Degerler Egitimi Dergisi © Degerler Egitimi Merkezi
Cilt 16, No. 35, s. 211-233, Haziran 2018

Okul Yoneticilerinin Karakter Egitimi Yeterlik
Inanc¢larimin Baz1 Degiskenlere Gore incelenmesi-

[smail KARSANTIK**

Mustafa OZGENEL***

Oz

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inanglarini cinsiyet,
yas, mesleki ve yoneticilik kidemi, medeni durum, mezun olunan fakiilte, mezuniyet
diizeyi ve gorev yapilan okul kademesi degiskenlerine gore incelemektir. Aragtirma ni-
cel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama modeline gore gergeklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin
calisma grubunu 2016-2017 egitim 6gretim yilinda Istanbul/Pendik Tlgesinde devlet
okullarinda gdrev yapan 227 okul yoneticisi olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada “Y oneticile-
rin Karakter Egitimi Yeterlik Inanc1 Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Veriler, normal dagilim gos-
termediginden Non-Parametrik analiz tekniklerinden Mann Whitney-U testi ve Kruskal
Wallis-H testi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin karakter
egitimi yeterlik inanglarinin cinsiyet, yas, mesleki ve yoneticilik kidemi, medeni du-
rum, mezun olunan fakiilte, yoneticilik gérevi, mezuniyet diizeyi ve gorev yapilan okul
kademesi degiskenlerine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi sonucuna ulasilmistir.
Benzer caligmanin farkli 6rneklem grubu ve degiskenlerle yiiriitiilmesi karakter egitimi
alanina katki saglayacagi diisiiniilmektedir.
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Giris

Yiizyillar boyunca filozoflar ve egitimciler, bireylerde ahlak gelisimi veya ka-
rakter gelisimini nasil gelistirecekleri ile ugragsmaktadir (DeVries ve Zan, 1994).
Glinlimiizde yasanan gelismelerin ve degisimin yansimalari bireyin egitime ve
karakter gelisimine olan ihtiyaci artirmakta ve egitiminin 6nemini ortaya cikar-
maktadir. Bu nedenle cagimizda okullar, bireylerin temel akademik bilgi, beceri
ve karakter gelisimlerini desteklemek i¢in birincil diizeyde rol almaktadir (Bat-

tistich, 2005). Bu agidan bakildiginda okullarin, temel degerleri i¢sellestirmek
ve basarili bireyler yetistirme gibi iki temel amact bulunmaktadir (Eksi, 2003).

Temel degerlere sahip ve basarili bireyler yetistirme amaci olan egitimin bi-
ligsel, duyussal ve devinigsel (psiko-motor) olmak iizere {i¢ alant bulunmak-
tadir. Bu alanlar hem birbiri ile iliskili hem de birbirini destekler niteliktedir.
Bireylerin, bireysel ve sosyal gelisimini kapsayan duyusgsal alan egitimi, ahlak
gelisimi, deger egitimi, karakter egitimi ve demokrasi egitimi, egitim program-
lar1 araciligt ile yapilmaktadir (Bacanli, 2005). Duyussal alan kapsaminda olan
karakter egitimi, gelecegi bugiinden tahmin edebilen bireyler yetistirmeyi hedef-
lemektedir (Ontas, 2016). Bu nedenle karakter ile karakter egitiminin ne anla-
ma geldigini tanimlamak 6nemlidir (Battistich, 2005). Karakter, (1) bireyi diger
bireylerden ayiran 6zellik, (2) bireyin davranisini belirleyen baskin nitelik, (3)
bireyin veya bir grubun tutumu, duygu ve davranig bigimidir (TDK, 2017). Ka-
rakter, durumlar karsisinda degerlendirme yapma, dogru veya iyi olani tercih
etme ve bunlar1 hayata gegirme yetenegidir (Lickona, 1991).

Karakter egitimi ise “sosyal ve kisisel sorumlulugu ve bunu miimkiin kilan iyi
karakter 6zelliklerini ve ahlak erdemlerini gelistiren stratejik talimat” olarak ta-
nimlanmaktadir (Vessels ve Boyd, 1996). Diger yandan Eksi (2003) karakter egi-
timini Ortiik veya acik ders programlari ile insanlara temel degerleri kazandirmak
ve bu degerleri davranisa doniistiirmek olarak ifade etmektedir. Bagka bir tanima
gore karakter egitimi, evrensel ve toplumsal degerlerin okul hayatina programli
bir sekilde yerlestirilmesidir (Parlar, Cavus, Levent ve Eksi, 2010). Kaplan (1995)
ise 0grencilere ne yapmalart gerektigi yerine kendi baslarina iyi kararlar verme
yoniindeki onemini vurgulamaktadir. Milson ve Eksi (2003) 6grencilerde etik
degerleri anlama, anladig1 degerleri davraniglarina yansitma ve gelistirme siireci
olarak tammlamaktadir. Berkowitz’e (2011) gore karakter egitimi, okullarda 6g-
rencilerin akademik basarilarini giiglendirmek de dahil olmak tizere, 6grencilere
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olumlu etik, egilim ve yetkinlikleri kazandirma ve gelistirme girigimidir.

