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ABSTRACT
The aim of this study is to determine the educational leadership standards considered most
important by school administrators in order to develop educational leaders through
educational leadership development programs. This study also aims to reveal the
development needs of school administrators regarding the educational leadership standards
required to be leaders in education. Scaling technique based on rank order judgments was
used in order to determine the opinions of school administrators on the importance level of
educational leadership standards which can be used to develop educational leaders. The
study was performed on 132 school administrators working in the Gaziantep province of
Turkey, who were participating in a post-graduate program of Educational Administration
Supervision Planning and Economics (EASPE). According to the results, while the most
important standard to be involved in educational leadership development programs is the
creating of a school culture, the least important standard is administering school resources
and processes. Based on the results, it is suggested that educational leadership development
programs should be designed in accordance with the needs of school administrators as long-

term programs.
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INTRODUCTION

Rapid developments in the fields of science and technology may transform all social
sub-systems. Economic, social and political dynamics make it obligatory to redefine
educational leadership by transforming its very nature (Murphy & Shipman, 1999).
Educational leaders have to respond to changes in social life in a swift manner, which is why
changes over time of the works of leaders should be analyzed (Eacott, 2011a). Educational
leadership has to be based on an understanding beyond techniques and control when
handled in the direction of the development of education in modern times (Biesta & Miron,
2002). The changing nature of educational leadership results in the need for continuous
change in the qualities that school principals should have in order to take on the role of an
educational leader. At this point, leadership development programs come into play to ensure
that educational leaders take on the attributes required for the changing needs of our times.
Today, it has become a significant necessity for school principals to enroll in a leadership
development program in order to be able to respond to social, demographic and political
changes (Hale & Moorman, 2003). Leadership Development Programs are conducted by
universities and other establishments that prepare principal candidates for the roles of school
administrators and assistant administrators (Sanzo & Myran, 2012). The performance
increasing function of leadership also increases the moral and material support provided by
leadership development programs (Stone & Major, 2014).

Leadership development programs should be designed according to a certain
philosophy in order to best serve their purpose and to provide expected benefits. The
framework of leadership development programs affect the strategies used in designing such
programs, as well as the structure of the program itself (Nicolaidou & Petridou, 2011).
However, the requirement for leadership development programs to have a certain
philosophy does not indicate that the programs should have a structure that cannot change.
On the contrary, it signifies the necessity for using predetermined leadership standards
according to the changing needs of such programs. The contents of leadership development
programs are prepared within the scope of leadership standards. “Educational Leadership
Standards” are used in training school principals as educational leaders. Educational
Leadership Standards put forth the behaviors that school principals should portray, as well
as the functions they should carry out as educational leaders. The leadership standards that
shed light on the knowledge required for school principals simplify the transformation from
school administration to leading for learning (Browne-Ferrigno & Johnson Fusarelli, 2005).

Tharenou and Lyndon (1990) determined that leadership development programs are
beneficial. However, they also put forth that it is not possible to determine which content is
more effective in such programs. Thus, it can be stated that the determination of leadership
standards according to the changing conditions and the needs and experiences of the
educational leader candidates will be more beneficial. In addition, leadership is accepted
both as a study and an application area. That is why educational leadership programs should
deal with what the learners know and what they think they know (Gunter & Ribbins, 2003).
Effective leadership development programs should focus not on what the concept of
leadership is at school, but to problem solving, effective workplace applications and the
vocationalization of knowledge (Eacott, 2011b). The relationship is thus established between
leader development and leadership development that can contribute to the development of
human capital in organizations (Muir, 2014).
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Even though, it is not thought to be correct to have a leadership standards set that are
always taken as reference in the development of educational leaders as stated above;
educational leadership development programs give importance to attaining learning
experiences in the fields of “self-understanding, questioning, structuring organizations,
understanding people and the environment” (Barnett, 1992, 147). Included within the scope
of leadership capacity development programs are the development of: an understanding of
policy development; skills related with education planning and inspection; observation and
evaluation skills to support occupational development; the required administrative and
inspectional skills to encourage teamwork and learning in the working environment; the
evaluation and development of the personal and cultural values related with learning
processes; and the development of cooperative working skills (Choy & Lidstone, 2013).

