir Y.
E flkokul 40 20 Sinif Ogr. Lisans Miidiir Y.
E flkokul 20 8 Sinif Ogr. Yiiksek L. Miidiir Y.
K Meslek L. 28 22 Felsefe Ogrt. Lisans Midiir Y.
K Meslek L. 28 7 Tarih Ogrt. Lisans Miidiir Y.
E Meslek L. 28 12 Cografya Ogrt. Yiiksek L. Miidiir

E Fen Lisesi 29 23 Tarih Ogrt. Yiiksek L. Midiir

E Ilkokul 18 4 Simf Ogr. Yiiksek L. Ogretmen
E Ortaokul 32 20 Tiirkce Ogrt. Yiiksek L. Miidiir

E Ortaokul 41 32 Matematik Ogrt. 3 Yillik E. Miidiir Y.

Veri Toplama Araci

Arastirmada, katiimcilardan derinlemesine bilgi toplama esnekligi saglamak (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016) i¢cin yar1 yapilandirilmis goériisme formu kullanilmistir. Gériisme formu, mevcut
alanyazin taramasi ve alan uzmanlarinin gorisleri dogrultusunda hazirlanmistir. Goriisme
formunun hazirlanmasinda su adimlar izlenmistir:

llgili alanyazin taranarak mevcut okul miidiirii secme siirecleriyle ilgili énemli temalar
belirlenmistir.

Gorusme formu taslagi olusturulmus ve egitim ydnetimi alaninda uzman akademisyenlerin
goriislerine sunularak kapsam gecerliligi saglanmistir.

Pilot uygulama yapilarak sorularin anlasilabilirligi test edilmis ve gerekli diizenlemeler
yapilmistir.

Formda, mevcut okul midiri se¢me Oolciitlerinin uygunlugu/yeterligi lizerine
yogunlasilmistir. Formdaki sorular a¢ik wuc¢lu olarak hazirlanmis ve katilimcilarin
deneyimlerini, diisiincelerini ve 6nerilerini detayli sekilde ifade edebilmeleri saglanmistir.
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Islem

Gortusmeler, ylz ylize ve ¢evrimici olarak gergeklestirilmistir. Goriisme siiresi, katilimcilarin
yanitlarina gore degismekle birlikte, ortalama 30-45 dakika siirmistiir. Katiimcilarin izni
alinarak goriismeler ses ya da ses ve goriintii kaydina alinmis ve ardindan yaziya dokiilmiistiir.
Veri toplama siirecinde, arastirmaci, katilimcilarin 6zgiirce diisiincelerini ifade edebilecegi bir
ortam olusturmaya 6zen gostermistir. Etik kurallara uygun olarak, katilimcilara aragstirmanin
amaci, siirecleri ve gizlilik ilkeleri hakkinda bilgi verilmis ve bilgilendirilmis onam alinmistir.
Veriler 2023 Yilinin Eyliil-Aralik aylari arasinda toplanmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Toplanan veriler, betimsel analiz ve icerik analizi yontemleriyle ¢6ziimlenmistir. Betimsel
analizde, elde edilen veriler dnceden belirlenmis (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014) okul
miidiirii segme oOlciitlerine gore kategoriler altinda gruplandirilmistir.

Verilerde yer alan ortiikk anlamlar1 ve tekrar eden oOriintlleri ortaya cikarmak amaciyla
kullanilan (Krippendorff, 2004) icerik analizinde, verilerde yer alan ifadeler, temalara ayrilmis
ve temalar1 olusturan kodlar saptanmistir.

Analizler bulgularda sunulurken Tablo 2’de yer alan kategorilere esas alinmistir. Analizde
kullanilan ve Tablo 2’de yer alan kategoriler 2021 Yonetmeliginde yonetici gérevlendirmede
esas alinan Kkategoriler olmasindan betimsel analiz; katilimci ifadelerinden kodlarin
¢ikarilmasi, kodlardan temaya gidilmesi ise igerik analizi kullanmay1 gerektirmistir.

Arastirmanin Gegerliligi ve Giivenirligi
Arastirmanin gecerlilik ve giivenirligi, asagidaki uygulamalarla saglanmistir:
Gegerlilik

Bu ¢alismada, i¢ gecerligin (inandiricilik) saglanmasina yonelik ¢cok yonlii 6nlemler alinmistir.
Oncelikle, temel veri toplama araci olan yar1 yapilandinlmis goriisme formunun
hazirlanmasinda nitel arastirma yéntemlerine ve calisma alanina hakim (a) uzmanlardan goriis
alinmis ve bu siire¢ aracilifiyla sorularin icerik ve kapsam gecerligi giiclendirilmistir. Bu
kapsamda, iki tane egitim programlari ve 6gretim alanindan, iki tane egitim ydnetimi ve
denetimi alanindan en az doktor invanina sahip toplam dort 6gretim tiyesi ile yoneticilikte en
az bes yi1l deneyime sahip ii¢ okul miidiriinden veri toplama aracina iliskin goriisler alinmigtir.
Goris alma strecinde uzmanlardan yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme formunu; kapsamyi, agiklik ve
anlasilirligl, uygunluk ve uygulanabilirligi, 6nyargi ve yodnlendirme igcermemesi ve etik
duyarhligi yonleriyle incelemeleri istenmistir. Uzmanlardan gelen geri bildirimler dikkate
alinarak veri toplama aracina son sekli verilmistir. Arastirma siireci boyunca, katilimcilarla (b)
uzun streli ve yogun etkilesimler kurulmus; boylece arastirmacinin katilimcilart ve ¢alisma
ortamini derinlemesine tanimasi saglanarak, elde edilen verilerin dogrulugu ve givenilirligi
artirlmistir. Elde edilen bulgularin katilimcilar tarafindan onaylanmasina olanak taniyan (c)
katilimcl teyidi (member check) siireci isletilmis, bu sayede yorumlarin ve bulgularin
dogrulugu katilimci goriisleriyle desteklenmistir. Arastirma bulgularinin aktarilabilirligini (dis
gecerlik) giiclendirmek amaciyla, katihmcilarin goriislerinden (a) dogrudan alintilar yapilmis
ve okuyucunun kendi yorumlarin gelistirmesine imkan taninmistir. Ayrica, (b) veri toplama
aracinin hazirlanis stireci ve kullanilan formlar detayli bicimde sunulmus, boylelikle ¢calismanin
seffafligi ve tekrarlanabilirligi artirlmistir. (c) Calisma grubuna iliskin sosyodemografik ve
mesleki 6zellikler acik bicimde raporlanmis, arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak amach
ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak 6rneklem sec¢imi gerceklestirilmistir. Tiim bu uygulamalar,
calismanin bulgularinin benzer baglamlara aktarilabilirligini ve dis gecerligini desteklemistir.
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Guivenirlik

Kayit cihazi ile veri kaybinin énlenmesi ve bulgularin yorum yapilmadan verilmesi suretiyle
calismanin dis giivenirligi saglanmistir. Kodlama siirecinde, farkl bir arastirmaci ile bagimsiz
olarak kodlama yapilmis ve kodlayicilar aras1 uyum orani hesaplanmistir Uyum orani %80’in
tizerinde bulunmus ve bu sekilde arastirmanin dis giivenirligi saglanmistir.
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BULGULAR

Bu kisimda Milll Egitim Bakanligina Bagh Egitim Kurumlarina Yonetici Se¢me ve
Gorevlendirme Yonetmeligindeki dlgtitlerin iyi bir yédnetici se¢gmek icin yeterli olup olmadigina
iliskin katilimci goériislerine yer verilmistir. Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranan genel
sartlarin iyi bir yonetici secmek icin yeterli ya da uygun olup olmadigina iliskin katilimci
gortsleri Tablo 4'te 6zetlenmistir.

Tablo 4. Yonetici Olarak Gorevlendirileceklerde Aranan Genel Sartlarin
Uygunluguna/Yeterligine iliskin Katilima Goriisleri

Kategori Tema (f) Kod
Dogrudur, Uygun buluyorum (K1)
Yeterli ya da Genel Sartlar Yeterli (K7, K10, K17, K24, K27, K28)
Uygun (11) Katiliyorum (K14)
g Yeterlidir; fakat ekleme yapilmasi gerekir (K3)
g Ogretmenlikte-miidiir yardimcaliginda en az 3-5 yil calismis olma sarti eklenmeli
= Kismen (K9, K21)
iy Yeterli/Kismen Yazili sinav ve miilakat i¢ceriklerinin tekrar diizenlenmesi (K11)
% Uygun (7) Lisansiistii egitim sart1 konulmal (K19, K22)
S Meslek okullarinda seflikten sonra miidiirliige gecilmeli (K19)
:g Egitim yoneticileri ile ilgili tiniversitede bir bolim olmali ve bu boliim mezunlari
Q yonetici olmal (K2)
2 Cok ilgisiz konular var daha ¢ok egitimle ilgili kriterler konulmal (K4)

Yetersiz ya da Yoneticiler tekrar sinava girmek icin dort y1l beklememeli, istedigi zaman tekrar
uygun degil (10)  girmeli (K6, K13)

Sinavla yonetici olunmaz (K5, K8, K15, K20)

Cok asamali ve duyarl bir segme yéntemi olmali (K18)

Tablo 4’te goriildiigi gibi 28 katilimcidan 11 tanesi genel sartlarn yeterli bulurken 10 tanesi
yetersiz; yedi tanesi kismen yeterli bulmustur. Genel sartlarin yeterli oldugunu belirten
katilimcilarin bazilarinin gortsleri soyledir;

Tabii ki bu yonetmeligin 5. Maddesi genel itibariyla dogrudur, uygun buluyorum (K1).
Genel sartlar bence yeterlidir (K7, K10, K17, K24, K27, K28). Katiliyorum, sadece egitim
sertifikasina sahip olmak ile ilgili bir madde var béyle bir belgemiz yok, almak icin de bir
egitim secenegimiz olmadigi igin orda bir bosluk var (K14).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede aranan genel sartlar1 kismen yeterli bulan katiimcilardan bazilarinin
goriisleri soyledir;

Evet, kriterler yeterlidir; fakat ekleme yapilmasi gerekir(K3), Genel sart maddelerine
o6gretmenlikte-miidiir yardimciliginda en az 3-5 yil ¢alismis olma sarti eklenmelidir (K9,
K21). Kismen katiliyorum (K7, K8). Yazili sinav ve miilakat iceriklerinin tekrar
diizenlenmesi gerekir érnegin 2019'da Tiirkce, Matematik sorulari vardi kaldirildi sadece
Tarih, Cografya, Genel Kiiltiir, Anayasa kondu; bu konular o kadar yogun olmamali,
Egitim Bilimleri, Matematik, Tiirkce, yazim kurallarinin daha agirlikli olmasi gerektigini
diistintiyorum, miilakati da anlamsiz buluyorum(K11). Yiiksek lisans mezunu olma sarti
konulmali artik lisans yetmiyor, hatta miidiirliikte doktora sarti konulmali, 6gretmen
olarak calisilan siire uzun tutulmalt 1-2 y1l ¢ok kisa, dégretmenlik, miidiir yardimciligi,
meslek okullarinda seflik, sonrasinda miidiirltige gecilmeli bu kademelerden gecilerek
gelinmezse asagi kademeleri anlayamazsiniz, meslek okullarindaki ydneticiler meslek
dersi dgretmeni olmali(K19.) En az yiiksek lisans mezunu olma sarti eklenebilir kirsal
bilgedeki okullarda calisan ydneticilere yiiksek lisans yapmalart zor olacagi icin ézel
sartlar olabilir(K22).

Genel sartlart yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini diisiinen katiimcilarin bazilarinin
goriisleri ise soyledir;

Yénetici gorevlendirmedeki genel sartlar boliimiiniin tamamen kaldirilmasini, egitim
yoneticileri ile ilgili tiniversitede bir boliim olmasini, egitim ydnetimi alani mezunlarinin
okullarda yénetici olmasini éneriyorum. Ben okul miidiirii olarak muhasebeden, insaattan
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psikolojiden anlamak zorundayim ama yasayarak, deneyimleyerek G6greniyorum, boyle
bir okulda béyle bir béliimden mezun olsam bunlarin okulda egitimini alabilirim (K2).
Hayir, yeterli gormiiyorum cok ilgisiz konular var daha ¢ok egitimle ilgili olgtitler
konulmali(K4). Kanaatim sinav yapilmamasit. Sinavi kazanip atandiktan sonra 4 yil
boyunca sinava tekrar giremiyorsunuz bu biiyiik bir eksiklik, tekrar sinava girme hakki
verilmeli (K13). Uygun bulmuyorum. Sinavla yénetici atamaya karsiyim, hatta bir
donemde sinavda basari elde eden yéneticilerin bircogu yéneticiligi yapamadi, birakti.
Asil aranmast gereken insan iliskileri, dgretmen-dgrenci diyalogunun kurulabilmesi
olmali. Bu yénden eksik olan bir kisinin mevzuati ezberleyerek sinavda bagsarili olmasi iyi
bir yénetici olmast icin yeterli degildir (K5).

Mudiir olarak gorevlendirilecek adaylarda aranan ézel sartlara iliskin katilimci gortisleri Tablo
5’te 6zetlenmistir.

Tablo 5. Miidiir Olarak Gérevlendirileceklerde Aranacak “Ozel Sartlara” iliskin Katilimci

Gorisleri
Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Uygun Okul tiirtine gore miidiir atanmasi ¢ok uygun (K1)

g (6) Uygundur (K3, K4, K15, K16, K17)

= Mesleki branslarda da uygunluk aranmali (K2)

= Miidiir yetkili 6gretmenlikten daha az puan alinmal (K7)

o Kismen Ust diizey yéneticilikten direk miidiirliige atama olmamali (K8, K9, K11,
g Yeterli/Kismen Uygun K13, K21, K22, K23, K24, K27)
= (18) Alt yonetim kadrolarinda 5’er yil ¢calisma sarti olmal (K18)

s ingilizce, Din Kiiltiirii branslar1 haksiz avantajh (K18)

E Yetersiz ya da Miilakatlar1 giivenilir bulmuyorum (K5, K25, K26)

uygun degil (4) Sinav ve miilakat olmamaly, lider alttan piserek gelmeli, okulda kendi

bransinin olma sartini olmamali (K20)

Tablo 5’te goriildiigii gibi katihmcilardan alti tanesi miidiir olarak gorevlendirileceklerde
aranan sartlar yeterli bulurken dort tanesi yetersiz; 18 tanesi ise kismen yeterli bulmustur.
Yonetici gorevlendirmede miidir olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranan sartlart yeterli
oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin bazilarinin gorisleri soyledir;

Burada okul tiirtine gére uygun olan miidiiriin atanmast saglanmis bu bence ¢ok uygun
(K1). Evet, uygundur (K3, K4, K15, K16, K17).

Midir olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranacak o6zel sartlar1 kismen yeterli bulan
katilimcilardan bazilarinin goriisleri soyledir;

Meslek liselerine atanma sirasinda ilgili branslara sahip olmak sartini uygun buluyorum
ancak sdyle bir problem oldu orada én muhasebe mezunu meslek dersi 6gretmeni ama
motor gibi béliimlerden olusan bir meslek lisesine miidiir olabildi, amacina ulasmadi
(K2). Miidiir yetkili calisan gretmenlere hem de ¢ok az sayili 6grencilerle calistiklari
halde puan veriliyor bu puanin haksiz oldugunu diisiintiyorum, bu boliimde miidiir yetkili
dgretmenlere daha az puan verilmeli, diger kriterlere katiliyorum (K7). Ogretmenlik,
miidiir yardimciligi, miidiir basyardimciligi sonrasinda okul miidiirliigiine gecmesi
gerekir, sube miidiirii veya daha list yéneticiliklerden direk okul miidiirliigiine atanmasi
dogru degil (K27). Ogretmenlikten miidiirliiGe gecilmemeli 5 yil 6gretmenlik, 5 y1l miidiir
yardimciligr yaptiktan sonra miimkiinse farkli farkli okullarda c¢alisip okul miidiirii
olunabilmeli, atanmak istedigi okulda alaninda okutacagi ders olmasi sarti evet uygun
ama bu durumda bazi branglar ¢ok sanshi oluyor érnegin Ingilizce, Din Kiiltiirii
6gretmenleri her tip okula yénetici olabiliyorlar, burada sinif 6gretmenlerine arti puan
verilmesi, durumu biraz kurtariyor ama yine de bu arti puan daha fazla olmalidir (K18).