Rusnak (1998) karakterin 6gretilebilecegini ve bu 6gretimi gergeklestirirken
iki ilkeye dikkat edilmesi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Birinci ilke; egitimci-
lerin karakter egitimini bir ders olarak algilamamasi ve bu egitimi her yerde
siirdiirmesidir. Ikinci ilke olarak; karakter gelisimi icin giinliik yasamda 6gren-
cilerin rol almalarin1 saglamali ve diisiincelerini paylasarak biitiinlestirmelidir.
Karakter egitiminin temel amaci, bireylerin olumsuz davraniglara katilma ris-
kini azaltmanin yamn sira, genglerin kendilerini tatmin edici ve iiretken yasam-
larina yon vermelerine, aktif ve etkili vatandas olmalarina yardimci olacak be-
ceriler, kisisel ve sosyal tutum gelistirmelerine yardimc1 olmaktir (Battistich,
2005). Karakter egitimi programlarinin uygulandigi yerin okul olmasi, okullari
bu alanda odak noktas1 haline getirmektedir. Karakter egitimi, okulda verilen
egitimin bir parcasidir. Karakter egitiminde egitimciler, arabulucu (mediator)
ve degisim uzmani (change agent) olarak ¢ok onemli katkilar saglamaktadir
(Y1ildirim, 2007). Ogretmenler, karakter egitiminin uygulama boyutunda yer
alirken, egitimi okul yoneticileri koordine etmektedir. Bu anlamda yoneticiler,
karakter egitiminin pargasi olarak; odak gruplari olusturabilir, okul meclisleri
kurabilir, sabah duyurular1 yapabilir, gazete ¢ikarilabilir, taninma ve profesyo-
nel gelisme programlart diizenleyebilir, duyurular i¢in salonlar1 ayarlayabilir,
okul ve topluluk projelerini destekleyebilir (Pearson ve Nicholson, 2000). Egi-
tim reformlarinin basariya ulagsmasinda 6nemli rol oynayan liderler, karakter
egitiminin de basariya ulasmasinda belirleyici faktordiir (Elison, 2002’den akt.
Yildirim, 2007). Okul yoneticileri, 6grenciler, okul ve toplum flizerinde kali-
c1 etkileri olacak bir karakter egitimi girisimi gelistirme ve uygulama giicline
sahiptir (Francom, 2013; 2016). Bu baglamda okul yoneticilerinin, okullarda
olumlu ahlaki kiiltiir olusturmak ve okulun belirledigi vizyona ulagmak ig¢in
belirlenen amaglar1 sahiplenmesi, degerler egitiminde gorev alacak tiim pay-
daslarla paylagmasi, veli destegini saglamasi, ¢alisanlar ve 6grenciler ile etkili
iletisimde bulunmas1 ve okulun degerlerine model olmasi beklenmektedir (Li-
ckona, 1991).

Karakter egitimi 6grencilerin egitiminde hayati bir rol oynadigindan, okul y6-
neticilerinin karakter egitimi konusunda kendilerini yeterli hissetmesi 6nemli
goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, arastirmalar, egitim programlarinin ders ige-
riginde heniiz bu 6nceligin yansitilmadigini gostermektedir (Ryan ve Bohlin,
2000). Baz: arastirmacilar ise akademik 6zgiirliige aykir1 bulduklarindan, ku-
rumsal mahremiyeti g6z ard1 ettiginden, kisisel davraniglar ihlal ettiginden ve
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Ogrenim ortamlarindaki olumsuz degerleri tesvik etmekten korktuklarindan,
okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitiminden kagmmalarin1 dnermektedir (Willi-
ams ve Schnaps, 1999). Huffman’a (1994) gore karakter egitiminin uygulana-
bilmesi i¢in okul y6neticisinin vizyoner olma, misyon kazandirma, arabulucu
olma, bilgi kaynagi olma, standartlar1 koruma, mimar olma (siirecleri takip etme),
rol model olma, isbirlik¢i olma, kaynak saglama, siirecleri degerlendirme rolleri
bulunmaktadir. Bagka bir ifadeyle okul yoneticileri okuldaki her tiirlii faaliye-
tin veya programin uygulanmasma karar vermeye yetkili kisilerdir. Bu baglamda
okul yoneticilerinin, karakter egitimi programinin amacina ulasmasinda; 6gret-
menleri bu amaca yoneltme, 6grencileri giidiileme, velileri bilgilendirme ve top-
lumda farkindalik olusturma sorumluluklar1 bulunmaktadir (Parlar vd., 2010).

Karakter egitiminin 6nemi ve gerekliligi yapilan ¢alismalarla desteklenmek-
tedir. Ada, Baysal ve Korucu (2005) sinif 6gretmenlerinin olumsuz davranis-
lara iliskin gosterdikleri tepkileri, karakter egitimi kapsaminda ele almislardir.
Ogretmenlerin karakter egitiminde onemli katkilar sagladigini belirlemislerdir.
Budumlu Akkiprik (2007) yaptiklar1 arastirmada Ogretmen goriislerine gore
karakter egitimi yoluyla dgrencilere dncelikli olarak yardimseverlik, hazcilik,
uyum, gl¢, basari, 6zdenetim, geleneksellik, uyarilma, giivenlik, evrensellik
degerlerinin &gretilmesi gerektigini tespit etmistir. Ustiinyer (2009) ise egi-
timcilerin (il milli egitim ydneticisi, miifettis, okul miidiirii, sinif, Tiirkce, fen
ve teknoloji, sosyal bilgiler, resim, beden egitimi, din kiiltiirii ve ahlak bilgisi
Ogretmenleri) karakter egitimine yonelik goriislerini incelemistir. Aragtirma so-
nucunda egitimciler karakter egitimine ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu, ailelerin ¢ocukla-
rina degerleri aktarmada yetersiz kaldiklarini, 6gretmenlerin ise yine degerlerin
aktarilmasinda is yiikleri ve yeterlikleri sebebiyle basarili olamadiklarini ve
karakter egitiminde 6gretmenler kadar okul yoneticilerinin, okul personelinin,
ailelerin ve medyanin etkisi oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Demirtag ve Ekmekya-
par (2012) okul yoneticilerinin degerlere dayali yonetim uygulamalarinin okul
kiiltiiriinii etkiledigi sonucuna ulasmislardir. Karakose ve Altinkurt (2009) il
Milli Egitim Miidiirliigiinde calisanlarin, okul miidiir ve mudiir yardimeilarinin
degerler egitiminin yonetimine yonelik goriiglerinin olumlu olmadigini belirle-
mislerdir. Yilmaz (2006) okul yoneticilerinin, degerlerin yonetilmesinde 6gret-
menlere gore daha fazla katilim gosterdigini belirlemistir.