Leadership development programs are shaped in the direction of the needs of leader
candidates and administrative applications, instead of content related to leadership. Theory
is as important for educational leaders as the explanation of the status one faces. That is why,
it is expected that theory will provide a framework to leaders in the analysis of the current
situation during decision-making processes (Morrison, 2013). Thus, actions put forth in
conjunction with theory should also be included in leadership education. In other words,
reflection and evaluation should be made on the actions taught. When this occurs, school
leaders will learn how to establish relationships between theories on administration and the
skills they use during daily applications (Barnett & Brill, 1990; Barnett, 1995). Principals
mostly seek action instead of knowledge, in other words they are more interested in the
results than in theory. At this point, a perspective focused on action provides the more
needed approach in the training of school principals. This perspective is important since it
puts forth the amount of significance that school principals give to practicality, instead of
scientific theories in their applications (Sergiovanni, 1991). To this end, Wong (2004)
determined in his study that education programs for principal should be subject- or
problem-based, with content determined in accordance with needs, simplifying critical and
reflective thinking and integrating theory and daily applications.

The starting point of leadership development programs is the creation of value for
program participants. In other words, the programs’ participants should feel that the
program they have participated in is valuable to them (Stone & Major, 2014). It is not
possible to state that the programs that participants do not give value to, are functional. Even
though it is accepted that leaders have common properties, the properties of their workplace
and their experiences set them apart from each other. Thus, the required leader profile varies
with profile, culture and environment (Alkin & Unsar, 2007; Cetin, 2008). Hence, the
understanding to put forth educational leadership standards that are valid in every situation
and environment might hinder the witnessing of proper results. At this point, accepting that
there is only one way will be no better than sustaining the current structure at schools
(English, 2012). Eacott (2011b) puts in a good word for this view, indicating that there can be
no single method of teaching educational leadership. Leadership development should be
treated with the consideration of experiences and understandings of individuals. Differences
between working environments of school principals require that leadership standards used
in educational leader development programs are determined pursuant to experiences and
opinions of school principals. For sure, leadership competence on its own is not sufficient
reason for school principals to undertake educational leadership training. They should also
be willing to acquire such competencies (Mumford, Hunter, Eubanks, Bedell & Murphy,
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2007). Such willingness of school principals can be ensured, as indicated above, by teaching
them leadership competencies within the required context. In other words, they need use of
leadership standards prepared in consideration of development domains in which they want
to receive support.

Development requirements of school principals also vary depending on socio-
cultural and socio-economic characteristics of the country. In other words, as is indicated
above grounded on related literature, each leadership development program should be
shaped in line with the individual needs of participants, as well as the organizational
requirements. Therefore, a set of educational leadership standards, which include certain
leadership traits determined in the wake of studies in other countries, should not be
automatically employed in the development of Turkish school principals as educational
leaders. Consequently, studies to describe leadership standards compatible with Turkish
school principals are of the utmost importance. In this respect, in the study by Turan and
Sisman (2000), they assessed the research about the training of educational administrators as
leader, and stressed the importance of determining standards in future studies with regard
to educational administration in Turkey, as well as the need to deal with such studies in
social and cultural terms. In their study for the description of leadership standards among
schoolmasters in Turkey, Aslan and Karip (2014) analyzed the leadership standards that
schoolmasters should have in terms of educational, operational and school leadership. As for
Arslan and Beytekin (2004), they studied educational leadership standards among primary
school principals, and state that the schoolmasters assess administrative attitudes at a
sufficient level with respect to educational leadership standards.