Miudiir olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranacak o6zel sartlar1 yetersiz bulan ya da uygun
olmadigini diisiinen bazi katilimcilarin goriisleri soyledir;
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Kendi alani ile ilgili bir okula atanmasi konusunda da bir sarta gerek yok cok ézel
durumlar icin gegerli olabilir, miilakat asamasinda da liyakate 6nem verilmesi gerektigini
diisiintiyorum orada da farkli seyler oluyor (K25). Sinav ve miilakat olmamali, lider
alttan piserek gelmeli, liderligini ispatlamis olmast yeterli ayrica daha énce yoneticilik
yapmis kisilere neden bir daha sinav yapiliyor zaten bu kisi kendini ispatlanstir. ITk kez
atanacak yéneticilerin de liderlige uygunlugu, alt kademelerde ne kadar pistigi, calistigi
degerlendirilebilir. Atanacagi okulda kendi branginin olma sartini da uygun bulmuyorum
yoneticilik farkl bir seydir, her okulda her okul tipinde asagi yukart yapilan seyler aynidir
béyle bir sart gerekli degildir(K20).

Midiir basyardimcisi ve miidiir yardimcist olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranacak ozel
sartlara iliskin katilimci goriisleri Tablo 6’da gosterilmistir.

Tablo 6. Miidiir Bagyardimcisi ve Miidiir Yardimcisi Olarak Goérevlendirileceklerde Aranacak
Ozel Sartlara Iliskin Katihma Gériisleri

Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Uygun (5) Olciitler yeterlidir (K3, K4, K12, K24, K28)
Ogretmenlikte gecirilen siire sart1 cok az (K2, K7, K9, K11, K13, K15,
Kismen Yeterli/Kismen K17)
Uygun (19) Midiir vekilligi de kabul edilmeli (K10)

Kendi bransinin oldugu okula atanma sarti1 esnetilmeli (K10)
Kendi bransinin oldugu okula atanma sarti olmamali (K6)
Okulda hem kadin hem erkek miidiir yardimcisi olmali (K8)

Yetersiz ya da uygun degil (4) Midiir inhasiyla miidiir yardimcisi atanmali (K8, K25)
Atamalar asaleten olmaly, iller arasi atamalarda unvaniyla
gidebilmeli (K8, K6).

Miidiir Basyardimcisi v
Miidiir Yardimcisi Ozel
Sartlar

Tablo 6’da goruldiigii gibi arastirmaya katilan 28 katilimcidan 5 tanesi mudiir basyardimcisi ve
miidiir yardimcisi olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranacak 6zel sartlar1 yeterli bulurken, 4
tanesi yetersiz; 19 katilimcl ise kismen yeterli bulmustur. Miidiir basyardimcisi ve miidiir
yardimcisi olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranacak o6zel sartlarin yeterli oldugunu belirten
katilimcilarin bazilarinin gorusleri soyledir;

Benim icin uygundur, yeterli buradaki kriterler (K3, K4, K12, K24, K28).

Miidiir basyardimcisi ve miidiir yardimcisi olarak gérevlendirileceklerde aranacak 6zel sartlari
kismen yeterli bulan katilimcilardan bazilarinin goriisleri soyledir;

Burada en az 2 yillik 6gretmenlik siiresi cok az, 6gretmenlikte daha uzun stire ¢alisiimali
miidiir yardimciliginda daha uzun stire ¢alisiimali, miidiir yardimciliginda da staj dénemi
olmali 5 seneye kadar diistintilebilir bu stireler (K2). Miidiir vekilligini kabul etmiyor;
miidiir yetkili 6gretmeni kabul ediyor basima geldigi icin biliyorum miidtir vekilliginden
degerlendirmeye alinmasi lazim. Kendi alaninin oldugu okulda atanmast dogru bir
karar ancak ézel durumdaki okullar icin ¢ok sart olmamali anaokulu, meslek okullari gibi
(K10).

Miidiir basyardimcisi ve miidiir yardimcisi olarak gérevlendirileceklerde aranacak 6zel sartlari
yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini diisiinen bazi katihmcilarin goriisleri soyledir;

Kendi alani ile ilgili bir okula atanmasi konusunda da bir sarta gerek yok c¢ok ézel
durumlar igin gegerli olabilir (K6). Benim okulumda 3 tane bayan miidiir muavini var
erkek dgrenciler icin erkek miidiir yardimcisi olmasi gerekir, miidiir yardimcisi miidiir
inhasi ile atanmali, miidiir kendi ekibini kurmali, bu durumun adam kayirmacilik
sakincast olabiliyor ancak sendikalar vb. kurumlar bunun Oniine gegcmeli. Miidiir
yardimcist gérevlendirilmesine de karsiyim asaleten olmali iller arasi atamalarda da
unvaniyla gidebilmeli (K8).

Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerin aldiklar1 egitimlerden elde edilen puanlara iliskin
katilimci gortsleri Tablo 7°de gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 7. Egitimlerden Elde Edilen Puanlara iliskin Katthma Gériisleri

Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Uygun Aynen uygulanabilir (K3, K4, K13, K16, K19, K26)
(7) Yiiksek lisans ve doktorayla ilgili puanlamalar1 uygun buluyorum
(K11)

Egitimler

Sadece kendi alaninda ikinci bir tiniversiteden puan almali (K1,
K10, K14, K15, K20)

Kismen Cografi farkliliklardan kaynaklanan esitsizlik giderilmeli (K5)
Yeterli/Kismen Uygun Lisansiistii egitimler alaninda ve tezli olmal (K18, K25)
(11 Doktoradan alinan puan daha yiiksek olmal (K24)
Lisansiistii egitimli yoneticiler de artirimh ek ders ticreti almal
(K24)

Lisansiistii egitimler yoneticilige baslamadan tamamlanmal (K2)
Hitabet, diksiyon, liderlik 6zelliklerinin 6l¢iildiigii bir staj donemi
Yetersiz ya da uygun ardindan yoneticilige gecilmeli (K2)
degil Yiiksek lisans diplomalarini giivenilir bulmuyorum (K2)
(10) Cografi farkliliklardan dolay1 bu kriter olmamali (K6)
Miidiir inhasi yeterli olmali (K23)

Tablo 7’'de gorildiigi gibi yedi katihmci egitimlerden alinan puanlari yeterli bulurken, 10
tanesi yetersiz, 11 tanesi kismen yeterli bulmustur. Yonetici gérevlendirmede egitimlerden elde
edilen puanlarin yeterli oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin bazilarinin gértsleri soyledir;

Bu béliim uygun bence, aynen uygulanabilir (K13). Yiiksek lisans ve doktora ile ilgili
alinan puanlamalart uygun buluyorum (K11). Evet, katiliyorum, zaman igerisinde
ddneme gére giincelleme yapilmali (K16).

Egitimlerden alinan puanlar kismen yeterli bulan katiimcilardan bazilarinin goriisleri séyledir;

Ikinci bir tiniversiteye puan veriliyor, burada sadece kendi alaninda egitimle ilgili ikinci
bir iiniversite okursa puan almali. Kendi alaninda yapilan yiiksek lisanssa daha yiiksek
puan verilmeli kendi alaninda ve egitim yénetimi alaninda yaptigi doktoraya daha yiiksek
puan verilmeli (K1). Buradaki puanlar yeterli tesvik gérevini iistleniyor ancak
dezavantajli durumda olan yerler bu imkdnlara sahip degiller kirsal bélgede c¢alisan
arkadaslarimizin bu egitimleri alma sanslari ¢ok az, o kisilere de farkli puanlama bagligi
altinda arti puan verilerek dengelenebilir. Dezavantajli bélgelerde, okullarda c¢alisan
yéneticilere ek puan verilebilir, Istanbul icinde bile okul tiplerine gére bu imkdnlar
degisiyor(K5). Tezsiz yiiksek lisanslardan puan almamali ¢linki para karsiliginda, emek
verilmeden, derslere katilmadan yapilabiliyor su an, tezli yliksek lisans yapmak maddi
olarak da emek olarak da daha zor ¢ok daha ytiksek puan almali (K18). Doktora puanini
cok az buluyorum daha ytiksek olmal (K24).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede egitimlerden alinan puanlar yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini
diisiinen baz1 katilimcilarin gorisleri ise soyledir;

Hayir, uygun bulmuyorum, mevcut sartlar altinda yoneticilikle, yiiksek lisans-doktora
birlikte yapilamiyor. Yéneticilije baslamadan énce yapilmali bu calismalar. Hitabet,
diksiyon, liderlik ozelliklerinin 6l¢tildiigti bir staj dénemi ardindan ydneticilige gecilmeli.
Hemen ardindan da yiiksek lisans doktora yapilabilir, idari izin verilebilir iki is birden
olmaz (K2). Ben buray! uygun bulmuyorum bakanlik kendi btinyesinde yetistirmeli, okul
yoneticiligi egitimlerini bakanlik kendisi verebilir Tiirkiye sartlarinda bélgesel farklar var
Istanbul'daki yéneticiler iiniversitelere rahatlikla ulasirken Anadolu'da c¢alisan
arkadaslarimizin bu imkdnlara ulasma sanslari yok (K6). Bu béliime de karstyim hatta
isim vermeyecegim bir iiniversite bize dgrenci bulun yiiksek lisans diplomast verelim
teklifinde bulundu, simdi bu dogru mudur? 4-5 bin liraya bu diplomalari satin aldilar ve
bundan puan elde edecekler (K28). Ikinci bir iiniversiteden puan almasi uygun
bulmuyorum lisans ve yiiksek lisans ve doktora konusunda da kendi alaninda yapilmasi
gerektigini diistiniiyorum (K12). Bédyle bir puanlama yapilmamali yiiksek lisans ya da
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doktora yapmis olup iyi bir lider olmayan ¢cok kisi taniyorum. Tecriibeyi énemsiyorum
yliksek lisans doktora ¢ok gerekli bulmuyorum (K27). Katilmiyorum. Kadin ve erkek
agisindan bir esitsizlik s6z konusu erkek arkadagslarimiz yiiksek lisanslarini, doktoralarini
yaparken ben kadin oldugum, ¢ocuklarim oldugu ve evde de arti sorumluluklarim oldugu
icin ¢ok istememe ragmen bunlarin hi¢birini yapamadim. Buradaki puanlamada kadinlar
icin pozitif ayrimcilik saglanmali. Ayrica o zamanlarda simdiki kadar kolay da degildi
uzaktan egitim yoktu buranin hi¢c puanlanmamasi lazim(K23).

Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerde hizmet siirelerinden elde edilen puanlara iliskin
katilimci goriisleri Tablo 8’de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 8. Hizmet Siirelerinden Elde Edilen Puanlara iliskin Katilimc1 Gériisleri

Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Uygun Evet, orantili, dogru buluyorum, katiiyorum (K11, K16, K21,
4) K26)
s Ogretmenlikte gecen surenin tamami degerlendirilmeli (K1)
% Kismen 4 y1ldan sonra puanlar %50 diisiiriilmemeli, tam puan almal (K3,
= Yeterli/Kismen Uygun K4, K9, K13, K14, K27)
2 (13) Stajyer 6gretmenler puanlamasindan her okul yararlanamiyor
E (K20)
g Tecriibe arttik¢a dezavantajli duruma diisiiriiyor (K2, K5, K6, K8,

Yetersiz ya da uygun K10)
degil (11) ikili egitim yapilmasina puan verilmemeli (K7)
Bu kriterler hi¢ olmamali (K12)

Tablo 8'de goriildiigii gibi katilmcidan dort tanesi hizmet siirelerinden elde edilen puanlari
yeterli bulurken, 11 tanesi yetersiz, 13 tanesi kismen yeterli bulmustur. Yonetici
gorevlendirmede hizmet siirelerinden elde edilen puanlar1 yeterli ya da uygun bulan
katilimcilarin bazilarinin gortsleri soyledir;

Evet, orantili, dogru buluyorum, katiliyorum (K11, K16, K21, K26).

Hizmet siirelerinden elde edilen puanlar1 kismen yeterli bulan katihmcilardan bazilarinin
gorisleri soyledir;

[k 4 y1l tam puan verilip; sonrasinda %50 diigiiriilerek verilmesi gen¢ arkadaslarimizin
6niinii agmak igcin uygulaniyor ama Ggretmenlikte gecen surenin tamami
degerlendirilmeli (K1). Bence 4 yildan sonra puanlarin %50 diisiirmesini kesinlikle
karsiyyim calistigr siire kadar kisma tam puan almali (K3). Kendi alaninda yaptigi
calismalarin ek puan getirmesi gerektigini diistiniiyorum, okuldaki stajyer 6gretmenlerle
ilgili de okul yéneticilere puan verilmesine gerek yok, adil degil, her okul bu firsattan
yararlanamayabilir (K20).

Hizmet siirelerinden elde edilen puanlari yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini diisiinen bazi
katilimcilarin goriisleri soyledir;

Bu béliimii kesinlikle uygun bulmuyorum, tecriibe arttikca dezavantajli duruma
diistirtiyor, bunun tam tersi olmali calistigi her yil icin tam puan olmali, kisinin yetersizligi
varsa zaten o gérevden alinmalari gerekir (K10). Hizmet siireleri ilgili puan alinmamali,
yeni mezun olup geng dgretmenler de ¢ok basarili olabilir onlarin éniiniin kesilmemesi
lazim (K12).

Katihmcilarin akademik ve mesleki deneyimden alinan puanlara iliskin goériisleri Tablo 9'da
gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 9. Akademik ve Mesleki Deneyimlerden Elde Edilen Puanlara iliskin Katilimcilarin

Goriisleri
Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Kriterler olmali, puanlamalari da uygun buluyorum (K3, K10, K11, K17, K18)

i~ Uygun (6) Katiliyorum (K12)

l:: Uygun ama yeterli zaman verilmeli (K3)

é £ Puanlamada tiim hizmet-i¢i egitimler dikkate alinmali (K4)

v 5 Kismen Cografi konum ve egitim kademesi farki (K6)

; g Yeterli/Kismen Makalelere giiven sorunu (K6, K7, K14, K16, K24)

s 8 Uygun (16) Yoneticilige katkisinin ve ilgilisinin olmamasi (K7, K14, K16, K24, K10, K20, K21)
3 Haksiz rekabete neden olmasi (K1, K23)

g Yetersiz ya da Bolgesel farkliliklar ve adaletsizlik (K5)

< uygun degil (6) Yoneticilik niteligi ile ilgili olmamasi (K8)

Kapsam sorunu (K26)

Tablo 9’da goriildiiglii gibi alti katihlmc1 akademik ve mesleki deneyimlerden elde edilen
puanlari yeterli bulurken 6 tanesi yetersiz; 16 tanesi kismen yeterli bulmustur. Puanlarin yeterli
oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin bazilarinin goérisleri séyledir;

Evet, akademik ¢alismalara yonlendiren kriterler olmali, puanlamalart da uygun
buluyorum (K11). Bu béliime katiliyyorum, puanlamalari da uygun buluyorum(K12).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede akademik ve mesleki deneyimlerden elde edilen puanlar1 kismen
yeterli bulan katilimcilardan bazilarinin goriisleri sdyledir;

Uygun buluyorum ama isi yiiriitiirken zaman ihtiyaci olacak, kolayliklar saglanmali(K3).
Evet, bu béliimii uygun buluyorum, ama hizmet ici egitimle ilgili 30 tane hizmet ici egitim
almigsiniz bir tanesine puan veriyor en az yarisina verilmeli (K4). Buna kismen
katiliyorum, ama bazi okullarda hicbir sekilde stajyer égretmen olma sansi yok kurum
tiirtine gére bir puanlama yapilmali. Makalelerle ilgili de gercekten kisinin kendisini yazip
yazmadigt konusunda tereddiitlerim var ¢iinkii ¢esitli seyler duyuyoruz ornegin para
karsiliginda hic emek vermeden baskasina yazdirilan makaleler var(K6). Makaleyi kendi
yazarsa emek isteyen bir durumdur, buradan puan alabilir. Universitede ders
okutmasindan puan alinmamall bunun yéneticilikle bir alakasi yok. Yine okulda stajyer
égretmen okul yodneticilerinin bagsarist ile ilgili bir durum degil buradan da puan
alinmamali  (K16). Egitim yoneticiliginden puan almanin anlamli oldugunu
diistinmiiyorum okul miidiiriiniin ya da miidiir yardimcist bir ¢abasi yok burada yani
ilceyle araniz iyi degilse okulunuzda seminer verilmiyor, adil degil (K21). Stajyer
6gretmenin bulundugu okullarda sadece miidiiriine puan verilmesi konusunda
kararsizim, egitim gérevlisi olmugsak buradan puan alinabilir; hizmet ici
egitimlerimizden puan alinabilir...(K20).