Karakter egitiminin okullarda etkili bir sekilde uygulanabilmesi i¢in okul y6-
neticilerinin karakter egitimini dnemsemesi ve okul ¢alisanlarini bu yénde mo-
tive etmesi gerekmektedir (Yildirim, 2007). Bu baglamda egitim ydneticileri-
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nin karakter egitimi yeterlik inanglarinin incelenmesinin alana ve uygulamalara
katk: saglayacag: diisiiniilmekte ve bu nedenle ¢aligma 6nemli goriilmektedir.
Buradan hareketle bu arastirmanin amaci okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi
yeterlik inancinin bazi degiskenlere (cinsiyet, yas, yoneticilik gorevi, medeni
durum, yoneticilik yapilan okul kademesi, mesleki ve yoneticilik kidemi, me-
zun olunan fakiilte ve 6grenim diizeyi) gore incelenmesidir.

Yontem

Arastirma Modeli

Arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inancin1 ¢esitli degis-
kenler agisindan incelenmesi amaglandigindan nicel arastirma yontemlerinden
tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Tarama modeli, bireylere ait dzellikleri belirlemek
ve degerlendirmek amaciyla yapilan arastirma modelidir (Aziz, 2015; Biiyii-
koztiirk vd., 2012; Karasar, 2014).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini 2016-2017 egitim dgretim yilinda Istanbul/Pendik ilce-
sinde devlet okullarinda gorev yapan yoneticiler olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmanin
227 yoneticiden olusan ¢aligma grubu, kolay ulasilir drneklem yontemiyle be-
lirlenmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin demografik bilgileri Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1: Yoneticilerin Demografik Ozellikleri

Degisken Grup f %
Kadin 35 15.4
Cinsiyet
Erkek 192 84.6
Mudir 76 335
Yoneticilik Gorevi
Miidiir Yardimcist 151 66.5
30 yas ve alt1 23 10.1
31-40 yas 99 43.6
Yas
41-50 yas 51 22.5
51 yas ve iisti 54 23.8
Evli 187 82.4
Medeni Durumu
Bekar 40 17.6
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10 y1l ve altt 39 17.2
11-15 y1l 58 25.6
Mesleki kidem
16-20 yil 56 24.7
21 y1l ve siitii 74 32.6
-5yl 83 36.6
6-10 y1l 59 26.0
Yoneticilik Kidemi 11-15 y1l 35 154
16-20 y1l 24 10.6
21 y1l ve istii 26 11.5
Egitim fakiiltesi 143 63.0
Mezun olunan fakiilte
Diger fakiilteler 84 37.0
N Lisans 186 81.9
Ogrenim Diizeyi
Yiiksek Lisans 41 18.1
ilkokul 102 44.9
Gorev Yapilan Okul Kademesi Ortaokul 59 26.0
Ortadgretim 66 29.1
Toplam 227 100.0

Tablo 1 incelendiginde arastirmaya katilan yoneticilerin %33,5’1 (76) okul
miidiirt, %66,5’1 (151) midiir yarimcisi; %15,4°1 (35) kadin, %84,6’s1 (192)
erkek; %10,1°1 (23) 30 yas ve alt1, %43,6’s1 (99) 31-40 yas, %22,5’1 (51) 41-50
yas, %23,8°1 (54) 51 yas ve stii yas araligina sahiptir. Yoneticilerin %82,4’
(187) evli, %17,6’s1 (40) bekar; %17,2’si (39) 10 yil ve alt1, %25,67s1 (58) 11-15
yil, %24,7’s1 (56) 16-20 y1l, %32,6°s1 (74) 21 yil ve {istii mesleki kideme sahip-
tir. Yoneticilerin %36,6°st (83) 1-5 yil, %26,0 (59) 6-10, %15,4%i (35) 11-15
yil, %10,67s1 (24) 16-20 y1l, %11,5’1 (26) 21 yil ve istii yoneticilik kidemine
sahiptir. Yoneticilerin %63,0 egitim fakiiltesi, %37,0 diger fakiiltelerden mezun
iken, %81,9’u (186) lisans, %18,1 (41) yiiksek lisans mezunudur. Y &neticilerin
%44,9°u (102) ilkokul, %26,0°1 (59) ortaokul, %29,1°1 (66) ortadgretim okulla-
rinda gorev yapmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Aragtirmada, Kisisel Bilgi Formu ve Tatman (2007) tarafindan gelistirilen, Par-
lar ve arkadaglar1 (2010) tarafindan Tiirkgeye uyarlanan “Yoneticilerin Karak-
ter Egitimi Yeterlik inanc1 Olgegi” (Administrator Character Education Effica-
cy Belief Instrument) kullanilmistir. Olgek, kesinlikle katilmiyorum-kesinlikle
katiliyorum seklinde derecelendirilmis altili Likert tipi bir 6l¢ektir (Parlar vd.,
2010). Olgegin orijinal formu 7 faktorlii (program ydnetimi, yonetimsel lider-
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lik, calisan iligkileri, aile katilimi1, 6grenci gelisimi, okul iklimi, program meto-
dolojisi) ve 70 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Ancak uyarlama ¢aligmasinda dlgegin
5 faktorli ve 68 maddeden olustugu tespit edilmistir (5. ve 34. maddeler ¢ika-
rilmistir). Uyarlama caligmasini yapan Parlar ve arkadaslar1 (2010) 6zellikle
Olcegin tek faktorlii kullanilmasini 6nermektedir.