The objective of this study is to determine which educational leadership standards
are considered more important by school principals in training them as educational leaders.
Thus, we seek to determine the leadership standards which school principals require
development on the most so as to become educational leaders. In this respect, we try to
respond to the following research question: “How do school principals rank, in terms of
importance, the educational leadership standards to be included in an educational leadership
development program in order to undertake a role as educational leader?” The importance
level of leadership standards emerging from this study will be particular to Turkey, where
administrative homology governs the Turkish educational system due to its centralized
structure. Consequently, such standards may serve instructive for educational leadership
development programs to be applied across Turkey.

METHOD

This research study employs the scaling method based on rank order judgments, so
as to determine the importance level attached to leadership standards by school principals
for their training as educational leaders. In this respect, the study is of a descriptive nature.

Rank order judgments are considered a notable method in psychological research
(Rajamanickam, 2002, 134). Such models are based on determination via ranking method of
stimulation level regarding each stimulant of the participants (Kan, 2008). Therefore, since
the scaling method with rank order judgment compels participants to make distinction in the
most precise manner possible, it also provides a very high scale in cases where participants
are able to make such distinction (Turgut & Baykul, 1992).
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Participants are initially provided with all stimulants (scale items) so as to collect
judgments based on rank order. The participant thinks simultaneously about all the
provided stimulants and assigns a ranking number for each stimulant in order to sort them.
The main principle of this method is that each stimulant can only be placed in a single
position, regardless of whether it comes first, second or even last (Rajamanickam, 2002,
pp.134-135). In other words, the participant simultaneously thinks about all the conditions
and carries out gradation in line with the research objective. The obtained statistics become
more solid since the participant makes a decision by considering all stimulants together,
rather than one by one.

Use of the scaling method has gradually increased, thanks to the more reliable
statistics it has known to yield. Scaling can be an effective method of determining
preferences, especially in conditions which can vary depending on individuals in social
sciences and humanities. In Turkey, various studies on educational sciences have to date,
employed scaling methods that ground on ranking judgments (Bal, 2011; Giivendir, 2013;
Ozer-Ozkan & Acar-Giivendir, 2013; Ozkan & Arslantas, 2013; Sungur-Giil & Ozer-Ozkan,
2013; Arslantag & Ozkan, 2014) and paired comparison judgments (Amil & Giiler, 2006;
Ogretmen, 2008; Giiler & Anil, 2009; Ozer & Acar, 2011; Polat & Goksel, 2014).

Study Group

The survey was conducted among 132 school principals chosen among those working
in central districts of Gaziantep during the 2013-2014 school year and who are studying or
have completed master’s studies in Educational Administration Supervision Planning and
Economy (EASPE). School principals in the study group were chosen via simple random
sampling on a voluntary basis. There are two main reasons for preferring school principals
who are studying or have completed master’s studies in EASPE as the working group:
Firstly, there is a need for participants to know leadership standards and relevant concepts,
and can interpret them in an organizational manner; secondly, school principals are more
likely to perceive EASPE programs as leadership programs. Accordingly, participants may
pass more accurate judgments with respect to leadership standard prioritization regarding
their own training as educational leaders. The study group includes 14 female and 118 male
school principals.

Data Collection Tool

The data collection tool was prepared after analyzing educational leader and school
principal training programs, as well as educational leadership standards in effect in various
other countries. The relevant documents were analyzed via content analysis, and themes
about educational leadership standards determined in the wake of thematic analysis.
Frequency analysis was conducted in order to decide which prescribed themes will take
place in the data collection tool to be used in the survey. Themes pursuant to content
analysis, as well as their frequencies and sources of thematic analysis are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Themes, their frequencies and sources of thematic analysis with respect to educational

leadership standards

Themes

Frequency

Sources

Management of school processes and sources
Collaboration with parents and school
environment