Akademik ve mesleki deneyimlerden elde edilen puanlari yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini
diisiinen baz1 katilimcilarin gorisleri ise soyledir;

Adaletsiz buluyorum ciinkii miidiirtin basarisiyla okulda stajyer 6gretmen olamiyor bazi
okullarda oluyor bazilari da olamiyor, bu haksiz bir rekabet bu béliimden hi¢ puan
verilmemeli. Mesleki deneyim ile ilgili kitap yazma yok bu béliimde egitim alaninda
yazilan kitaba, cikarilan dergiye gazeteye ek puan verilmeli(K1). Sosyal kiiltiirel yapi
bolgelere gére degistiginden bazi yonetici arkadasimiz bu imkdnlart ulasamadigi igin
adaletsizlik oluyor, dezavantajli okullarda ¢alisan 6gretmenler yoneticiler bu imkdanlara
ulasamayabilirler (K5). Bu boliime de karsiyim makale yazmak yéneticilikte kaliteyi
arttirmaz(K8). Okuldaki stajyer 6gretmenler konusunda da okul miidiiriine hi¢ puan
verilmemeli buradaki blitiin is yiikiinti miidiir yardimcilarim yliikleniyor dgretmenler
yiikleniyor(K23). Yetersiz buluyorum makale tamam ama kongrelerde bildiri sunmak,
katildigt kongreler, calistaylar dedgerlendirmeye alinmali stajyer dgretmenlerle ilgili
sadece miidiire puan verilmemeli miidiir yardimcisina da puan verilmeli (K26).
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Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerde kurum gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlara
iliskin katilimc1 gorisleri Tablo 10’da gosterilmistir.

Tablo 10. Kurum Gelistirme Deneyiminden Elde Edilen Puanlara iliskin Katihmci Gériisleri
Kategori Tema Kod
Katiliyorum (K13, K16, K23, K26, K27)
Yeterli ya da Uygun (7) Basarili buluyorum, ézellikle patent alma konusunda (K24)
Marka tescili tiim okul tiplerine uygun degil (K2, K7, K21)
Kismen Yeterli/Kismen Dezavantaji okullara da farkli bir alandan puan eklenebilir (K3)
Uygun (10) Patent almak ¢ok zor ve masrafli tiimiine puan verilmeli (K19, K17)

Kurum Gelistirme
Deneyimi

Puanlama uygulanirken il¢e ve iller arasinda farkliliklar oluyor (K18)
Esitlik ilkesine aykir1 (K25)
Yetersiz ya da uygun Cevresel faktorler nedeniyle bu imkandan bazi okullar faydalanamiyor
degil (11) (K6,K9,K11)
Adaletli bulmuyorum (K8)

Tablo 10’da goriildiigli gibi katilimcilardan yedisi kurum gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen
puanlar yeterli bulurken, 11 tanesi yetersiz; 10 tanesi ise kismen yeterli bulmustur. Kurum
gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlarin yeterli oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin

bazilari

Kurum

nin gorisleri soyledir;

Katiliyorum (K13, K16, K23, K26, K27). Uygun buluyorum (K22). Bu béliimii bagsarili
buluyorum ézellikle patent alma konusunda (K24).

gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlar1 kismen yeterli bulan katilimcilardan

bazilarinin goriisleri soyledir;

Kurum

Kismen uygun buluyorum marka tescili meslek liselerini ilgilendiriyor. Anadolu liselerine
uygun degil. Projelerle ilgili de isin temelini 6gretmen olusturuyor, okul miidiirtiniin bir
emegi yok. Proje okullarindaki 6gretmenler secilerek alindigi icin oradaki okul miidiirti
avantajli duruma gegiyor (K2). Burada adaletsizlik oldugunu diisiiniiyorum, érnegin
meslek liselerinde calisanlarla genel liselerde ¢calisanlar arasinda adaletsiz bir puanlama
oluyor ya da ilkokullardakiler ile ortaokullardakilerle. Sartlari esitlemek adina
dezavantaji okullara da farkli bir alandan puan getirilebilir (K3). Uygulanmas! zor,
patent almak ¢ok masrafli.... (K19).

gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlarn yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini

diistinen bazi katihmcilarin gorisleri ise soyledir;

Bazi maddeler ozellikle meslek liselerini, fen liselerini, giizel sanatlar lisesine
ilgilendiriyor, temel egitimde yéneticilere katki saglayamiyor. (K1). Bu boéliime de
katilmiyorum dérnegin bizim okulumuzda, merkezi bir okul oldugu icin, egitimler stirekli
bizde yapiliyor. Biz egitim yéneticiligi ya da egitmenlik gérevi yaptigimiz icin puan
alyoruz ama birgok okul cevresel faktérler nedeniyle bu imkdndan faydalanamiyor yani
burada adalet yok patent ve proje konusunda da kurumlar arasinda bir ¢evresel faktérler
nedeniyle adaletsizlik oldugunu diistintiyorum (K9). Bu béliimii de yanlis buluyorum,
adaletli bulmuyorum, her okul buradaki imkdnlara ulasamiyor okullar arasinda firsat
esitligi yok. Proje konusunda da o kadar basit ¢calismalar yapilabiliyor ki bunlar proje
olmaz burada kayda deger gercekten onemli bir durumu ortaya konmadigi siirece
yapilan projelere proje olarak gérmiiyorum ve bundan da puan alinmamall isi giicii
biraktik 6gretmenlere baski yapiyoruz proje hazirla, proje hazirla (K8).

Okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlara iliskin katilimc1 gortsleri Tablo 11'de
gosterilmigtir.
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Tablo 11. Okul Gelistirme Deneyiminden Elde Edilen Puanlara iliskin Katilimcilarin Gériisleri

Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Uygun (2) Katiliyorum (K19, K26)
Puan amagli 6grenci transferleri oluyor (K3)
Kismen Yeterli/ Kismen Ogrencinin kendisinin yaptig1 projelerden puan alinmah (K16)
Uygun (8) Yoneticinin basarisini géstermez (K20)

Okul Gelistirme Deneyimi

s yiikiine goére puanlama degistirilmeli (K23)
Okullar arasi esitsizlik vardir (K1, K6, K7, K14)
Sadece son 4 y1l i¢in puan verilmemeli, suiistimale agik (K4, K12, K27)

Yetersiz ya da uygun degil Cografi esitlik yok (K5)

(17) Kurslar maas kapsaminda olmali (K8)
Projelerden tiim yoneticiler puan almal (K15)

Kararsiz Kararsizim (K13)

Tablo 11'de goriildiigii gibi katilimcidan iki tanesi okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen
puanlar1 yeterli bulurken; 17 tanesi yetersiz; sekiz tanesi ise kismen yeterli bulmustur. Bir
katilimcl ise kararsiz kalmistir. Yonetici gérevlendirmede okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde
edilen puanlarin yeterli oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin bazilarinin gértsleri soyledir;

Katiliyorum (K19, K26).

Okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlar1 kismen yeterli bulan katilimcilardan
bazilarinin goriisleri soyledir;

DYK calismalart her okulda olmuyor, adaletli degil. Yarismalarda ilk tice girmis 6grenciler
lizerinden de puan aliyoruz yine proje okullarinin avantajli oldugu bir durum var burada.
(K2). Dereceye girmis 6grencilerin transferleri oluyor. Ayni ¢ocuk yil igerisinde 5-6 tane
okula nakil gidip geliyor bunlari duyuyoruz, suistimale agik bir boliim burasi, dezavantajli
okullarda bu tarz égrenciler bulmak zordur (K3). Yénetici bu ¢calismalarda gérev aliyorsa
evet ek puan alinmali, kismen katiliyorum yénetici dereceye giren dgrenciler de bilfiil
gorev almigsa puan almali ailenin ¢abast ile olan basarilardan puanlama olmamali (K16).
Dereceye giren égrencilerde de bir adaletsizlik var sosyoekonomik olarak st diizey bir
ilcedeki okulda calistiginizda bu tarz égrencilere ¢ok kolay ulasabiliyorsunuz burada da
bu anlamda bir adaletsizlik var (K18). [YEP, DYK, evde - hastanede egitim, ders dis1 egitim
her okulda bunlara égrenci ¢ikmayabilir yéneticinin basarisina gostermez béyle bir
puanlama yapimamali dezavantajli okullar buradan zararl c¢ikar (K20). Buradaki
puanlamalar ¢ok az ve neden birer tanelerine puan veriliyor her yil icin verilmeli egitim
verene neden yéneticisine de ayni puan veriliyor burada da is yiikiine gore puanlama
degistirilmeli (K23).

Okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlarn yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini
diistinen bazi katihmcilarin gorisleri ise soyledir;

IYEP-DYK érnegin bizde uygulamast yok cocuklarimizin tamami basarih biz buradan
puan alamayacagiz demektir. Bence IYEP'te égrencisi olan miidiiriin puanini diigiirmesi
gerekir niye bu kadar dgrenciye daha énceden altyapi olusturup bu ¢ocuklarin sinif
seviyesinde yetismesini saglamadiniz? Yarismalarda eger bir okul kendi takimini
kurumussa kendi takim ile yerel ya da uluslararast basari almigsa okul yéneticilerine
puan verilmelidir. Ama kisi kendi bireysel gelisimi sonunda bir bagari elde diyorsa bu
durumda okul yéneticilerine kesinlikle puan verilmemelidir. Destek egitim calismasindan
puan alinmamali, burada égretmenin emegi vardir (K14). IYEP, DYK, evde egitim,
hastanede egitim suiistimale acik ashnda. Okulunda [YEP dgrencisi ¢ikmadiginda
zorlamayla bir tane c¢ikartip onaylari alip kursu agtyor sonra kapatiyor. Dereceye girmis
ogrencilerle ilgili de suiistimaller var (K10). Her okulda uygulanacak bir proje degil,
adaletli olmuyor, uluslararasi yarismalarda dereceye giren ya da ulusal dgrencilerde de
cesitli hileli konular duyuyoruz derecesi olan bir égrencinin okullar arasinda nakil olarak
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gezmesi gibi dezavantajli okullardan bu tarz derece yapan dgrenciler ¢ikmaz burada da
bir dezavantaji durum var (K12). Bu béliime katilmiyorum dezavantajli bélgelerde
calisan yoneticilerin bu baslik altindan puan almalar: imkdnsiz velilerin kiiltiirel yapilart
ekonomik yapilart yiiksek olan boélgelerde velinin ¢abasiyla dgrenciler cesitli
yarismalarda derece alabiliyorlar bu tarz okullarda calisan yéneticilerde haksiz bir
sekilde 6ne gecmis oluyor (K5). Mesai saatinde sabah 8.00 aksam 17.00 editim 6gretim
saatleri disinda, 6gretmenler kurs vermemeli, bunu mesai saati icindeki maasinin
karsiliginda yapmali, 6gretmenler simdiki uygulamada kursu kapanmasin diye dgrenciye
yalvarir duruma diistiyorlar su an yapilan uygulamalar 6gretmene para kazandirma
disinda hi¢cbir ise yaramiyor (K8).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlarin uygunluguna
kararsizim cevabi veren katilimcinin goriisii s6yledir;

Kararsizim (K13)
Odiillerden elde edilen puanlara iliskin katihmcilarin gériisleri Tablo 12’de gésterilmistir.

Tablo 12. Odiillerden Elde Edilen Puanlara iliskin Katthmci Gériisleri

Kategori Tema Kod

Yeterli ya da Uygun (11)  Uygun buluyorum (K3, K10, K11, K16, K18, K22, K26, K27, K28)
Adaletli oldugun siirece uygun buluyorum (K7)

E Kismen Yeterli/ Kismen  Tim meslek hayati degerlendirilmelidir (K4, K9, K14, K15, K19, K20)
= Uygun (6)
Q Uygun degildir (K1, K5, K6, K17, K21)

Yetersiz ya da uygun Odiillerin adaletli verildigini diisiinmiiyorum (K2, K12)

degil (11) Politikanin etkileri olmamali (K8, K23, K24, K25)

Tablo 12’'de goriildigi gibi 28 katilimcidan 11 tanesi ddiillerden elde edilen puanlari yeterli
bulurken, 11 tanesi yetersiz; Alt1 tanesi ise kismen yeterli bulmustur. Odiillerden elde edilen
puanlari yeterli ya da uygun bulan katilimcilarin bazilarinin gériisleri soyledir;

Uygun buluyorum (K3, K10, K11, K16, K18, K22, K26, K27, K28). Adaletli oldugun siirece
uygun buluyorum (K7).

Odiillerden elde edilen puanlari kismen yeterli bulan katilimcinin gériisleri soyledir;

Son 4 yildaki belgelerin degerlendirmeye alinmasini elestiriyorum, neden 4 yil énceki
bagsarilarimizin hicbir onemi yok mu? Bir kisi 13-15 yil idarecilikte kalabilmisse bu kisinin
bir kapasitesi var demektir bunun da bir degeri olmalidir (K4).

Odiillerden elde edilen puanlari yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigim diisiinen bazi
katilimcilarin gorisleri ise soyledir;

Bireyin meslek hayatinin basindan sonuna kadar aldigi tim bagsart belgeleri
degerlendirmeye tabi tutulmalidir; kisi her birini alirken emek etmistir her emeginin
karsiliginda puan almalidir (K1). Verilen édiillerin adaletli verildigini diistinmiiyorum son
iki sene MEB herkese basari belgesi verdi, gercekten basari gdstermis teklif ettigimiz
kisilere de bazen basari belgesi verilmeyebiliyor. Yani adaleti bulmuyorum (K12).
Pandemiden dolay1 hatta izinde olanlara, yurt disinda olanlara dahi basar1 belgesi verildi
son 2 yil tiim 6gretmenlere basari belgesi verildi, kriterler yanlis, bagsart belgeleri benim
iktidarim dénemin de aldiysan gegerli daha dnce de aldiklarim gegerli degil (K25).

Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerde cezalar nedeniyle diisiilen puanlara iliskin katilimcilarin
gorisleri Tablo 13’te gosterilmistir.

ISSN: 2602-2516 Disiplinlerarasi Egitim Arastirmalari Dergisi 319
Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Research 2025;9(20);301-328



Disiplinlerarasi Egitim Arastirmalar1 Dergisi

Tablo 13. Cezalar Nedeniyle Diisiilen Puanlara iliskin Katilimci Gériisleri

Kategori Tema Kod
Yeterli ya da Uygun Evet, ceza almissa uygun buluyorum (K1, K2, K3, K9, K10, K19,
(15) K27)

(Odiile puan veriliyorsa cezaya da eksi puan verilmeli (K4)

Kismen Yeterli/ Uyarl, kinama cezalarindan puan kesilmemeli (K7, K12, K25)

9 Kismen Uygun (7) Tiim cezalar degerlendirilmeli (K14)

Tt: Daha yiiksek puanlar diisiiriilmeli (K20)

5 Cezalar hakkaniyetle verilmiyor (K20)

Haksiz cezalar olabilir bunun analizi yapilmali (K5)
Yetersiz ya da uygun Ayliktan kesme almig biri idarecilige devam etmemeli (K6, K16,
degil (6) K17, K24)
CIMER tizerinden sikayetlere ¢cok kolaylikla cezalar veriliyor
basar1 belgesi almay1 da engelliyor (K8)

Tablo 13’te goriildiigii gibi 28 katilimcidan 15 tanesi cezalar nedeniyle diisiilen puanlari yeterli
bulurken, alti1 tanesi yetersiz; yedi katilimci ise kismen yeterli bulmustur. Cezalar nedeniyle
diisiilen puanlarin yeterli ya da uygun oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin bazilarinin goriisleri
soyledir;

Evet, ceza almigsa uygun buluyorum (K1, K2, K3, K9, K10, K19, K27). Olabilir édiile puan
veriliyorsa cezaya da eksi puan verilmeli (K4).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede cezalar nedeniyle diisiilen puanlart kismen yeterli bulan
katilimcilardan bazilarinin goriisleri soyledir;

Uyari, kinama cezalarindan puan kesilmemeli, ciinkii ¢ok kolaylikla verilen bir ceza,
bliytik cezalar icin uygulanabilir (K7). Kesilmeli ama neden 1 tane? Birden fazla cezasi
varsa degerlendirilmeli (K14). Cezalar hakkaniyetli verilmisse daha yiiksek puanlar
diisiirtilmeli (K20).