Verilerin Toplanmas1

Olgme araci, 2016-2017 egitim-6gretim yilinda bahar yartyil icerisinde aras-
tirmacilar tarafindan, 6rneklemi olusturan Pendik ilgesindeki okullara uygu-
lanmistir. Yoneticilere arastirmanin amaci anlatilmis, arastirmaya goniillii olan
yoneticiler katilmis ve uygulama ortalama 30-40 dakika siirmistiir. 300 6lgek
dagitilmis, 243 Slgek geri donmiis ve 16 dlgek ise maddelerin birden fazla isa-
retlenmesinden ve bos birakilmasindan dolay1 gecersiz kabul edilmistir.

Verilerin C6ziimlenmesi

Veriler, SPSS paket programi yardimi ile analiz edilmistir. Y6neticilerin demog-
rafik 6zelliklerine yonelik frekans ve yiizde dagilimlari incelenmistir. Olgekten
toplam puan elde edilmistir. Veriler normal dagilmadigindan cinsiyet, medeni
durum, mezun olunan fakiilte, egitim diizeyi degiskenleri i¢in non-parametrik
analiz tekniklerinden Mann Whitney-U testi; yas, mesleki kidem, yoneticilik
kidemi ve gorev yapilan okul kademesi degiskenleri i¢in non-parametrik analiz
tekniklerinden Kruskal Wallis-H testi kullanilmigtir. Kruskal Wallis- H testi ve
Mann Whitney-U testi gruplarin bir degiskene ait puanlar arasinda farkliligin
anlamliligini test eder (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). Elde edilen sonuglar p<.05 anlam-
lilik diizeyinde degerlendirilmis ve yorumlanmistir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde okul yoneticilerinin demografik 6zellikleri ve yoneticilerin karak-
ter egitimi yeterlik inanc1 6lgme aracina iligkin bulgular yer almaktadir. Okul
yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inancinin yas, mesleki kidem, gorev
yapilan okul kademesi ve yoneticilik kidemleri ag¢isindan anlamli farklilik gos-
terip gostermedigini belirlemek i¢in yapilan Kruskal Wallis-H Testi sonuglari
Tablo 2°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2: Okul Yéneticilerin Karakter Egitimi Yeterlik Inanct Toplam Puanlarinin Yas, Okul Kademe-
si, Mesleki ve Yoneticilik Kidemleri Degiskenlerine Iliskin Kruskal Wallis-H Testi Sonuglart

Degisken Gruplar . N )?S,»m xz s p
30 yas ve alt1 23 101.83
31-40 yas 99  110.77
Yas 41-50 yas 51 112.25 3.05 3 376
51 yas ve listi 54 126.76
Toplam 227
Ilkokul 102 110.34
Okul Kademesi 2r2okul 9 12303 o, 2 467
Ortadgretim 66 111.58
Toplam 227
1-10 yul 39 96.78
11-15 y1l 58 114.66
Mesleki Kidem ~_16-20 yil 56 109.53 594 3 145
21 yil ve siitit 74 125.94
Toplam 227
1-5 y1l 83 110.88
6-10 y1l 59 109.20
Eﬁneti?i]ik 11-15 y1l 35 127.44 4175 4 383
1demi 16-20 yil 24 12971
21 yil ve iistii 26 102.25
Toplam 227

Tablo 2’de verilen analiz sonuglari, yoneticilerin karakter egitimi yeterlik
inanci puanlari, yoneticilerin yaglarina (x*=3.05; p>.05), gorev yaptiklari okul
kademelerine (x’=1.23; p>.05), mesleki (x’=5.94; p>.05) ve yoneticilik kidem-
lerine (x’=4.17; p>.05) gore farklilagsmadigim gostermektedir. Bagka bir ifa-
deyle, okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inanglari, yaglarina, gorev
yaptiklart okul tiirtine, mesleki ve yoneticilik kidemlerine gore anlamli farklilik
gostermemektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inancinin cinsiyet, medeni du-
rum, mezun olunan fakiilte ve egitim diizeyi acisindan farklilik gésterip goster-
medigini belirlemek i¢in yapilan Mann Whitney-U Testi sonuglar1 Tablo 3’te
verilmistir.
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Tablo 3: Okul Yéneticilerin Karakter Egitimi Yeterlik Inanci Toplam Puanlarinin Cinsiyet, Medeni
Durum, Mezun Olunan Fakiilte, Egitim Diizeyi Degiskenlerine Iliskin Mann Whitney-U Testi So-
nuglart
Degisken Grup N )_Csim |:| sira U z P
Erkek 35 114,57 4010,00
Cinsiyet Kadin 192 113,90 21868,00 3340.000 -056  .955
Toplam 227
. Miidiir 76 117,92 8962,00
Yone-
ticilik Miid. Yrd. 151 112,03 16916,00 5440,000 -.638 523
Gorevi
Toplam 227
Evli 187 113,94 21306,00
Medeni 5 40 114,30 4572,00 3728,000  -0032 975
Durum
Toplam 227
Egitim Fak. 143 113,93 16292,00
Mezun
Olunan  Diger Fak. 84 114,12 9586,00 5996,000 -0021 983
Fakiilte
Toplam 227
Lisans 186 116,19 21611,50
Egitim ek Lis. 41 104,06 4266,50 3405500  -1.071 284
Diizeyi
Toplam 227

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inanci
puanlarmin cinsiyet (z=-.05; p>.05), yoneticilik gérevi (z=-.63; p>.05), medeni
durum (z=-.03; p>.05), mezun olunan fakiilte (z=-.02; p>.05), egitim diizeyi
(z=-1.07; p>.05) degiskenlerine gore gruplar arasinda istatistiksel a¢idan an-
lamli bir farklilik olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Baska bir ifade ile okul yoneticilerinin
karakter egitimi yeterlik inanglari, cinsiyetlerine, medeni durumlarina, mezun
olduklari fakiiltelere, yoneticilik gorevlerine ve egitim diizeylerine gére anlamli
farklilik gostermemektedir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Gliniimiizde yaganan gelismeler ve degisimler karakter egitimine olan ihtiya-
ci artirdigindan (Eksi, 2003), karakter egitiminde okul yoneticilerinin rolii; ai-
lelerin ve toplumun destegini egitimle birlestirmektir (DeRoche ve Williams,
1998). Okullarda uygulanan karakter egitimi programlarinin basartya ulagsma-

sinda okul miidiir ve midiir yardimcilarmin karakter egitimi programlarina sa-
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hip ¢ikmas1 ve okul toplumunun destegini alarak yayginlastirmasi gerekmekte-
dir (Yildirim, 2007). Bagka bir ifade ile okul yoneticileri, okullarinda basaril
bir karakter egitimi girigiminin anahtaridir (Francom, 2013; 2016). Bu nedenle
okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimindeki rolli dnemli goriilmiis ve bu aras-
tirma okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik inancin1 bazi1 degigkenlere
gore incelemeyi amaglamigtir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda okul yoneticilerinin
karakter egitimi yeterlik inanclari, yoneticilerin cinsiyetlerine, yoneticilik go-
revlerine, yaslarina, mesleki kidemlerine, medeni durumlarina, yoneticilik ki-
demlerine, mezun olduklari fakiiltelere, 6grenim diizeylerine ve gorev yaptikla-
r1 okul kademelerine gore anlaml bir farklilik géstermedigi tespit edilmistir. Bu
aragtirma bulgularindan hareketle okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimi yeterlik
inanglarinin ayn1 oldugu, ortak hareket ettikleri sonucuna ulasilabilir.

Okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitiminde farkli rolleri bulunmaktadir (Fran-
com, 2013). Okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimine yonelik yonetim anlayislari
okul kiiltiiriinii olumlu etkilemekle birlikte (Demirtas ve Ekmekyapar, 2012),
yoneticilerin karakter egitimine yonelik goriisleri cinsiyetlerine (Aktay ve Eksi,
2009; Demirel, 2009; Eksi ve Okudan, 2011), kidemlerine (Aktay ve Eksi,
2009; Demirel, 2009; Eksi ve Okudan, 2011), yoneticilik gorevlerine (Aktay
ve Eksi, 2009; Eksi ve Okudan, 2011), medeni durumlarina (Aktay ve Eksi,
2009), ogrenim diizeylerine (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007;
Demirel, 2009; Eksi ve Okudan, 2011), yaslarina (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009) gore
anlamh farklhilik gostermemektedir. Alanyazinda ulasilan aragtirma sonuglart,
bu arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglari destekler niteliktedir. Ancak alanyazinda
okul yoneticilerinin karakter egitimine yonelik goriislerinin cinsiyetlerine (Ak-
tay ve Eksi, 2009), kidemlerine (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Demirel, 2009; Eksi ve
Okudan, 2011; Karakdse ve Altinkurt, 2009), yoneticilik gorevlerine (Eksi ve
Okudan, 2011), 6grenim diizeylerine (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Bakdemir, 2010;
Demirel, 2009; Eksi ve Okudan, 2011), yaslarina (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009) gore
anlaml farklilik gosterdigini tespit eden ¢aligmalara da rastlamak miimkiindiir.

Alanyazinda okul yoneticileri ile ilgili aragtirmalarin yaninda 6gretmenlerin
karakter egitimine yonelik goriislerini belirlemeye yonelik caligmalar da bu-
lunmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin karakter egitimine yonelik goriisleri ile cinsiyetleri
(Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Ampel, 2009; Aslan, 2011; Bakdemir, 2010; Budumlu
Akkiprik, 2007; Donmez ve Demirtas, 2007; Ledford, 2011), yaslar: (Budum-
lu Akkiprik, 2007; Glindogdu, 2010), kidemleri (Bakdemir, 2010; Dénmez ve
Demirtag, 2007; Giindogdu, 2010), gérev yapilan okul tiir ve kademeleri (Led-
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ford, 2011), 6grenim diizeyleri (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Ledford, 2011) arasinda
anlaml farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ancak 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetlerine
(Aslan, 2011; Demirel, 2009; Donmez ve Avci, 2011; Giindogdu, 2010; Keskin
ve Saglam, 2014; Ulger, Yigittir ve Ercan, 2014), yaslarina (Aktay ve Eksi,
2009; Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Donmez ve Avci, 2011; Giindogdu, 2010;
Milson ve Mehlig, 2002), medeni durumlarina (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Eksi ve
Okudan, 2010; Giindogdu, 2010; Yiiksel, 2012), kidemlerine (Ampel, 2009;
Aslan, 2011; Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Demirel, 2009; Donmez ve Avcei, 2011;
Giindogdu, 2010; Milson ve Mehlig, 2002; Ulger, Yigittir ve Ercan, 2014), gé-
rev yaptiklar: farkl okul tiirlerine ve kademelerine (Ampel, 2009; Revell ve
Arthur, 2007; Bakdemir, 2010; Graff, 2012; Jones, Ryan ve Bohlin, 1998; Led-
ford, 2011; Lasley, 1997), dgrenim diizeylerine (Aktay ve Eksi, 2009; Ampel,
2009; Aslan, 2011; Bakdemir, 2010; Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Demirel, 2009;
Donmez ve Avct, 2012; Giindogdu, 2010; Milson ve Mehlig, 2002), mezun olu-
nan fakiilteye (Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Ledford, 2011; Milson ve Eksi, 2003;
Milson ve Mehlig, 2002; Ulger, Yigittir ve Ercan, 2014), okuttuklari smif se-
viyelerine (Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Giindogdu, 2010; Ledford, 2011; Milson
ve Mehlig, 2002) goére anlaml bir farklilik olmadigini belirleyen ¢aligmalar da
bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada ve alanyazinda ulagilan diger arastirma sonuglari
birlikte degerlendirildiginde sonuglarin tutarli olmadig1 gériilmektedir. Bunun
temel nedenleri olarak kiiltiirel farkliliklar, inanglar veya kullanilan 6lgekler
gosterilebilir. Ayrica bu farkliliklarin incelenmesi bir arastirma konusu olabilir.