Cezalar nedeniyle diisiilen puanlar1 yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini diisiinen bazi
katilimcilarin gorisleri ise soyledir;

Giiniimtizde haksiz bir sekilde o kadar ¢ok sikdyetler oluyor ve kolaylikla cezalar
alinabiliyor ki burada verilen cezalarin ne kadar adaletli olduguna bakmak gerekir,
haksiz cezalar olabilir bunun analizinin yapilmast lazim (K5). Puanlar ¢ok yiiksek bunlar
biraz diigtiriilmeli, ayliktan kesme cezast almis bir idareci zaten idarecilige devam
etmemeli (K16). Su an d&gretmenler ve yodneticiler, velilerin oniine atilmistir CIMER
lizerinden sikdyet yapiyor ve cok kolaylikla hepimize cezalar veriliyor basari belgesi
almayi da engelliyor (K8).

Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklere iliskin ortak hiikiimler hakkinda katilimcilarin goérisleri
Tablo 14’te gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 14. Yonetici Olarak Gérevlendirileceklerde “Ortak Hiikiimlere” Iliskin Katilimcilarin

Goriisleri
Kategori Tema Kod

g Yeterli ya da Uygun (3) Dogru buluyorum (K3, K24, K28)

2 Asaleten atama olmali (K1, K14, K15, K27)

:5 Kismen Yeterli/ Okullardaki farkl cinsiyette miidiir yardimcilarinin olmasini uygun
?E Kismen Uygun (11) buluyorum (K2, K5, K10, K11, K12)

== Rotasyon istege bagh olmal (K9, K18)

’E Yetersiz ya da uygun degil Rotasyon siireleri uzatilarak asil atama olmali (K25, K26)

s (13)

Kararsizim Kararsizim (K6)

Tablo 14’te gorildigi katilimcilardan {i¢ tanesi ortak hiikiimleri yeterli, 11 tanesi yetersiz 13
tanesi kismen yeterli bulmus; 1 tanesi kararsiz kalmistir. Yonetici gorevlendirmede ortak
hiikiimlerin yeterli ya da uygun oldugunu belirten katilimcilarin bazilarinin gorisleri soyledir;

Dogru buluyorum (K3, K24, K28).

Ortak hiikiimleri kismen yeterli bulan katilimcilardan bazilarinin gértsleri soyledir;

Okullardaki farkl cinsiyette miidiir yardimcilarinin olmasint uygun buluyorum (K10).
Unvan géreviendirmeyle degil asaleten olmali, rotasyon olmali ama stire az, kendi brangi
ile ilgili okullarda gérev yapmasini uygun buluyorum. (K14). 4 + 4 siire sinirti olmamali,
istege bagh olmali 4 yil bitirdikten sonra kalmak istiyorsa direkt kalmal. Ilkokullarda,
anaokullarinda, kiz meslek liselerinde okutabilecegi ders olmasi énemli ama tiim okullar
icin gerekli degil. [lkokullarda yabanci dil, din kiiltiirti 6gretmenlerinin miidiir olmasina
kesinlikle karsiyim sinif 6gretmenligi yapmis olmali ki miidiir okuldaki 6gretmenleri
anlayabilmeli (K9). 4+4'ii ¢ok eksik buluyorum, ilk yil alismakla geciyor, son yil ben
gidecegim diye isleri aksatmakla geciyor geriye 2 yil kaliyor bu da bir okul icin ¢ok
yetersiz, kuruma zarar veriyor. Burada siire olmamali istege baglh atanma olmali baska
bir sehre de tayinle lizerimdeki unvaniyla gidebilmeli, yéneticinin okulunda uzun siire
kalmasi kurum kiiltiirti olusturur (K18).

Ortak hiikiimleri yetersiz bulan ya da uygun olmadigini diisiinen bazi katilimcilarin goriisleri ise
soyledir;

8 yillik tek parca halinde siire uygulanabilir, miidiirliik ya da miidiir yardimciligi
gorevlilere unvanlart asil olarak listlerinde olmali, iller arast tayinlerden de
yararlanabilmeli, 8 yildan fazla ayni okulda kalmamali. Unvanlarimiz kadrolu olarak
verilmeli, iller arasi tayinde isteyebilmeliyiz, il emrinde verilmememiz gerekiyor yani
miidiir yardimciligi da kadro gérevi olmali (K26).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede ortak hiikiimler konusunda kararsiz oldugunu belirten katilimcinin
goriisi soyledir; Kararsizim (K6)
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SONUC, TARTISMA ve ONERILER

Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranan genel sartlar uygundur. Az sayida yapilan
elestirilerin odaginda yoneticiligin 6zel bir egitim ve akademik altyapi gerektirdigi, bunun i¢in
¢ok asamali ve duyarli bir segme yonteminin olmasi gerekliligi vardir. Bu sonug genel sartlarin
uygunlugu yoniiyle Berk, Topcan ve Ozdemir'in (2015) sonuclar ile ortiismektedir. Berk,
Topcan ve Ozdemir (2015) de calismalarinda genel sartlarin liyakatli yonetici gorevlendirme
icin uygun oldugu sonucuna varmislardir. Cok asamali ve duyarl bir segme yénteminin olmasi
gerekliligi sonucu ise Egitim Birsen (2019) ve Uygur'un (2021) sonuglar1 ile benzerlik
gostermektedir. Anilan calismalarda da yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerde bazi 6n
kosullarin (stireleri ve nitelikleri tartisiimakla birlikte) olmasi gerekliligi vurgulanmakta ancak
yoneticilik icin 6zel bir egitim ve akademik altyapiya ihtiyag duyulduguna dikkat
cekilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, ¢ok asamali, duyarl bir se¢me yonteminin gelistirilmesi konusunda
genis bir uzlasi vardir. Genel Sartlarin uygunlugu kabul edilse de, uluslararasi standartlarda bir
yonetici gorevlendirme olciitlerine ulasmak icin adaylarin profesyonel yoneticilik egitimine
alinmast uygun olacaktir. Aslinda genel sartlarda olmakla birlikte mevcut durumda
uygulanmayan (aranmayan) “Egitim yonetimi sertifikasina sahip olmak” sart1 siire ve igerik
acisindan uygun bir zemine oturtulursa hem hizmet-6ncesi yogun yoneticilik egitimi hem de
duyarl bir segme siireci ihtiyacini kismen karsilayabilir.

Miidiir olarak gorevlendirileceklerde aranacak 6zel sartlar kismen yeterlidir. Ozellikle mesleki
branslara uygunluk, deneyim siiresi ve alt yonetim kademelerinden gecis gibi 6lciitlerin
yetersizligi s6z konusudur. Ornegin, st diizey yoneticilikten miidiirlige dogrudan
gorevlendirmelerin dogru olmamasi; alt yonetim kadrolarinda ¢alisma sartinin yil olarak az
olmasy; tiim egitim kademelerine atanabilen yabanci dil ve din kiiltirii branslarina haksiz
avantaj saglanmasi gibi. Okul miidurligii sahada olmay1 ve tiim paydaslarla temas halinde
olmayi gerektiren bir konum oldugundan, bakanlik merkez teskilatinda ya da il-ilce milli egitim
miudirliklerinde c¢alismis Kkisilerin diger sartlara bakilmaksizin okul miidiirligiine
gorevlendirilmesi uygun degildir. Okul miidiirliigiine yapilacak gorevlendirmelerde Bozkurt
(2005), Aktepe (2014) ve Uygur’un (2021) da vurguladigr gibi deneyim siiresi konusundaki
elestiriler titizlikle dikkate alinarak yeniden gozden gecirilmeli yoneticilige katk: saglayan ve
temel olusturan egitim ve deneyimler oOnceliklendirilmelidir. Alt yonetim kademelerinde
gecirilen siirelerin azlig1 sonucu Seckin’in (2019) sonuclariyla benzesmektedir. Seckin (2019)
de yaptig1 calismasinda kurucu miidiir, miidiir basyardimcisi, miidiir yardimcisi1 ve miidir
yetkili 6gretmen olarak ayr1 ayri veya toplam en az bir y1l gérev yapmis olmak o6l¢iitiiniin
gerekli deneyim ve tecriibe acisindan yetersiz oldugu sonucuna varmistir.

Miidiir Bagyardimcisi ve Miidiir Yardimcisi Olarak Gérevlendirileceklerde Aranacak Ozel
Sartlar kismen yeterlidir. Yetersiz goriilen olciitler; 6gretmenlikte gecen siirenin azligl, kendi
bransinin oldugu okula atanma sartinin kati olmasi ve iller arasi nakillerde de mevcut
pozisyonun korunmamasidir. Benzer bir sonucu Dilbaz ve Atis'in (2021) calismasinda da
gormekteyiz. Dilbaz ve Atis (2021) da miidiir yardimciligina ya da mudiir bas yardimciligina
atanmada brans 6nceliginin yerine daha baglayici olan 6n kosul olarak ortaya konmasini kati
bir tutum olarak degerlendirmislerdir.

Yonetici olarak gorevlendirileceklerin egitimlerinden elde edilen puanlar genel olarak yeterlidir.
Bununla birlikte ikinci lisans egitimine puan verilmesi dogru degildir. Lisansiistii egitimden
alinan puanlar yeniden gozden gegirilmeli ve cografi farklardan kaynakl esitsizlikler icin de
tedbir alinmalidir. Yonetici adaylarinin egitimlerine verilen puanlarin yeterlik durumu Berk,
Topcan ve Ozdemir (2015) ve Demirer ve Ergezen'in (2022) sonuglariyla benzerlik
gostermektedir. Berk, Topcan ve Ozdemir’in (2015) calismasinda da egitimlerden alinan
puanlarin uygun ancak egitim yonetimi alaninda doktora derecesine verilen puanin daha
yliksek olmasi gerektigi vurgulanmistir. 2021 Yonetmeliginde, 2014 yonetmeligine gore
doktora derecesine daha fazla puan verildigi (10’dan 15’e) diisiiniildigiinde egitimlerden elde

ISSN: 2602-2516 Disiplinlerarasi Egitim Arastirmalari Dergisi
Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Research 2025; 9(20)301-328 322



Berk, $., Ergiil Z. /. Milli Egitim Bakanhig Yénetici Segme ve Gérevlendirme Olgiitlerinin Degerlendirilmesi

edilen sonuclar benzerlik gostermektedir. Benzer sekilde Demirer ve Ergezen (2022) de
doktora dereceli okul yoneticisi adaylarina daha fazla firsat taninmasi gerektigini
vurgulamaktadir. Bununla birlikte Tirkiye'de 6zellikle lisansiistii egitime erisimde cografi
esitsizlikler cok belirgindir. Biiyiiksehirde gérev yapan bir yonetici adayiyla, iicra bir kéyde
gorev yapan yoOnetici adaymnin aym sartlarda lisansiistii egitim imkanina erisemeyecegi
asikardir. Lisansiistii egitim imkanlarina erisimdeki esitsizliklere iliskin sonug¢ Ayral'in (2016)
calismasinda da dikkat cekmektedir. Aktepe (2014) ile Konan, Bozanoglu ve Cetin (2017) ise
lisansiistii egitimin puan getirmekten 6te okul yoneticiligi icin 6nkosul olmas1 gerektigini
savunmaktadir. Egitim Bir-Sen (2019) ile Demirer ve Ergezen (2022) doktora derecesine sahip
yonetici adaylarinin atamada dikkate alinan diger bir kisim sartlardan (sinav, miilakat vb gibi)
muaf olmasi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Bununla birlikte tarihsel siiregte egitim yonetimi
alaninda lisansiistii dereceye sahip olmak tercih nedeni olmaktan 6teye gecememistir (Camur,
2003).

Yonetici gorevlendirmede hizmet siireleri icin belirlenen puanlar kismen yeterlidir. Tiim
gorevlerde, 6zellikle de 68retmenlikte, gecen siirelerin dort yildan sonra puanin yari yariya
azalmasi dogru degildir. Demirer ve Ergezen (2022) hizmet siiresi ile yoneticilik performansi
arasinda glgli bir iliski olmadigin1 belirterek bu c¢alismanin sonucunu kismen
desteklemektedir. Bununla birlikte stireleri farkli olmakla birlikte ABD ve Japonya gibi gelismis
tilkelerin bazilarinda (Akin, 2012) ve Avrupa Birligi Ulkelerinde (Bozkurt, 2005; Pelit, 2013)
kidem olarak adlandirilan hizmet siiresinin yonetici atamada dikkate alinmasi da bu 6lciitteki
puanlamalarda bazi diizenlemeler yapilsa da goz ardi edilemeyecegini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bununla birlikte yonetici adaylarinin hayatin olagan akisinda 6gretmenlik mesleklerini icra
ederken topladiklar1 puanlarin; 6zel ¢aba, emek ve maddi kiilfetle elde edilebilen doktora
derecesini gececek sekilde puan getirmesi puanlama kisimlarina biitiinctl bakildiginda dogru
bir 6lciit olmayacaktir. Doktora derecesi ile kidemin gerektirdigi performanslarin ¢ok farkl
oldugu alanda ¢alisanlar tarafindan kosulsuz kabul edilen bir gercektir.

Akademik ve mesleki deneyimden alinan puanlar kismen uygundur. Makalelerden ve
akademik calismalardan elde edilen puanlarin dogrulugu, yoneticilikle ilgisi ve yoneticilige
katkis1 konusunda ciddi endiseler vardir. Aktepe (2014) de akademik ¢alismalarin
uygulamaya doniik yonlerinin giiclendirilmesi gerektigini belirterek bu ¢alismanin sonuclarini
desteklemektedir.

Kurum ve okul gelistirme deneyiminden elde edilen puanlar uygun degildir. Kurumlar ve
bolgeler arasi esitsizlikler ve olciitlerin tamamina yakininin yoneticilerin ¢abalarinin disinda
olmasi en onemli gerekgelerdir. Kurum ve okul gelistirme deneyimi altindaki tim oOlgttler
yonetici adayinin bireysel ¢abalarinin disinda olan él¢iitlerdir. Recepoglu ve Kiling (2014) ve
Egitim-Bir-Sen (2019) de yonetici gorevlendirmede adayin cabalarinin/performansinin
Olctlebilir standartlara baglanmasi gerektigini vurgulamakta ve cevresel faktorlerin esitlik
ilkesini ihlal ettigini ve bu konuda dilizenlemelerin gerektigini savunmaktadir. Ad1 gecen
calismalarin bulgular1 bu yoniiyle bu arastirmanin sonuglariyla értiismektedir.

Yonetici gérevlendirmede hakkaniyete dikkat edilerek verilen Odiil ve Cezalardan Elde Edilen
Puanlar biiylik oranda uygundur. Uygun olmayan taraflar ise adil olmamasi ve yoOnetici
adaylarinin tiim meslek hayatlarini kapsamamasinda yogunlagmaktadir. Bu sonu¢ Ozmen ve
Kémiirlii (2010); Akcadag (2014); Berk, Topcan ve Ozdemir (2015) ve Ergin’in (2016)
sonuglariyla ortiismektedir. Ozmen ve Komirli (2010) 6dill ve cezalarin yénetici
gorevlendirmede dikkate alinmasi gerektigini vurgularken liyakat, nesnellik ve puan
durumlarinin her zaman tartisma konusu olduguna dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Akcadag (2014) ise
rasyonel olan ve haksiz rekabete sebebiyet vermeyecek sekilde tevcih edilen 6diillerin yonetici
atamada niteligi artirdigin1 vurgulamaktadir. Berk, Topcan ve Ozdemir (2015) 6dil ve
cezalarin gerekliligine vurgu yaparken eklenen ve c¢ikarilan puanlar konusunda bu c¢alisma
sonuglariyla farklilasmaktadir. Ergin’de (2016) 6dil ve cezanin yonetici gérevlendirmelerde
dikkate alinmasin1 6nermekle birlikte seffaf ve objektif bir yaklasimla ele alinmasi gereken
onemli olciitler oldugunun lizerinde durmaktadir. Konan, Celik ve Cetin (2018) liyakat ve
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ehliyet sahibi yoneticilerin ancak liyakati dnceliklendiren olciitlerle secilebilecegine dikkat
cekmektedir. Diger yandan ydnetici adayinin 6gretmenlik yaparken aldigi 6diller, yoneticilik
degil ogretmenlikteki basarisiyla ilgilidir. Ogretmenlikte bagsarilhi bir yénetici adayinin,
ogretmenlikte sergiledigi basariy1 yoneticilikte de sergilemesi mimkiin olmayabilir.
Dolayisiyla odiiller degerlendirilirken 6gretmenlik tlizerine verilen ddiillerin yeniden goézden
gecirilmesi faydali olacaktir.

Yonetici gorevlendirmedeki ortak hiikiimlerden “farkli cinsiyette miidiir yardimcilarinin
olmas1” olciitli uygun goriilse de genel itibariyle iyi yonetici segmek i¢in gerekli bir o6lciit
degildir. Ozellikle siirelerin; azami siireler sonrasi yeniden atamalarin yeniden gézden
gecirilmesi gerekmektedir. Yoneticilik gorevlendirmeyle degil kadroyla olmali ve bu kadro il
dis1 tayinlerinde de dikkate alinmalidir. Her ne kadar 4+4 toplam sekiz yil ayn1 okulda miidiir
olarak gérev yapma uygulamasi Giiney Kore (Korea Ministry of Education, 2024; Oztiirk ve
Akkus) de goriilse de Tiirkiye’de her iki siireye de temkinli yaklasilmaktadir.

Oneriler

Yonetici adayinin basarisi ile dogrudan ilgili olmayan ya da yonetici adayinin aktif katki
saglamadigl, sadece gorev yapilan okul/kurum tiri ya da bolgeden kaynakli puanlar dikkate
alinmamalidir.

Son gorevlendirme sonrasi alinan belgeler, 6diiller cezalar vb degerlendirmeye alinmali. Bir
basarim birden ¢ok atamada gecerli olmamalidir.

Her kisim i¢in alinacak puanlarda iist sinir olmali, mevcut tist sinirlar gézden gecirilmelidir.

Bolgesel esitsizlikleri giderici tedbirler alindiktan sonra EYD'de lisansiisti egitim 6n-kosul
olabilir.

Yonetici olarak atananlar kendi hallerine birakilmamali, farkli egitimlerle liderlik
yetkinliklerinin gelistirilmesine ¢alisiimalidir.
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Cikar Catismasi Beyani

Bu calismanin yazarlar olarak, calismada ele alinan konu ile ilgili dogrudan veya dolayl
herhangi bir c¢ikar catismasi bulunmadigini beyan ederiz. Calismanin hazirlanmasi,
degerlendirilmesi ve yayimlanmasi silirecinde hicbir finansal destek, sponsorluk veya
danismanlik iliskisi bulunmamaktadir.

Etik Kurul Izni

Biz, yazar(lar), bu calismanin etik kurallar cercevesinde yiritiilldiigiinii beyan ederiz.
Calismamiz kapsaminda, etik kurul izni gerektiren bir arastirma yiiriitiilmiis olup, Marmara
Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii etik kuruldan 26.09.2023 tarihinde gerekli onay
alinmistir.
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Abstract

This study evaluates the effectiveness of the criteria introduced by the 2021 Administrator Selection and
Assignment Regulation in identifying qualified administrators. Conducted using a case study approach, a
qualitative research method, the data were collected through a semi-structured interview form. The study
involved 28 school administrators working in Istanbul, and the collected data were analyzed using
descriptive and content analysis. The findings indicate that while some aspects of the existing criteria are
insufficient, others need improvement. Participants highlighted deficiencies in the examination system,
injustices in the selection process of administrator candidates, and the lack of adaptation of the criteria to
regional differences. In conclusion, for educational institutions to be managed by more competent
administrators, the selection criteria should be more objective, fair, and effective. Updating these criteria
based on stakeholder feedback and grounding them in scientific principles will enhance the quality of
educational administration. In particular, it is recommended to remove criteria that do not involve the
active contribution of the principal candidate in their acquisition.

Keywords: criteria evaluation, evaluating administrator selection criteria, evaluating school principal
selection criteria, selecting administrators.

1 Assoc.Prof.Dr., Marmara University, Atatiirk Faculty of Education, Istanbul-Tiirkiye saban.berk@marmara.edu.tr ORCID:
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6821-5249

2Head Teacher, Ministry of National Education (MoNE), Adalar Science and Art Center, Istanbul-Tiirkiye, zubeydemurat@gmail.com
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0007-3623-8853

Journal Of Interdisciplinary Educational Research 2025; 9(20);301-328 Received: 16/02/2025
Acceptance: 29/04/2025
Research Article


mailto:saban.berk@marmara.edu.tr
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6821-5249
mailto:zubeydemurat@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-3623-8853

Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Research

INTRODUCTION

The most important feature of today's world, in which the history of humanity has been reshaped
by social, economic, and scientific change and evolved into the age of information and
communication, is simultaneous, interactive, and rapid change in many fields. There is a positive
correlation between the level of keeping up with this change and the level of education. Well-
educated individuals can always adapt to changing conditions more easily (Eres, 2005; Ministry
of National Education, 2018). Education is not only an important tool in adapting to all kinds of
rapid changes in societies but also a fundamental human right under constitutional guarantee.
While societies create their education systems and transfer the knowledge, experience, and values
that exist in their culture to future generations, on the other hand, these transferred
characteristics shape the systems of education (Dinger, 2003). From this point of view, one of the
primary objectives of education is to raise citizens who are in harmony with universal culture
without breaking away from moral, humanitarian, spiritual, and cultural values; who transfer the
current accumulation in society to future generations by establishing a link between the past and
the future; who are at peace with nature; and who have transformed their duties and
responsibilities towards human rights into behavior. People's cognitive needs are largely
universal, and they need education to meet these needs. Therefore, the way to raise individuals
with the qualities listed above is through education.

Education as a system consists of inputs, processes, and outputs. In order for the education system
to raise individuals with the desired qualifications, it is necessary to cooperate and work in
coordination with many key stakeholders such as parents, teachers, students, etc. in the input,
process, and output stages, which are the elements of the system. The input that has the most
impact on all three elements of the education system is the people in the position of administrators
in educational institutions (Gupta & Gupta, 2013). In this context, as one of the most important
actors in the education system, school administrators and other people in managerial positions
are leaders who directly affect the academic success of both teachers and students and the school
culture. An administrative staff with the cognitive, affective, and kinesthetic competences
required for their position can turn education into a driving force in the development of society.

Along with other social institutions, educational organizations are also affected by continuous
change and development. One of the key elements for educational institutions to contribute to
social development by adapting to change is administrators. Qualified administrators who can
manage the change successfully and cope with the problems they face can carry educational
organizations forward. Therefore, the role in the success of the school belongs to school
administrators, primarily the school principal. Many studies show that there is a link between the
leadership skills of school administrators and student achievement (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe,
2008; Webster & Litchka, 2020; Gurr, 2024). If school administrators (principals and vice
principals) are selected from meritorious and competent people, the expected benefit from
educational activities can be obtained at the highest level. School administrators have
responsibilities such as managing students, teachers, civil servants, servants, security guards,
outsourced services, and relations with parents in a good way; creating a moderate and healthy
school climate; following the development of students; improving the physical conditions of the
school; and having management skills.

It is possible for administrators to create a positive school culture, good learning, a strong and
healthy bonding environment with subordinate and superior units, establish healthy
relationships, and consider the expectations of all stakeholders. Research on leadership shows
that effective schools are managed by effective instructional leaders (Lipham, 1981; Griffin, 1993;
Balci, 2001; Giimiiseli, 2001; cited in. Glirbiiz, Erdem, & Yildirim, 2013). The presence of a strong
leader who is responsible and continuously updates himself/herself and continues his/her
professional development follows the technology, establishes good relations with society,
environment, and employees, and strives for the development of the school in every aspect is vital
for educational institutions. In order for school administrators with the aforementioned qualities
to be successful in all managerial processes, in addition to being well-trained; it is imperative that
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the criteria for selecting and appointing school administrators should be based on objective,
professional knowledge and skills (Ozmen & Kémiirlii, 2010).

Criteria are norms, standards, or reference points that are used in the comparison, evaluation, and
selection of a particular situation, phenomenon, or individual. Criteria play a guiding role in
decision-making processes and contribute to making choices objectively and in accordance with
certain principles. The main purpose of using criteria is to reach objective results by making a
standardized evaluation and to support healthy decision-making processes (Berk, Topcan, &
Ozdemir, 2015; Bandalos, 2018). In order for the criteria to fulfill their guiding role in providing
the objectivity expected from them, they should be appropriate, meaningful, and usable for the
relevant field, in short, they should be "valid". At the same time, the criterion should be able to
accurately measure the quality, in other words, it should be "reliable". In the context of school
administration, as in all other fields, various criteria are developed to determine whether a school
administrator has the necessary qualifications to perform his/her duties effectively. These criteria
may include many different dimensions such as academic competence, managerial skills,
leadership qualities, communication competence, ethical values, and decision-making capacity
(Northouse, 2016).

Establishing valid and reliable criteria enables objective and fair evaluation in selection processes.
Arbitrary and subjective evaluations may encourage selections based on personal preferences
rather than merit, and this may negatively affect the effectiveness of management in educational
institutions. Well-defined criteria allow candidates' knowledge, skills, and experience to be
objectively analyzed and ensure that the most suitable and meritorious individuals are selected
for educational administration (Bush, 2008; Leithwood & Sun, 2017). Merit refers to the
suitability of individuals' knowledge, skills, abilities, experience, and skills for the position they
are appointed to or want to be appointed to. Determining the criteria for the selection of school
administrators based on the principle of merit has a critical role in ensuring the sustainable
success of educational institutions. The selection of administrators with the right criteria can
positively affect teacher and student motivation as well as increase the academic achievement
level of the school (Marzano et al,, 2005). A merit-based management approach provides equal
opportunity in the education system and increases institutional reliability. In this respect,
determining objective criteria for administrator appointments and operating evaluation
processes based on these criteria increases the administrative quality of educational institutions
and supports students to receive a better education.

The criteria for selecting and appointing administrators in Turkey have been changed in various
periods. Itis considered that the main motivation behind these changes is the effort to select more
meritorious and competent candidates for managerial positions. The most important evidence for
this conclusion is that the weight of the oral exam, whose objectivity has always been a matter of
debate, has gradually decreased in the last three regulations (2017, 2018, 2021). While the weight
of the oral exam was 50% in the 2017 regulation, it was first reduced to 40% and then to 20% in
2018. However, the weight of the oral exam continued as 20% in the 2021 Regulation. Considering
that the oral exam jury members throughout Turkey tend to give scores close to or identical to the
written exam scores of administrator candidates, it can be considered that the oral exam has
become dysfunctional (Dilbaz and Atis, 2021). The effect of the score obtained from the written
exam on the average has remained largely constant at 50% over the years (Ministry of National
Education, 2017; Ministry of National Education, 2018; Ministry of National Education, 2021).

In selecting or appointing administrators, other criteria taken into consideration apart from
written and oral exams are education, experience, awards, and penalties. Although the scores
given to the performance indicators under these categories have changed over time, these
categories have remained constant. For example, while having a doctorate degree in Educational
Administration was a criterion that brought 10 points in the 2014 regulation, it became a criterion
that brought only five points in the following three regulations (2015, 2017, 2018) (Ministry of
National Education, 2014). The same criterion had a much higher score in the 2021 regulation,
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with fifteen points, compared to previous regulations (Ministry of National Education, 2021). The
changes in the scores given to the criteria over the last ten years are shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Common criteria in the last five regulations and the corresponding scores

Criteria Years
2014 2015 2017 2018 2021
For each year of associate and undergraduate education 1 1 1 1 ¥

(maximum 4 years)

o0 For master's degree in other fields 2 2 2
% Master’s degree in Management 3 3 3 8
& PhD in other fields 8 4 4 4 11
PhD in Management 10 5 5 5 15
Certificate of Appreciation or Certificate of Achievement 1 1 1 1 1
(maximum 1)
'é) Certificate o f Appreciation or Certificate of Outstanding 2 2 2 2 2
g Achievement (maximum 1)
< Salary Award (maximum 1) 3 3 3 3 -
Award (maximum 1 award) 5 4 4 4 3
For each reprimand (excluding those pardoned) -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
., For each penalty of salary deduction or salary cut (excluding -3 -3 -3 -3 -2
& those pardoned)
& For each penalty of suspension of rank advancement, demotion in -5 -5 -5 -5 -3
&  seniority, and grade demotion as a penalty (excluding those
pardoned)
For each year of teaching 036 036 036 036 1
For each year of service as Founding Principal, Vice 048 048 048 048 2
g Principal, and Acting Principal Teacher
T For each year in the position of Deputy Principal 060 060 06 0,6 3
Q
“* For each year spent as a Branch Manager or in a higher position 0,72 0,72 0,72 072 4

in the Directorate and the Central and Provincial Organizations of

the Ministry
*In the 2021 Regulation, no points are given for years of service, but 4 points are given for the second
undergraduate degree.

As seen in Table 1, while the scores given to the criteria in the regulations up to the 2021
Regulation are largely similar, there is a significant difference in this regulation. In addition,
unlike the previous regulations, additional criteria have been introduced under different
categories in the 2021 Regulation. These categories are as follows: Academic and
Professional Experience, Institution Development Experience, and School Development
Experience. There are a total of 33 criteria under three categories only in the annex of the
2021 Regulation in addition to the criteria in the other regulations. The categories and
criteria are shown in Table 2.

ISSN: 2602-2516
Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Research 2025; 9(20);301-328 304



Berk, S., Ergiil Z. /. Evaluation of the Criteria Utilized by the Ministry of National Education for Selection and Assignment of

Administrators

Table 2. Criteria only in the 2021 Regulation (Annex-2 for reassignments)

Category Criterion Point
= Publishing an article in a national refereed journal 2
g é 22 Publishing an article in an international refereed journal 3
E E % Having taught and evaluated at least one semester at the university 2
E 2 E Having served as a practice school principal within the scope of the teaching practice of
§ § E prospective teachers 3
§ Obtaining trademark registration on behalf of the educational institution they manage 3
5
T:“ E Administrators of educational institutions whose teachers and students have received
s 3 % design registration from the Turkish Patent and Trademark Office *
Z g % Administrators of educational institutions whose teachers and students have received utility 5
E E ‘g model registration from the Turkish Patent and Trademark Office )
& £ Administrators of educational institutions whose teachers and students have received 6
5 S patent registration from the Turkish Patent and Trademark Office ’
E Administrators of educational institutions have had a national project carried out and 1
E concluded
e Administrators of educational institutions have had an international project carried out and
] 5 concluded 2
E ‘i Having served as a consultant on the completed national projects 2
; '% Having served as a consultant on the completed international projects 4
E 2 Having served as an executive on the completed national projects 3
é Having served as an executive on the completed international projects 5
E E Having participated in in-service training activities as a trainee 1
g 2%
5 % Having participated in in-service training activities as an education administrator 2
= a
E Having participated in in-service training activities as an educator 2
= Carrying out management duties within the scope of Primary School Education )
g Program (IYEP)
4 Carrying out management duties within the scope of Supporting and Development Courses ?
2 g (DYK)
< 3 To carry out management duties within the scope of education services at home and in ?
a oo hospital
§ g Administrators who created a support education room in their educational institutions 2
E E Having served as an administrator in extracurricular education activities 2
> Having students who received honorable mentions in national competitions such as 1
': knowledge/skills/sports/art/projects, etc. in their educational institution
E Having a student who ranks third in nationally organized competitions such as ?
= knowledge/skills/sports/arts/projects, etc. in their educational institutions
& 42 Having a student who ranks second in national competitions such as 3
= g knowledge/skill/sports/art/projects, etc. in their educational institutions
& 2 Having a student who ranks first in national competitions such as 4
2 E knowledge/skill /sports/art/projects, etc. in their educational institutions
8 Z Having students who received honorable mentions in international competitions such as ?
) = knowledge/skills/sports/arts/projects, etc. in their educational institutions
] ’rdcs; Having a student who ranks third in international competitions such as 4
& knowledge/skills/sports/arts/projects, etc. in their educational institutions
Having a student who ranks second in international competitions such as 6
knowledge /skills/sports/arts/projects, etc. in their educational institutions
Having a student who ranks first in international competitions such as 8

knowledge /skills/sports/arts/projects, etc. in their educational institutions

If the scores obtained from the new and additional criteria in Table 2, which were not included in
the previous regulations, are obtained properly, they can be expected to serve for the
identification of meritorious administrators by making more sensitive and reliable assessments.
However, the extent to which the criteria used for the first time in the 2021 Regulation serve the
purpose together with other criteria has not yet been evaluated according to stakeholder views.
The fact that the criteria (Annex-2) in the "Regulation on Selection and Appointment of
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Administrators to Educational Institutions Affiliated to the Ministry of National Education”, which
was published in the Official Gazette dated February 5, 2021, and numbered 31386, have not been
evaluated by the participants to select a good administrator constitutes the problem of this study.
Therefore, this study aims to determine whether the criteria in the 2021 Regulation are functional
in determining meritorious administrators.