Bireylerin egitiminde ¢ok onemli yeri olan okullar, yine bireylerin karakter
gelisiminde biiylik bir etkiye sahiptir. Bu anlamda 6nemli olan konu, okul et-
kisinin pozitif veya olumlu yonde olmasidir. Bireylerin karakter gelisiminin
olumlu veya istenilen yonde olmasi okul toplumunu olusturan kisilerin ve grup-
larin, gorev ve sorumluluklarini yerine getirmesine baglidir. Karakter egitimi-
nin bireylere kazandirilmasi ve davranisa doniistiiriilmesi i¢in yoneticilerin, 6g-
retmenlerin, personelin ve ailelerin birlikte hareket etmesi gerekmektedir.

Okul yoneticilerinin ve dgretmenlerin okuldaki uygulamalardan sorumlu ol-
masinin yani sira agik veya ortiik olarak tanimlanan temel degerleri de 6grenci-
lere kazandirmasi gerekmektedir. Okul yoneticileri, karakter egitimi konusunda
iizerine diisiin sorumluluklar yerine getirmeli, okul toplumunu bu siirecin i¢ine
dahil etmeli, etkin bir rol iistlenmeli, 6gretmenleri cesaretlendirmeli, yol goster-
meli, motive etmeli ve desteklemelidir. Okul ydneticilerinin karakter egitimine

iligkin yeterlik inanglarinin benzer olmasinin iilkemizde bu alanda yapilmasi
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planlanan ¢aligmalara katki saglayacagi ve 1s1k tutacagi umut edilmektedir.
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Abstract

The purpose of the present study is to investigate school administrators’ character eduua
cation efficacy beliefs according to the variables which are gender, age, professional
and administrative experience, marital status, the graduated faculty, level of graduation
and level of the school administered. The research was conducted according to the sur-
vey model of quantitative research methods. The population of the study constitutes of
administrators who work in public schools in Istanbul/Pendik District in the academic
year of 2016-2017. 227 administrators were included in the study chosen by conven-
ient sampling method. In the study “Administrator Character Education Efficacy Be-
lief Instrument” was used. Since data were not distributed normally, the analysis was
conducted by using Mann Whitney-U and Kruskal Wallis-H tests from non-parametric
analysis techniques. It was concluded that school administrators’ character education
efficacy beliefs did not show a significant difference in terms of gender, age, profes-
sional and administrative seniority, marital status, the graduated faculty, administrative
position, level of graduation and level of the school administered. Conducting similar
studies with different sample groups and variables is expected to contribute to the field
of character education.

*Res. Asst., Faculty of Education, Recep Tayyip Erdogan University. E-mail: ismailkarsantik@gmail.com
** Assist. Prof., Faculty of Education, Istanbul Sabahattin Zaim University. E-mail: mustafa.ozgenel@izu.edu.tr
Received: 08.12.2017 - Accepted: 08.03.2018

ded

225



226

Ismail Karsantik, Mustafa Ozgenel

Keywords: School administrators, Character education, Efficacy belief.

Introduction

For centuries, philosophers and educators have been dealing with how to im-
prove moral development or character development in individuals (DeVries and
Zan, 1994). Today’s reflections of change and development are dominant, and
schools play a primary role in supporting the necessary academic knowledge,
skills and character development of individuals (Battistich, 2005). Individuals’
value education, character education, and democracy education are achieved
through curricula (Bacanli, 2005).

Character education is defined as “strategic instruction that develops good
character traits and moral virtues” (Vessels and Boyd, 1996). On the other hand,
Eksi (2003) describes character education as a way of bringing fundamental
values to people with their curriculum and transforming these values into be-
havior. Character education is a scheduled placement of values into school life
(Parlar, Serge, Levent and Eksi, 2010). Kaplan (1995) emphasizes the impor-
tance of students making right decisions on their own. Milson and Eksi (2003)
describe the process of reflection and development of values in students’ beha-
viors. Berkowitz (2011) notes that character education is an attempt to acquire
and develop ethics, positive tendencies and competencies for students.

Rusnak (1998) emphasizes that two principles should be considered in cha-
racter education. The first principle is; educators should not see character edu-
cation as a single course, and it should be done in everywhere. As the second
principle; the role of students in daily life should be ensured for the character
development, and the ideas should be integrated and shared. The fact that the
character education programs are applied to schools makes the schools a fo-
cal point. In character education, educators provide significant contributions as
mediators and exchange specialists (Yildirim, 2007). While teachers are invol-
ved in the application stage of character education, the school coordinates the
education itself. In this sense, administrators can support character education
through various activities (Pearson and Nicholson, 2000). School administra-
tors have the power to develop and implement a character education initiative
that will have lasting effects on students, school, and society (Francom, 2013;
2016). In this context, it is expected that school administrators will have the
purpose of ownership, sharing with all stakeholders, providing parental support,
effective communication with employees, students and parents, and modeling
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school values (Lickona, 1991).