Criteria are the most basic tools in administrative appointments. Taking the views of stakeholders
into consideration while preparing this tool is democratic and humane, and it is an undeniable
fact that it will yield more efficient results. The criteria determined for selecting a manager must
be sufficient and appropriate to select a good administrator. Administrators who are defined as
good, competent, or meritorious administrators, besides knowing the work they do very well in
theory and practice, have social skills (effective communication, problem-solving, etc.) that will
increase the total impact of this information, and they are also information and IT literate to be
able to follow and keep up with the developments in the field.

This research will contribute to determining the functionality of the criteria used in selecting and
appointing meritorious school administrators and to determining objective criteria in future
criteria development studies.
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METHOD

This study, which examines the sufficieny of current school administrator selection criteria in
determining competent and meritorious administrators, was conducted using a case study design,
one of the qualitative research approaches. Qualitative research is an approach that aims to
examine the perceptions deeply, experiences, and meanings of individuals or groups regarding a
phenomenon (Creswell & Poth, 2018). This type of research provides flexibility to the researcher
to understand complex social phenomena. A case study is a research design used to examine a
phenomenon or group of phenomena deeply within a limited context. This model is particularly
useful for obtaining context-specific information and a detailed understanding of the relevant
processes (Yin, 2018). This study is a case study since it examines the competence of the criteria
used in determining competent and meritorious school administrators.

Participants

The participants of the study consisted of 28 administrators working in Istanbul. Purposeful
sampling to select the individuals with the knowledge, experience, or characteristics that can best
answer the research questions, and maximum diversity sampling, which requires selecting
individuals with different characteristics that represent the context of the study (Patton, 2002),
were preferred to determine the participants. With this method, diversity was achieved in terms
of variables such as school type (primary school, middle School, secondary school) and
professional experience. Participants included individuals with different managerial experience
(such as whether they had been vice principal or not) and duration. This diversity enabled
different perspectives and experiences to emerge regarding manager selection processes. The
demographic characteristics of the participants are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Demographic characteristics of the participants

Gender Telz:/l;ilng EX?;::‘I)ICe ExpMearIil:EE:](eYnetar) Branch l[ie(:,lgation Previous Task
M Primary School 39 32 Class Teacher Bachelor Principal
M Anatolian Sec. S. 27 24 Geography Teacher.  Bachelor Deputy Principal
F Middle School 20 2 English Teacher Bachelor Teacher
M Primary School 23 13 Religious Culture T.  Master Vice Principal
M Primary School 35 15 Class Teacher Associate D. Principal
M Primary School 25 24 Class Teacher Master Vice Principal
M Primary School 24 18 Class Teacher Yiiksek L. Vice Principal
M Anatolian Sec. S. 44 32 Biology Teacher Bachelor Principal
M Primary School 28 8 Class Teacher Yiiksek L. Vice Principal
M Science Sec.S. 20 7 English Teacher Bachelor Vice Principal
F Middle School 13 3 Math Teacher Bachelor Teacher
F Science Sec.S. 12 5 Physics Teacher Master Vice Principal
F Middle School 26 8 Technology and Bachelor Vice Principal

Design Teacher

F Primary School 30 26 Class Teacher Bachelor Vice Principal
M Primary School 24 8 Class Teacher Bachelor Vice Principal
M Vocational Sec.S 28 23 Philosophy Teacher  Bachelor Vice Principal
F Vocational Sec.S 27 2 Biology Teacher Bachelor Teacher
M Primary School 28 22 Class Teacher Master Vice Principal
M Vocational Sec.S 32 25 'li"/leoct}?g(xgg;c'll?;acher Bachelor Vice Principal
M Primary School 40 20 Class Teacher Bachelor Vice Principal
E Primary School 20 8 Class Teacher Master Vice Principal
M Vocational Sec.S 28 22 Philosophy Teacher  Bachelor Vice Principal
F Vocational Sec.S 28 7 Tarih Ogrt. Bachelor Vice Principal
M Vocational Sec.S 28 12 Geography Teacher = Master Principal
M Science Sec.S. 29 23 History Teacher Master Principal
M Primary School 18 4 Class Teacher Master Teacher
M Middle School 32 20 Turkish Teacher Master Principal
M Middle School 41 32 Math Teacher Bachelor Vice Principal

Data Collection Tool

A semi-structured interview form was used to provide flexibility to collect in-depth information
from the participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The interview form was prepared in line with
the literature review and the views of experts. The following steps were followed in the
preparation of the interview form:

By reviewing the relevant literature, important themes related to the current school principal
selection processes were identified.

The interview form was drafted, and the content validity was ensured by presenting it to the views
of academicians specialized in the field of Educational Administration.

The comprehensibility of the questions was tested by conducting a pilot study and necessary
adjustments were made.

The form focused on the appropriateness/sufficiency of the current school principal selection
criteria. The questions in the form were prepared as open-ended and the participants were
enabled to express their experiences, opinions and suggestions in detail.

ISSN: 2602-2516

Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Research 2025; 9(20);301-328 308



Berk, S., Ergiil Z. /. Evaluation of the Criteria Utilized by the Ministry of National Education for Selection and Assignment of
Administrators

Process

Interviews were conducted face-to-face and online. The duration of the interviews varied
depending on the participants' responses, but averaged 30-45 minutes. With the permission of
the participants, the interviews recorded as audio or video with audio, and then transcribed.
During the data collection process, the researcher paid attention to create an environment where
the participants could freely express their opinions. In accordance with ethical rules, participants
were informed about the purpose, processes and confidentiality principles of the research and
informed consent was obtained. The data was collected between September and December of
2023.

Data Analysis

The collected data were analyzed using descriptive analysis and content analysis methods. In the
descriptive analysis, the data were grouped under categories according to the previously
determined school principal selection criteria (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014).

In the content analysis, which is used to reveal the implicit meanings and repetitive patterns in
the data (Krippendorff, 2004), the expressions in the data were divided into themes, and the codes
that formed the themes were determined.

The analysis was based on the categories in Table 2 while presenting the findings. Since the
categories used in the analysis and included in Table 2 are the categories taken as the basis for the
appointment of administrators in the 2021 Regulation, descriptive analysis was preferred. Coding
of participant statements and developing themes from codes required content analysis.

Validity and Reliability of the Study
The validity and reliability of the study were ensured through the following practices:
Validity

In this study, multifaceted measures were taken to ensure internal validity (credibility). Firstly, in
the preparation of the semi-structured interview form, which is the primary data collection tool,
the views of (a) experts who are familiar with qualitative research methods and the field of study
were obtained. Thus, the content and content validity of the questions were strengthened. In this
context, the views of four faculty members, two from the field of Curriculum and Instruction and
two from the field of Educational Administration and Supervision with at least a doctorate, and
three school principals with at least five years of experience in administration were obtained. The
experts were asked to examine the semi-structured interview form in terms of its scope, clarity
and comprehensibility, suitability and applicability, absence of bias and guidance, and ethical
sensitivity. The data collection tool was finalized by considering the feedback from the experts.
Throughout the research process, long-term and intensive interactions were established with the
participants (b). Since the researcher was able to get to know the participants and the study
environment in-depth, the accuracy and reliability of the data obtained were increased. The
participant confirmation (member check) process (c), which allows the findings to be approved
by the participants, was carried out, and thus the accuracy of the interpretations and findings was
supported by the participants’ views. To strengthen the transferability (external validity) of the
research findings, (a) the participants' views were quoted verbatim, allowing the reader to
develop their interpretations. In addition, (b) the preparation process of the data collection tool
and the forms used were presented in detail. Hence, the transparency and reproducibility of the
study were increased. (c) Socio-demographic and professional information about the study group
was clearly reported, and the sample selection was carried out using the purposive sampling
method in compliance with the purpose of the study. All these practices supported the
transferability of the findings of the study to similar contexts and external validity.

Reliability

External reliability of the study was ensured by preventing data loss with the recording device
and presenting the findings without interpretation. During the coding process, coding was
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performed independently with a different researcher, and the agreement rate between the
coders was calculated. The agreement rate was found to be above 80%, and thus the external
reliability of the study was ensured.
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FINDINGS

In this section, participants’ views on whether the criteria in the Regulation on Selection and
Appointment of Administrators for Educational Institutions Affiliated to the Ministry of National
Education are sufficient to select a good administrator are given. Table 4 summarizes the
participants' views on whether the general conditions required for those to be appointed as
administrators are sufficient or appropriate for selecting a good administrator.

Table 4. Participants' Views on the Appropriateness/Sufficiency of the General Conditions
Required for Those to be Appointed as Administrator

Category Theme (f) Code

Itis true, I find it appropriate (P1)
Sufficient or General conditions are sufficient (P7, P10, P17, P24, P27, P28)

Appropriate (11) Agree (P14)

Sufficient, but additions are needed (P3)

The condition of working at least 3-5 years as a teacher-vice principal should be
Partially added (P9, P21)
Sufficient/Partially = Readjustment of the content of written exams and interviews (K11)
Appropriate (7) Graduate education should be required (P19, P22)

Chiefs should be promoted to principal positions in vocational high schools (P19)

There should be a program in the university related to educational
administrators, and graduates of this program should be administrators (P2)
There are too many irrelevant topics, there should be more criteria related to
Insufficient or education (P4)
inappropriate (10)  Managers should not wait four years to retake the exam, they should retake it
whenever they want (P6, P13)
You cannot become an administrator with an exam (P5, P8, P15, P20)
There should be a multi-stage and sensitive selection method (P18)

Administrator General Conditions

As seenin Table 4, 11 of the 28 participants find the general conditions sufficient, while 10 find
them insufficient and 7 find them partially sufficient. The views of some of the participants who
stated that the general conditions are sufficient are as follows:

Of course, Article 5 of this regulation is generally correct, I find it appropriate (P1). I think
the general conditions are sufficient (P7, P10, P17, P24, P27, P28). I agree, there is a
condition regarding having an education certificate and we do not have such a certificate,
and since we do not have an education option to get it, there is a gap there (K14).

The views of some of the participants who find the general conditions required for the
appointment of administrators partially sufficient are as follows:

Yes, the criteria are sufficient, but additions should be made (P3). The condition of having
worked for at least 3-5 years as a teacher-vice principal should be added to the general
conditions (P9, P21). Partially agree (P7, P8). The written exam and interview contents
should be readjusted. For example, there were questions on Turkish and Mathematics in
2019, but they were removed, and History, Geography, General Culture, and Constitution
topics were included. These subjects should not be so intense. I think Educational Sciences,
Mathematics, Turkish, and spelling rules should be more weighted, and I find the interview
meaningless (P11). There should be a requirement to have a master's degree; a bachelor's
degree is not enough anymore, and even a doctorate should be required for the
principalship. The period of working as a teacher should be longer; 1-2 years is too short.
Teaching, vice-principalship, chiefship in vocational schools, and then principalship. If you
do not pass through these levels, you cannot understand the lower levels. Administrators in
vocational schools should be teachers of vocational courses (P19.) The requirement of
having at least a master's degree can be added, but there may be special conditions for
administrators working in schools in rural areas because it will be difficult for them to get
a master's degree (P22).

The views of some of the participants who found the general conditions insufficient or
inappropriate are as follows:
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I suggest that the general conditions section in the appointment of administrators should
be completely removed, that there should be a department in the university related to
educational administrators, and that Educational Administration graduates should be
administrators in schools. As a school principal, I have to understand accounting,
construction, and psychology, but I learn by living and experiencing. If I graduated from
such a department in the university, I could receive this education at the university (P2).
No, I don't think it is enough; there are too many irrelevant subjects. There should be more
education-related criteria (P4). My view is that there should not be an exam. After winning
the exam and being appointed, you cannot take the exam again for 4 years. This is a big
disadvantage; you should be given the right to take the exam again (P13). I do not find it
appropriate. I am against appointing administrators with exams, even for a while many of
the administrators who succeeded in the exam could not manage and quit. What should be
sought is human relations and the ability to establish a teacher-student dialog. It is not
enough for a person who is deficient in this aspect to memorize the legislation and succeed
in the exam to be a good administrator (P5).

Participants’ views on the special conditions required for candidates to be appointed as
principals are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5. Participants' Views on the "Special Conditions" required for candidates for Principal

Appointments
Category. Theme Code
Sufficient or Appointing principals according to school type is very appropriate (P1)
Appropriate (6) Appropriate (P3, P4, P15, P16, P17)

Compliance should also be sought in professional branches (P2)
Fewer points should be taken from teachers who are acting principal

teachers(P7)
Partially There should be no direct appointments from senior management to
Sufficient/Partially principalship (P8, P9, P11, P13, P21, P22, P23, P24, P27)
Appropriate (18) There should be a requirement to work in lower management positions

for 5 years (P18)
English and Religious Culture branches have unfair advantages (P18)
Insufficient or I do not find the interviews reliable (P5, P25, P26)
not appropriate (4) There should be no exams and interviews, the leader should come from
lower positions, and there should be no requirement to have their
branches in their schools (P20)

Special Conditions of
Principalship

As seen in Table 5, 6 of the participants find the conditions required for those to be appointed
as principals sufficient, 4 of them find them insufficient, and 18 of them find them partially
sufficient. The views of some of the participants who stated that the conditions required for
those who will be appointed as principals are sufficient are as follows:

In this case, it is ensured that the appropriate principal is appointed according to the type
of school, which I think is very appropriate (P1). Yes, it is appropriate (P3, P4, P15, P16,
P17).

The views of some of the participants who find the special conditions to be sought in those who
will be appointed as principals partially sufficient are as follows:

I find the condition of having the relevant branches appropriate when being appointed to
vocational high schools, but there was such a problem, there was a vocational course
teacher who graduated from pre-accounting, but he was able to become a principal in a
vocational high school consisting of departments such as motor, and it did not achieve its
goal (P2). Acting principal teachers are given points even though they have very few
students, and I think this point is unfair. Acting principal teachers should be given fewer
points in this section, I agree with the other criteria (P7). After being a teacher, vice-
principal, and deputy principal, they should be transferred to school principalship; it is not
right to be appointed directly to school principalship from a branch manager or higher
administrative positions (P27). After working as a teacher for 5 years and as a vice
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principal for 5 years, if possible, they should be able to work in different schools and become
a school principal. It is appropriate that the school they want to be appointed to should
have the course they teach. Yet in this case, some branches are very lucky; for example,
English and Religious Culture teachers can become administrators of any type of school.
The fact that classroom teachers are given extra points here saves the situation a little bit,
but this extra point should be more (P18).

The views of some of the participants who find the special conditions to be sought in those who
will be appointed as principals insufficient or inappropriate are as follows:

There is no need for a condition about being assigned to a school related to his/her field, it
may be valid for very special cases. I think that merit should also be emphasized at the
interview stage, as different things happen there (P25). There should not be an exam and
interview, the leader should come from the bottom. It is enough if they have proven their
leadership. In addition, why should people who were administrators before be tested again,
this person has already proven himself/herself. The appropriateness of the administrators,
how competent they have become, and how much they have worked at lower levels can also
be evaluated on who will be appointed for the first time. I do not find the condition of having
their branches in the school to which they will be appointed appropriate. Administration is
a different thing, the things done in every school and school type are the same. This condition
is not necessary (P20).

Participants' Views on the Special Conditions to be sought for those to be Assigned as Vice and
Deputy Principals are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Participants' Views on the Special Conditions to be sought for those to be Assigned as Vice
and Deputy Principals
Category Theme Code
Sufficient or Appropriate (5) Criteria are sufficient (P3, P4, P12, P24, P28)
Partially Sufficient/Partially The condition of years of teaching is too little (P2, P7, P9, P11, P13,
Appropriate (19) P15, P17)
The acting principal should also be accepted (P10)
The condition of being appointed to the school of one's own branch
should be more flexible (P10)

There should not be a condition to be appointed to the schools
which have their branches (P6)
Insufficient or inappropriate The school should have both male and female vice principals (P8)
(4) A vice principal should be appointed at the discretion of the
principal (P8, P25)
Appointments should be as principals, and they should be able to go
_with their title in inter-provincial appointments (P8, P6).

Vice Principal and Deputy
Principal Special Conditions

As seen in Table 6, 5 of the 28 participants in the study find the special conditions to be sought in
those to be appointed as deputy and vice principals sufficient, 4 find them insufficient, and 19
participants find them partially sufficient. The views of some of the participants who stated that
the special conditions to be sought for those who will be appointed as deputy and vice principals
are sufficient are as follows:

It is appropriate for me, the criteria here are sufficient (P3, P4, P12, P24, P28).

The views of some of the participants who find the special conditions to be sought for those to be
appointed as deputy and vice principal principals partially sufficient are as follows:

At least 2 years of teaching time is too little, one should work longer as a teacher. There
should be a longer period of work in vice principalship, and there should be an internship
period in vice principalship. Up to 5 years can be considered (P2). They do not accept acting
principals; they accept acting principal teachers. I know this because it happened to me; they
should be evaluated as acting principals. It is the right decision to appoint principals in the
school that has courses related to the principal’s branch, but there should not be too many
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conditions for schools with special conditions, such as kindergartens and vocational schools
(P10).

The views of some participants who think that the special conditions to be sought for those who
will be appointed as deputy and vice principals are insufficient or inappropriate are as follows:

There is no requirement for a candidate to be appointed to a school related to his/her field,
it may be valid for very special cases (P6). In my school there are 3 female vice principals,
there should be a male vice principal for male students. The vice-principal should be
appointed by the principal and the principal should establish his/her team. This may have
the disadvantage of favouritism, but institutions such as unions should prevent this. I am also
against the appointment of vice-principals. They should be permanent, and they should be
able to go with their title in inter-provincial assignments (P8).

Participants’ views on the scores obtained from the training received by those who will be
assigned as administrators are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Participants’ Views on the Scores Obtained from Training

Category  Theme Code
Sufficient or Exactly applicable (P3, P4, P13, P16, P19, P26)
Appropriate (7) I think the grading for master's and doctorate degrees is appropriate (P11)

Training

They should get a score for a second university degree only related to their
branch (P1, P10, P14, P15, P20)

Partially Inequality due to geographical differences should be eliminated (P5)
Sufficient/Partially Graduate education should be in their branches and with thesis (P18, P25)
Appropriate (11) The score obtained from the doctorate should be higher (P24)

Administrators with graduate education should also receive increased
additional course fees (P24)
Graduate education should be completed before starting administration (P2)

Insufficient or They should be promoted to administrative positions after an internship
inappropriate period in which oratory, diction, and leadership qualities are measured (P2)
(10) [ think master's diplomas aren’t reliable (P2)

This criterion should not exist due to geographical differences (P6)
The principal's nomination should be sufficient (P23)

As seen in Table 7, 7 participants find the scores obtained from the training sufficient, 10 find them
insufficient, and 11 find them partially sufficient. The views of some of the participants who stated
that the scores obtained from the training were sufficient for the appointment of administrators
are as follows:

I think this section is appropriate, it can be applied as it is (P13). I find the scores for
master's and doctoral programs appropriate (P11). Yes, I agree; it should be updated from
time to time (P16).

The views of some of the participants who find the scores obtained from the training partially
sufficient are as follows:

Points are given for studying at a second university, but they should only get points if they
study at a second university related to their branch. If it is a master’'s degree in their
branches, higher points should be given. A higher score should be given for a doctorate in
their branch and in Educational Administration (P1). The points here provide sufficient
incentives, but disadvantaged places do not have these opportunities. Our colleagues
working in rural areas have very few chances to receive this training, which can be
balanced by giving them extra points under a different scoring heading. Additional points
can be given to administrators working in schools in disadvantaged areas. Even within
Istanbul, these opportunities vary according to school type (P5). Non-thesis master's
degrees should not receive points because they can be done for money, without any effort,
and without attending classes. It is more difficult to do a master's degree with a thesis both

financially and in terms of effort, and it should get a much higher score (P18). I find the

doctorate score very low; it should be higher (P24).
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The views of some participants who find the scores obtained from the trainings insufficient or
inappropriate in the appointment of administrators are as follows:

No, I do not find it appropriate. Under the current conditions, administration cannot be
done with a master's degree and a doctorate together. These studies should be done before
starting administration. After an internship period in which oratory, diction, and
leadership qualities are measured, one should progress to management. Master's degrees
and doctorates can be done afterward, and administrative leave can be given, but these
two cannot be done together (P2). I do not find this section appropriate. The ministry
should train them within its organization, the ministry itself can provide school
administration training. There are regional differences in Turkey, and while
administrators in Istanbul can easily access universities, our friends working in Anatolia do
not have the chance to reach these opportunities (P6). I am also against this part.  will not
say its name, but a university offered us to find students to give them a master's degree
diploma, is this right? They bought these diplomas for 4-5 thousand Turkish liras, and they
will get points from this (P28). I do not find it appropriate to get points from a second
university, I think that bachelor's, master's, and doctorate degrees should be done in their
branches (P12). Such scoring should not be done. I know many people who have a master's
degree or a doctorate but are not good leaders. I care about experience; I do not find a
master's degree and doctorate very necessary (P27). I disagree. There is an inequality
between men and women. While our male friends were doing their master's degrees and
PhDs, I could not do any of these, although I wanted to, because I was a woman, I had
children and I had additional responsibilities at home. Positive discrimination should be
provided for women in the scoring here. In addition, at that time it was not as easy as it is
now; there was no distance education, and it should not be scored at all (P23).

Participant’s views on the scores obtained from the length of service of those to be assigned as
administrators are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Participants' Views on the Scores Obtained from Length of Service

Category  Theme Code
Sufficient or Yes, proportionate, I find it right, [ agree (P11, P16, P21, P26)
Appropriate (4)
2 All the time spent as a teacher should be evaluated (P1)
2 Partially After 4 years, points should not be reduced by 50%; they should be full points
L Sufficient/Partially (P3, P4, P9, P13, P14, P27)
g Appropriate (13) Not all schools can benefit from the trainee teachers rating (P20)
E Insufficient or As experience increases, it puts you at a disadvantage (P2, P5, P6, P8, P10)
2 inappropriate (11) No points should be given for dual education (P7)

These criteria should not exist at all (P12)

As seen in Table 8, four of the participants find the scores obtained from the length of service
sufficient, 11 find them insufficient, and 13 find them partially sufficient. The views of some of the
participants who find the scores obtained from the length of service in the appointment of
administrators sufficient or appropriate are as follows:

Yes, proportionate, I find it right, I agree (P11 P16, P21, P26).

The views of some of the participants who find the scores obtained from their length of service
partially sufficient are as follows:

Giving full points for the first 4 years and then reducing them by 50% is implemented to
pave the way for our young friends, but the entire period of teaching should be evaluated
(P1). I strongly oppose the 50% reduction of the points after 4 years; they should receive
full points for the time they have worked (P3). I think that the work done in their branches
should bring additional points. There is no need to give points to school administrators
regarding the trainee teachers in the school. It is not fair, not every school can benefit
from this opportunity (P20).
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The views of some participants who find the scores obtained from their length of service
insufficient or inappropriate are as follows:

I find this section absolutely inappropriate. The more experience, the more
disadvantaged. It should be the opposite; there should be full points for each year of
service, and if the person is incompetent, they should be dismissed from that position
(P10). There should not be points for length of service, young teachers who have just
graduated can also be very successful, they should not be prevented (P12).

Participants' views on the scores obtained from academic and professional experience are shown
in Table 9.

Table 9. Participants' Views on the Scores Obtained from Academic and Professional Experience
Category Theme Code
Sufficient or There should be criteria, and I find the scoring appropriate (P3,P10, P11, P17,
Appropriate (6) P18)
Agree (K12)
Appropriate but sufficient time should be given (P3)
All in-service trainings should be considered in scoring (P4)
Partially Difference in geographical location and level of education (P6)
Sufficient/Partially ~ Problem of trust in written articles (P6, P7, P14, P16, P24)
Appropriate (16) Lack of contribution and relevancy in administration (P7, P14, P16, P24, P10,
P20, P21)
Causing unfair competition (P1, P23)
Insufficient or Regional differences and injustice (P5)
inappropriate (6) Not related to administrative qualifications (P8)
Scope issue (P26)

Academic and Professional
Experience

As seen in Table 9, 6 participants find the scores obtained from academic and professional
experiences sufficient, while 6 find them insufficient and 16 find them partially sufficient. The views
of some of the participants who stated that the scores were sufficient are as follows:

Yes, there should be criteria that guide academic studies, and 1 find the scoring
appropriate (P11). I agree with this section; I find the scoring appropriate (P12).

The views of some of the participants who find the scores obtained from academic and
professional experiences partially sufficient in the appointment of administrators are as follows:

I find it appropriate, but there will be a need for time while carrying out the
administration; conveniences should be provided (P3). Yes, I find this section appropriate,
but in terms of in-service training, if you have received 30 in-service trainings, it gives
points for one of them; at least half of them should be given points (P4). I partly agree
with this, but in some schools, there is no chance for trainee teachers to be there. There
should be a scoring according to the type of institution. Regarding the articles, I am
hesitant about whether the person actually writes them or not, because we hear various
things. For example, some articles are written by someone else without any effort in
exchange for money (P6). If they write the article themselves, it is an effort-intensive task,
and they can get points here. Points should not be taken for teaching a course at the
university; this has nothing to do with administration. Also, having trainee teachers in the
school is not a situation related to the success of school administrators; points should not
be taken from this issue (P16). I don't think it is meaningful to get points from being an
educational administrator. There is no effort from the school principal or vice principal
here. If you are not on good terms with the district directorate, seminars are not given in
your school; it is unfair (P21). I am indecisive about giving points only to the principal in
schools with trainee teachers. If we become an educator, we can get points here; we can
get points from our in-service trainings... (P20).

The views of some participants who find the scores obtained from academic and professional
experiences insufficient or inappropriate are as follows:
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I find it unfair because having a trainee teacher at school is not related to the success of
the principal. Some schools have them, some do not, and this is an unfair competition, and
no points should be given in this section. There is no book writing related to professional
experience in this section. Additional points should be given to books, journals, and
newspapers written in the field of education (P1). Since the sociocultural structure varies
according to regions, there is an injustice because some of our fellow administrators
cannot access these opportunities. Teachers and administrators working in
disadvantaged schools may not have access to these opportunities (P5). I am also against
this section; writing articles does not increase the quality of administration (P8). The
school principal should not be given any points about trainee teachers at school. My
deputy principals and teachers take all the workload here (P23). I find it insufficient; the
article is good, but the congresses and workshops they attend, and presenting papers in
congresses should be evaluated. Regarding trainee teachers, not only should the principal
be given points, but also the vice principal should be given points (P26).

Participants' views on the scores obtained from institution development experience for those to
be appointed as administrators are shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Participants’ Views on the Scores Obtained from the Institution Development Experience

Category Theme Code

Sufficient or Appropriate (7)  Agree (P13, P16, P23, P26, P27)
I find it successful, especially in patenting (P24)

Trademark registration is not suitable for all school types (P2, P7, P21)
Partially Sufficient /Partially =~ Points from a different area can be added to disadvantaged schools (P3)

Institution Development
Experience

Appropriate (10) Trademark registration is not suitable for all school types (P19, P17)
Points from a different area can be added to disadvantaged schools
(P18)

Insufficient or inappropriate ~ Some schools cannot benefit from this opportunity due to environmental

(11) factors (P6, P9, P11)

I think it is unfair (P8)

As seen in Table 10, 7 of the participants find the scores obtained from the institution
development experience sufficient, 11 find them insufficient, and 10 find them partially sufficient.
The views of some of the participants who stated that the scores obtained from the institution
development experience were sufficient are as follows:

lagree (P13, P16, P23, P26, P27). I find it appropriate (P22). I find this section successful,
especially in patenting (P24).

The views of some of the participants who find the scores obtained from the institution
development experience partially sufficient are as follows:

I find it partially appropriate; trademark registration concerns vocational secondary
schools. It is not suitable for Anatolian secondary schools. Regarding the projects, the
teachers form the basis of the work; the school principal does not have any labor. Since
the teachers in the project schools are selected, the school principal of these schools has
an advantage (P2). I think there is injustice here; for example, there is unfair grading
between those working in vocational secondary schools and those working in general
secondary schools, or between those in primary schools and those in secondary schools. In
order to equalize the conditions, disadvantaged schools can be given points from a
different area (P3). It is difficult to implement; patenting is very costly... (P19).

The views of some participants who find the scores obtained from the organization
development experience insufficient or inappropriate are as follows:

Some of the items concern especially vocational secondary schools, science secondary
schools, and fine arts secondary schools; they cannot contribute to administrators in basic
education (P1). For example, since our school is a central school, trainings are held at our
school all the time. We get points for being educational administrators or educators, but
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many schools cannot benefit from this opportunity due to environmental factors, so there
is no justice here. I think there is injustice between institutions regarding patents and
projects due to environmental factors (P9). I also find this section wrong; I don't find it fair.
Not every school can access the opportunities here, there is no equality of opportunity
between schools. In terms of projects, there can be such simple works that these are not
projects. I don't see the projects done here as projects unless a significant and critical
situation is put forward, and no points should be awarded for this. We have left all our work,
we put pressure on teachers to prepare projects (P8).

Participants’ views on the scores obtained from the school development experience are shown in
Table 11.

Table 11. Participants' Views on the Scores Obtained from School Development Experience
Category Theme Code

Sufficient or Appropriate (2)  Agree (P19, P26)

There are student transfers for points (P3)
Partially Sufficient / Partially Points should be taken from the projects done by the students
Appropriate (8) themselves (P16)

It does not show the success of the administrator (P20)

Scoring should be changed according to workload (P23)

There is inequality between schools (P1, P6, P7, P14)
Insufficient or inappropriate  Points should not be given only for the last 4 years, open to abuse (P4,

a7 P12,P27)

There is geographical inequality (P5)

Courses should be covered by salary (P8)
Neutral I'm undecided (P13)

School Improvement
Experience

As seen in Table 11, 2 of the participants find the scores obtained from the school development
experience sufficient, 17 find them insufficient, and 8 find them partially sufficient. One participant
remained undecided. The views of some of the participants who stated that the scores obtained
from the school development experience are sufficient for the appointment of administrators are
as follows:

I agree (P19, P26).

The views of some of the participants who find the scores obtained from the school development
experience partially sufficient are as follows:

DYK activities are not in every school, it is not fair. We also get points based on the
students who ranked in the top three in competitions, project schools have an advantage
here (P2). There are transfers of ranked students. We hear that the same child transfers
to 5-6 schools during the year. This is a part open to abuse, it is difficult to find such
students in disadvantaged schools (P3). I partially agree that administrators should
receive additional points if they participate in these activities. The administrator should
receive points if he/she has taken part in the students who are ranked. There should be no
points for achievements that are the result of the efforts of the family (P16). There is also
injustice in the ranking of students. When you work in a school in a district with a high
socioeconomic level, you can reach such students very easily, and there is an injustice in
this sense (P18). IEP, DYK, home-hospital teaching, and extracurricular education may
not be available in every school. It does not show the success of the administrator; such
scoring should not be done. Disadvantaged schools will suffer from this (P20). The scoring
here is too few, and why is only one of them given points? The educator should be given
points for each year. Why is the administrator of the educator given the same points? The
scoring should be changed according to the workload (P23).