It is important for the school administrators to be self-efficient about charac-
ter education. However, studies show that these priorities are not yet reflected
in the course content of education programs (Ryan and Bohlin, 2000). Some
researchers suggest that school administrators avoid character education becau-
se they find it inconsistent with academic freedom, ignore institutional privacy,
violate personal behavior, and encourage negative values in learning environ-
ments (Williams and Schnaps, 1999). According to Huffman (1994), for the
implementation of character education, there are roles for the school administ-
rator to be visionary, missionary, mediator and information source, preserving
standards, being an architect and role model, collaborating, funding and evalu-
ating processes. In this context, school administrators have the responsibility to
guide teachers in motivating them, motivating their students, informing their
parents, and creating awareness in the community for the character education
program to be successful (Parlar et al., 2010).

Several studies support the importance and necessity of character education.
For example, Ada, Baysal, and Korucu (2005) found that classroom teachers
provide significant contributions to character education. Budumlu Akkiprik
(2007) found that teachers should primarily teach the values of charity, hedo-
nism, cohesion, power, success, self-control, tradition, arousal, security, uni-
versality through character education. Ustiiner (2009) stated that administrators
and teachers need character education, families are inadequate to transfer values
to their children, teachers are not successful due to their workload and compe-
tence in transferring values, and school administrators, school staff, families,
and media influence as well as teachers in character education. Demirtas and
Ekmekyapar (2012) concluded that administrative practices based on the value
of school administrators affect school cultures. Karakose and Altinkurt (2009)
determined that the opinions of employees, school principals and assistant prin-
cipals of the Provincial Directorate of National Education regarding the mana-
gement of values are not positive. Yilmaz (2006) determined that school admi-

nistrators have more participation in the management of values than teachers.

In order for character education to be implemented effectively in schools,
school administrators should pay attention to character education and should
motivate school community in this direction (Yildirim, 2007). In this context,
it is considered important that the studies of educational administrators’ com-
petence beliefs in character education contribute to the field and practice. From
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this point of view, the purpose of this study is to examine the school administ-
rators’ character education efficacy beliefs according to some variables (gender,
age, administrative position, marital status, school level, professional and admi-
nistrative seniority, graduated faculty and level of education).

Method

The survey model was used in the study. The survey model is a research model
designed to identify and evaluate the characteristics of individuals (Aziz, 2015,
Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2012, Karasar, 2014).

Population and Sampling

The population of the study constitutes of administrators who work in public
schools in Istanbul/Pendik District in the academic year of 2016-2017. 227 ad-
ministrators were included in the study chosen by convenient sampling method.

Among the administrators participating in the survey; 33.5% (76) were school
heads, 66.5% (151) were assistant administrators, 15.4% (35) were female,
84.6% (192) were male, 10.1% (23) were under 30 years of age, 43.6% (99)
are between the ages of 31-40, 22.5% (51) are between the ages of 41-50, and
23.8% (54) are between the ages of 51 and over. 82.4% (187) of the adminis-
trators were married, 17.6% (40) were single, and 17.2% (39) have 10 years or
less, 25.6% (58) 11-15 years, 24.7% (56) 16-20 years and 32.6% (74) have 21
years or more administrative seniority. 36.6% (83) of the administrators have
1-5 years, 26.0% (59) have 6-10 years, 15.4% (35) have 11-15 years, 10.6% (24)
have 16-20 years, 11.5% (26) have 21 years or more administrator experience.
While 63.0% of administrators are graduated from education faculty, 37.0%
are graduated from other faculties, 81.9% (186) have BA degree, and 18.1%
(41) have MA or MS degree. 44.9% (102) of the administrators are working in
primary schools, 26.0% (59) of them working in secondary schools and 29.1%
(66) of them working in high schools.

Data Collection Tools

Personal Information Form and Administrator Character Education Efficacy
Belief Instrument developed by Tatman (2007) and adapted by Parlar and col-
leagues (2010) were used in the study. The scale is a six-point Likert type scale
consisting of 7 sub-dimensions and 70 items (Parlar et al., 2010). Parlar and
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colleagues (2010) recommend that the scale is used with one factor in particular.

Collection of Data

The data were collected by researchers visiting the schools. Administrators
were informed about the purpose of the study, volunteer participants enrolled in
the study, and the implementation lasted 30-40 minutes on average.

Analysis of Data

The data were analyzed through SPSS package program. The total score was
obtained from the scale. The Mann Whitney-U test was a non-parametric analy-
sis technique for variables such as gender, marital status, graduated faculty and
level of education because the data is not normally distributed; The Kruskal
Wallis-H test was used for non-parametric analysis techniques for age, professi-
onal seniority, administrative seniority, and school grade variables. The results
obtained were evaluated and interpreted at p <.05 significance level.

Findings

In this part, the demographic characteristics of the school administrators and
the findings of the administrators’ character education efficacy beliefs are inclu-
ded. The Kruskal Wallis-H Test, which was conducted to determine whether the
school administrators’ character education efficacy beliefs differentiated signi-
ficantly in terms of age, administrative position, school level and professional
seniority or not, demonstrated that administrators’ character education effica-
cy beliefs scores did not significantly differentiate in terms of ages (x2=3.05;
p>.05), level of the school (x2=1.23, p>.05), professional seniority (x2=5.94;
p>.05) and administrative seniority (x2=4.17; p>.05). In other words, school
administrators’ character education efficacy beliefs are not significantly related
to their age, school attendance, professional and administrative seniority.