The views of some participants who find the scores obtained from the school development
experience insufficient or inappropriate are as follows:

For example, we do not have IYEP-DYK, which means that all of our children are
successful, and we will not get points here. In my view, the score of the principal who has
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students in IEP should be reduced. Why didn't you create an infrastructure for so many
students beforehand and ensure that these children are trained at the classroom level? If
a school has established its own team and they have achieved local or international
success with its own team in competitions, school administrators should be given points.
But if a person says that he/she has achieved success as a result of his/her own individual
development, then school administrators should definitely not be given points. No points
should be given for support education, there is the teacher’s labor here (P14). IYEP, DYK,
home education, and hospital teaching are actually open to abuse. When there is no I[YEP
student in their school, they force one out, get approvals, open the course, and then close
it. There are also abuses related to the top ranked students (P10). It is not a project that
can be implemented in every school, it is not fair. We hear about various fraudulent issues
related to students who are ranked in international or national competitions, such as a
student with a degree being constantly transferred between schools. Disadvantaged
schools do not have students with such degrees, there is a disadvantage here (P12). It is
impossible for administrators working in disadvantaged areas to get points under this
heading. In districts with high socioeconomic structures, students can get degrees in
various competitions with the efforts of parents. Administrators working in such schools
have an unfair advantage (P5). Teachers should not give courses outside the 8.00 a.m. and
5.00 p.m. teaching hours. Teachers should do this within the scope of their salary during
working hours; teachers beg students not to close their courses in the current practice.
The current practices do not do anything except make money for the teacher (P8).

The view of the participant who answered "Neutral” about the appropriateness of the scores
obtained from school development experience in the appointment of administrators is as follows:

I'm undecided (P13)
Participants' views on the points obtained from the awards are shown in Table 12.

Table 12. Participants’ Views on the Points Obtained from Awards

Category Theme Code
Sufficient or I find it appropriate (P3, P10, P11, P16, P18, P22, P26, P27, P28)
Appropriate (11) I find it appropriate as long as you are fair (P7)
. Partially Sufficient / The whole professional life should be evaluated (P4, P9, P14, P15, P19,
'r% Partially Appropriate P20)
2 (6)
< It’s not appropriate (P1, P5, P6, P17, P21)
Insufficient or I do not think that the rewards are given fairly (P2, P12)
inappropriate (11) Politics should not have an impact (P8, P23, P24, P25)

As seen in Table 12, 11 of the 28 participants find the points obtained from the rewards
sufficient, 11 find them insufficient, and 6 find them partially sufficient. The views of some of the
participants who find the points obtained from the awards sufficient or appropriate are as
follows:

I find it appropriate (P3, P10, P11, P16, P18, P22, P26, P27, P28). I find it appropriate as
long as you are fair (P7).
The views of the participants who find the points obtained from the awards partially sufficient
are as follows:

I object to evaluating only the documents from the last four years—do our achievements
from earlier years count for nothing? If a person can stay in administration for 13-15 years,
it means that this person has a capacity, and this should have a value (P4).

The views of some participants who find the points obtained from the awards insufficient or
inappropriate are as follows:

All certificates of achievement received from the beginning to the end of one's professional
life should be evaluated; the person has worked hard for each one and should receive
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points for each effort (P1). I don't think that the awards are given fairly. MoNE has given
certificates of achievement to everyone in the last two years, and sometimes the people
we propose who have shown real success may not be given certificates of achievement. So,
Idon't find it fair (P12). Even those who were on leave due to the pandemic and who were
abroad were given certificates of achievement. All teachers have been given
certificates of achievement in the last 2 years, the criteria are wrong. The certificates of

achievement are valid if you received them during my period of power, the ones received
before are not valid (P25).

The views of the participants on the points deducted from those to be appointed as
administrators due to penalties are shown in Table 13.

Table 13. Participants’ Views on Points Deducted Due to Penalties

Category Theme Code
Sufficient or Yes, I find it appropriate if they were punished (P1, P2, P3, P9, P10, P19, P27)
Appropriate (15) If points are given for rewards, minus points should be given for punishments

(P4)

Partially Sufficient/ Points should not be deducted from warning and reprimand penalties (P7, P12,
Partially Appropriate  P25)

3 (7) All penalties should be evaluated (P14)

E Higher scores should be lowered (P20)

2 Punishments are not given fairly (P20)

There may be unfair penalties, this should be analyzed (P5)
Insufficient or A person who has received a salary cut should not continue to be an
inappropriate (6) administrator (P6, P16, P17, P24)
Complaints through CIMER are very easily penalized, this also prevents receiving
a certificate of achievement (P8)

As seen in Table 13, 15 of the 28 participants find the points deducted due to penalties sufficient,
6 find them insufficient, and 7 find them partially sufficient. The views of some of the participants
who stated that the points deducted due to penalties were sufficient or appropriate are as follows:

Yes, I find it appropriate if they were punished (P1, P2, P3, P9, P10, P19, P27). Maybe, if
points are given for the reward, minus points should be given for the punishment (P4).

The views of some of the participants who find the points deducted due to penalties in the
appointment of administrators partially sufficient are as follows:

Points should not be deducted from warning and reprimand penalties, because it is a penalty
that is very easily given, it can be applied for big penalties (P7). Points should be deducted,
but why only one? If there is more than one punishment, it should be evaluated (P14). Higher
points should be deducted if the penalties are fair (P20).

The views of some participants who find the points deducted due to penalties insufficient or
inappropriate are as follows:

Nowadays, there are so many unjust complaints and punishments can be taken easily that
it is necessary to look at how fair the punishments are. There may be unfair punishments,
this needs to be analyzed (P5). The scores are too high, they should be lowered a bit. An
administrator who has received a salary deduction should not continue to be an
administrator anyway (P16). Currently, teachers and administrators are thrown in front
of parents. They make complaints through CIMER, and we are all given penalties very
easily, this also prevents us from receiving certificates of achievement (P8).

The views of the participants on the common provisions for those to be appointed as
administrators are shown in Table 14.
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Table 14. Participants’ Views on "Common Provisions" for Those to be Appointed as
Administrators

Category Theme Code

Sufficient or Appropriate (3) I find it right (P3, P24, P28)
There should be an appointment as acting administrator (P1, P14,

%2}

5 P15, P27)

2 Partially Sufficient/Partially [ find it appropriate to have vice principals of different genders

E Appropriate (11) in schools (P2, P5, P10, P11, P12)

= Rotation should be optional (P9, P18)

E Insufficient or inappropriate Rotation periods should be extended, and appointments should be
g (13) made as principal (P25, P26)

© Neutral I'm undecided (P6)

As seen in Table 14, 3 of the participants find the common provisions sufficient, 11 of them find
them insufficient, 13 of them find them partially sufficient, and 1 of them is neutral. The views
of some of the participants who stated that the common provisions are sufficient or appropriate
in the appointment of administrators are as follows:

1find it right (P3, P24, P28).

The views of some of the participants who find the common provisions partially sufficient are as
follows:

1 find it appropriate to have vice principals of different genders in schools (P10). The title
should not be by assignment but as an administrator. There should be rotation, but the
duration is short. I find it appropriate for them to work in schools related to their branches
(P14). There should be no time limit as 4+4, it should be optional. If they want to stay after
completing 4 years, they should stay directly. It is important to have courses that they can
teach in primary schools, kindergartens, and girl's vocational high schools, but it is not
necessary for all schools. I am definitely against foreign language and religious culture
teachers becoming principals in primary schools, they should have worked as classroom
teachers so that the principal can understand the teachers in the school (P9). I find 4+4
very incomplete, the first year is spent getting used to it, and the last year is spent disrupting
the work because they will leave. There are 2 years left, which is very insufficient for a
school, it harms the institution. There should be no time limit here, there should be optional
appointments. They should be able to go to another city with the title they hold. The
administrator staying at the school for a long time creates an institutional culture (P18).

The views of some participants who find the common provisions insufficient or inappropriate are
as follows:

The 8-year practice can be applied as a whole. Principals or vice principals should be given
the title of primary principal or vice principal. They should be able to benefit from inter-
provincial transfers and should not stay in the same school for more than 8 years. Our titles
should be given as permanent, and we should be able to request inter-provincial transfers.
We should not be assigned to the provincial order; in other words, assistant principalship
should also be a permanent position (P26).

The view of the participant who stated as neutral about the common provisions in the
appointment of managers is as follows:

I am undecided (P6)
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CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION and RECOMMENDATIONS

The general requirements for those to be appointed as managers are appropriate. The few
criticisms focus on the fact that administration requires special training and academic background
and that there should be a multi-stage and sensitive selection method for this. This result overlaps
with the results of Berk, Topcan, and Ozdemir’s (2015) studies in terms of the appropriateness of
the general requirements. Berk, Topcan, and Ozdemir (2015) also concluded that the general
conditions are appropriate for the appointment of meritorious administrators. The conclusion
that there should be a multi-stage and sensitive selection method is similar to the results of Egitim-
Bir-Sen (2019) and Uygur (2021). In the aforementioned studies, it is emphasized that there
should be some prerequisites (although the duration and qualifications of these prerequisites are
discussed) for those who will be appointed as administrators, but it is pointed out that special
training and academic background are needed for administration. Therefore, there is a broad
consensus on the development of a multi-stage, responsive selection process. Although the
General Conditions are accepted as appropriate, it would be appropriate for candidates to
undergo professional executive training to reach international standards for the appointment of
administrators. In fact, the requirement of "having a certificate in Educational Administration"”,
which is included in the general conditions but not currently applied (not required), can partially
meet the need for both pre-service intensive administrator training and a sensitive selection
process if it is placed on an appropriate basis in terms of duration and content.

The special conditions to be sought for those to be appointed as managers are partially sufficient.
In particular, criteria such as appropriateness for professional branches, length of experience, and
transition from lower administrative levels are insufficient. For example, direct appointments
from senior management to principalships are not right, the duration condition for working in
lower management positions is low, and foreign language and religious culture branches, which
can be appointed to all levels of education, are given an unfair advantage. Since school
principalship is a position that requires being in the field and being in contact with all
stakeholders, it is not appropriate to assign people who have worked in the central organization
of the ministry or provincial-district national education directorates to school principalship
regardless of other conditions. As emphasized by Bozkurt (2005), Aktepe (2014), and Uygur
(2021), the criticisms regarding the length of experience should be carefully considered and
reviewed in the principalship assignments, and the training and experiences that contribute to
and form the basis for administration should be prioritized. The result of the limited number of
years spent in lower management levels is similar to those of Seckin (2019). In his study, Seckin
(2019) concluded that the criterion of having served as founding principal, deputy principal, vice
principal, and acting principal teacher separately or in total for at least one year is insufficient in
terms of the necessary experience and expertise.

The Special Conditions for the appointment of deputy and vice principals are partially sufficient.
The criteria that are deemed insufficient are the low number of years spent as a teacher, the strict
condition of being appointed to the school that has their branches, and the fact that the current
position is not protected in inter-provincial transfers. A similar result is seen in the study by Dilbaz
and Atis (2021). Dilbaz and Atis (2021) also evaluated the priority of branches as a more binding
prerequisite for appointment to the position of vice principal or deputy principal as a strict
attitude.

The points obtained from the education of those to be appointed as administrators are generally
sufficient. However, it is not right to give points for a second undergraduate education. The points
obtained from postgraduate education should be reviewed, and measures should be taken for
inequalities arising from geographical differences. The sufficiency of the scores given to the
training of administrator candidates is similar to the results of Berk, Topcan, and Ozdemir (2015)
and Demirer and Ergezen (2022). In Berk, Topcan, and Ozdemir's (2015) study, it was emphasized
that the scores received from the trainings were appropriate, but the score given to the doctorate
degree in Educational Administration should be higher. Considering that in the 2021 regulation,
more points are given to the doctoral degree (from 10 to 15) compared to the 2014 regulation,
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the results obtained from the trainings are similar. Likewise, Demirer and Ergezen (2022)
emphasize that more opportunities should be given to school administrator candidates with
doctoral degrees. However, geographical inequalities are very evident in Turkey, especially in
access to graduate education. It is obvious that a school administrator candidate working in a
metropolitan city and a school administrator candidate working in a remote village cannot access
graduate education under the same conditions. The result regarding inequalities in access to
postgraduate education opportunities is also noteworthy in Ayral's (2016) study. Aktepe (2014)
and Konan, and Bozanoglu and Cetin (2017) argue that postgraduate education should be a
prerequisite for school administration rather than bringing points. Egitim-Bir-Sen (2019) and
Demirer and Ergezen (2022) emphasize that administrator candidates with a doctorate degree
should be exempt from some other conditions (such as exams, interviews, etc.) considered in the
appointment. However, in the historical process, having a postgraduate degree in Educational
Administration has not gone beyond being a reason for preference (Camur, 2003).

The points set for length of service in administrator appointments are partially sufficient. It is not
right that the score decreases by half after four years in all positions, especially in teaching.
Demirer and Ergezen (2022) partially support the results of this study by stating that there is not
a strong relationship between length of service and administrative performance. However, the
fact that the length of service, which is called seniority in some developed countries such as the
USA and Japan (Akin, 2012) and European Union countries (Bozkurt, 2005; Pelit, 2013), is
considered in the appointment of administrators, although the duration is different, reveals that
this criterion cannot be ignored even if some adjustments are made in the scoring. However, it
would not be correct criteria when the scores that administrator candidates collect while
performing their teaching professions in the ordinary course of life exceed the doctorate degree,
which can be obtained with special effort, labor, and financial burden, when the scoring section
are considered holistically. It is an unconditionally accepted fact by professionals that the
doctorate degree and the performance required by seniority are very different.

Scores from academic and professional experience are partially appropriate. There are serious
concerns about the accuracy of the scores obtained from articles and academic studies, their
relevance, and their contribution to administration. Aktepe (2014) also supports the results of
this study by stating that the practical aspects of academic studies should be strengthened.

The scores obtained from institution and school development experience are not appropriate. The
inequalities between institutions and regions and the fact that almost all of the criteria are beyond
the efforts of the administrators are the most important reasons. All criteria under the institution
and school development experience are beyond the individual efforts of the administrator
candidate. Recepoglu and Kilin¢ (2014) and Egitim-Bir-Sen (2019) also emphasize that the
candidate's efforts/performance should be linked to measurable standards in the appointment of
administrators and argue that environmental factors violate the principle of equality, and some
regulations are needed in this regard. In this respect, the findings of these studies overlap with
the results of this study.

The Points Obtained from Awards and Punishments, which are given by paying attention to fairness
in the appointment of administrators, are largely appropriate. The inappropriate aspects are
concentrated on the fact that it is not fair and that it does not cover the entire professional life of
the administrator candidates. This result coincides with the results of Ozmen and Kémiirlii (2010),
Akcadag (2014), Berk, Topcan, and Ozdemir (2015), and Ergin (2016). Ozmen and Koémiirli
(2010) emphasize that awards and punishments should be considered in the appointment of
administrators while pointing out that merit, objectivity and scoring are always a matter of
debate. On the other hand, Akcadag (2014) emphasizes that awards that are rational and
conferred in a way that does not cause unfair competition increase the quality of administrative
appointments. While Berk, Topcan, and Ozdemir (2015) emphasized the necessity of awards and
punishments, they differed from the results of this study in terms of added and subtracted points.
Ergin (2016) suggests that awards and punishments should be taken into consideration in
administrative assignments but also emphasizes that they are important criteria that should be
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handled with a transparent and objective approach. Konan, Celik, and Cetin (2018) point out that
administrators with merit and competence can only be selected with criteria that prioritize merit.
On the other hand, the awards received by the administrator candidates while teaching are related
to their success in teaching, not in administration. It may not be possible for an administrator
candidate who is successful in teaching to exhibit the same success in administration as he/she
exhibited in teaching. Therefore, while evaluating the awards, it would be useful to reconsider
the awards given for teaching.

Although the criterion of “having vice principals of different genders” among the common
provisions in the appointment of administrators is considered appropriate, it is not a necessary
criterion for selecting good principals in general. Especially term durations and reappointments
after the expiration of maximum time limits need to be reconsidered. Administrative positions
should be based on appointments, not on assignments, and this appointment should also be
considered in out-of-province transfers. Although the practice of serving as a principal in the same
school for a total of eight years (4+4) is also seen in South Korea (Korea Ministry of Education,
2024; Oztiirk and Akkus), both term durations are approached cautiously in Turkey.

Recommendations

Scores that are not directly related to the success of the administrator candidate or to which the
administrator candidate does not actively contribute and that are only based on the type of
school/institution or region where they are working should not be considered.

Certificates, awards, penalties, etc. received after the last assignment should be taken into
consideration. An achievement should not be valid for more than one appointment.

There should be a maximum limit on the points to be obtained for each section, and the existing
maximum limits should be reviewed.

Postgraduate education in Educational Administration and Supervision can be a prerequisite after
measures are taken to eliminate regional inequalities.

Those appointed as managers should not be left alone, and their leadership competencies should
be developed through various trainings.
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