When the Mann Whitney-U test results were examined to determine whether
the school administrators’ character education efficacy beliefs differentiate in
terms of gender, marital status, graduate faculty, and level of education or not, it
was indicated that the school administrators’ character education efficacy belief
scores did not differentiate in terms of gender (z=-.05; p>.05), administrative
position (z=-.63; p>.05), marital status (z=-.03; p>.05), graduated faculty level
(z=-1.07, p>.05), and level of education (z=-1.07; p>.05). In other words, there
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was no significant difference between school administrators’ character educati-
on efficacy beliefs, and their gender, marital status, graduated faculty, administ-
rative position, and level of education.

Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations

Since the current developments and changes have increased the need for chara-
cter education (Eksi, 2003), the role of school administrators in character edu-
cation is to combine family and community support with education (DeRoche
and Williams, 1998). In order to achieve the aims of the character education
programs applied to the schools, the principal and assistant principals should
take charge of the character education programs and disseminate them with
the support of the school community (Yildirim, 2007). In other words, school
administrators are the keys to successful character education initiative in their
school (Francom, 2013; 2016). For this reason, the role of school administrators
in character education was considered important, and this study aimed to exa-
mine school administrators’ character education efficacy beliefs according to
some variables. It was determined that school administrators’ character educati-
on efficacy beliefs did not show any significant difference according to gender,
administrative position, age, professional seniority, marital status, administrati-
ve seniority, graduated faculty, education level, and school level. Based on the
findings of this research, it can be concluded that school administrators have the
same character education efficacy beliefs and that school administrators colla-
borate in this sense.

School administrators have different roles in character education (Francom,
2013). Administrative approaches towards character education of school admi-
nistrators positively affect school culture (Demirtas and Ekmekyapar, 2012).
Administrators’ character education efficacy beliefs did not differentiate in ter-
ms of gender (Aktay and Eksi, 2009; Demirel, 2009; Eksi and Okudan, 2011),
marital status (Aktay and Eksi, 2011), seniority (Aktay and Eksi, 2009, De-
mirel, , 2009), education levels (Aktay and Eksi, 2009, Budi Akkiprik, 2007,
Demirel, 2009, Eksi and Okudan, 2011) and their ages (Aktay and Eksi, 2009).
Related literature supports the results obtained from this research. However,
it has also been reported in the literature that school administrators’ character
education efficacy beliefs differentiate in terms of the gender (Aktay and Eksi,
2009), seniority (Aktay and Eksi, 2009; Demirel, 2009; Eksi and Okudan, 2011;
Karakose and Altinkurt, 2009), administrative position (Aktay and Eksi, 2009),
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age (Aktay and Eksi, 2009), education levels (Aktay and Eksi, 2009, Bakdemir,
2010, Demirel, 2009, Eksi and Okudan, 2011).

In the literature, besides studies about school administrators, there are also
studies to determine the opinions of teachers about character education. Te-
achers’ views on character education differentiate in terms of gender (Aktay
and Eksi, 2009, Ampel, 2009, Aslan, 2011, Bakdemir, 2010, Budumlu Akkip-
rik, 2007, Dénmez and Demirtas, 2007, Ledford, 2011), age (Buddy Akkiprik,
2007, Glindogdu, 2010), professional seniority (Bakdemir, 2010; Dénmez and
Demirtas, 2007; Giindogdu, 2010), the types and levels of the schools in which
they are employed (Ledford, 2011) and levels of education (Aktay and Eksi,
2009; Ledford, 2011). On the other hand there are studies indicating that teac-
hers’ views on character education did not differentiate in terms of gender (As-
lan, 2011; Demirel, 2009; Dénmez and Avci, 2011; Giindogdu, 2010; Keskin
and Saglam, 2014; Ulger, Yigittir and Ercan, 2014), age (Aktay and Eksi, 2009;
Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Dénmez and Avci, 2011; Giindogdu, 2010; Milson
and Mehlig, 2002), marital status (Aktay and Eksi, 2009; Eksi and Okudan,
2010; Giindogdu, 2010; Yiiksel, 2012), the types and levels of the schools in
which they are employed (Ampel, 2009; Arthur, 2007; Bakdemir, 2010; Graff,
2012; Jones, Ryan and Bohlin, 1998; Ledford, 2011; Revell and Lasley, 1997),
level of education (Aktay and Eksi, 2009; Ampel, 2009; Aslan, 2011; Bakdemir,
2010; Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007; Demirel, 2009; Dénmez and Avci, 2012; Giin-
dogdu, 2010; Milson and Mehlig, 2002), graduated faculty (Budumlu Akkiprik,
2007; Ledford, 2011; Milson and Eksi, 2003; Milson and Mehlig, 2002; Ulger,
Yigittir and Ercan, 2014), classroom grades taught (Budumlu Akkiprik, 2007,
Gilindogdu, 2010; Ledford, 2011; Milson and Mehlig, 2002).

When the results of this study and other studies are evaluated together, it is
seen that the results are inconsistent. The main reasons for this can be cultural
differences, beliefs, or scales used. Studying of these differences can be a rese-
arch topic for further studies. Schools, which have a critical place in the educa-
tion of individuals, also have a significant influence on individual character de-
velopment. The important thing in this sense is that the schools have a positive
effect on individual character development. Individuals’ character development
depends on the fulfillment of the duties and responsibilities of the people and
groups that make up the school community. It is necessary for administrators,
teachers, staff, and parents to act together in order for character education to be
acquired and brought into action by individuals.

While being responsible for all kinds of school practices, school administ-
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rators and teachers must ensure that basic values defined as open or implicit
are taught at schools. School administrators must fulfill their responsibilities in
character education, involving the school community in this process, taking an
active role, encouraging, guiding, motivating and supporting teachers.