Ethical behavior in practices

School vision development and sharing
Establishment of school culture

Leading the change

Development of school educational capacity

Preparation of professional development
plan

Creation of learning organization

Ensuring teachers” professional development
Effective use of technology

Effective decision-making

Possession of effective communication skills
Capability for teamwork

Capability of establishing educational
policies

17
16

16
15
15
12
9
5

—_ R R ==, NN

Australian Institute for Teaching and School
Leadership, 2011; Connecticut State Department
of Education, 2012; Florida Department of
Education, 2011; Grand Canyon University,
2013; Massachusetts Department of Elementary
& Secondary Education, 2012;
Association of Secondary School Principals
[NASSP], 2001; National Policy Board for
Educational 2002; National
Policy Board for Educational Administration
(NPBEA), 2011; New Jersey Association of
School Administrators (n.d.); Rhode Island
Department of Education, 2008; School
Administrators of Iowa [SAI], 2007; The
University of North Carolina (n.d.); The Council
of Chief State School Officers, 2008; Utah
Education Network [UEN], 2011, WestEd and
the  Association  of School
Administrators, 2004).

National

Administration,

California

According to examination of theme frequencies in Table 1, the frequency of the first

eight items vary between 17 and 5, while the frequencies of the subsequent seven themes
vary between 2 and 1. Since our study seeks to incorporate the educational leadership
standards most commonly treated in relevant literature, and since there is a significant
difference between the first eight and the subsequent seven themes, based on thematic
analysis and frequency analysis it was decided to just use the first eight themes (educational
leadership standards) for the scaling tool to be used in the survey. As Table 1 shows, there is
an important difference between the frequencies of themes that are to be included in the
scaling tool and those to be excluded. The eight educational leadership standards with the
highest frequency were also introduced to specialists before finalizing the scaling tool
comprised of the eight standards. In the form itself, the leadership standards are randomly

listed as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Educational leadership standards within the scaling tool

Educational Leadership Standards

Establishment of school culture
Leading the change

T OTmMmONw»

Ethical behavior in practices

School vision development and sharing

Preparation of professional development plan
Management of school processes and sources
Collaboration with parents and school environment

Development of school educational capacity

The data collection tool concentrates on leadership standards preferred by school
principals in their training as educational leaders; accordingly, demographic variables are
not included. The objective was therefore to make participants focus directly on standards.
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Data Collection

All data were collected in face-to-face environments with the personal participation of
the researchers. The form was distributed to participants, and instructions verbally
explained, before adding that participants should only make their decision after thinking
about all the standards together.

138 school principals were asked to assign a ranking number from 1 to 8 (with 1 being
the lowest ranked, to 8 being the highest ranked) for the given leadership standards at the
beginning of the study. They had great difficulty in performing the ranking process, which
took more time than expected; about 12 to 15 minutes in total. Some participants amended
their marks before finalizing. During the ranking, six participants assigned the same grade
for more than one leadership standard; consequently, their assessments were rejected and
excluded from the analysis.

Data Analysis

A matrix of rank frequency was established in order to find out which leadership
standards were given a certain rank and how many times. A ratio matrix was obtained via
rank order judgments within leadership standards that can be used in training school
principals as educational leaders. “z” values, which correspond to elements within the ratio
matrix, were determined, before creating unit a normal deviations matrix. The sum of values
that belong to each column was calculated on the bottom line of the unit normal deviations
matrix, the averages of each “z” value along the columns in the mentioned line were

calculated; thus, scale values were attained.
FINDINGS

This research established a scale to “determine the level of importance attached by
school principals to leadership standards that can be used in their training as educational
leaders,” and the stages of scaling are explained respectively.

First of all, school principals were asked to rank leadership standards, which can be
used in their training as educational leaders, pursuant to level of importance. The frequency
values obtained regarding each leadership standard are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Frequency values regarding educational leadership standards

Educational Leadership Standards

ri A B C D E F G H TOTAL

8 2 16 30 13 0 0 16 55 132

7 0 16 56 13 6 9 4 28 132

6 3 34 11 37 4 10 13 20 132

5 2 26 11 28 6 13 32 14 132

4 23 21 10 19 10 12 34 3 132

3 34 9 8 17 19 25 16 4 132

2 34 6 6 5 29 42 5 5 132

1 34 4 0 0 58 21 12 3 132
132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 1056

Table 3 is a frequency table that shows the ranking of leadership standards by 132
school principals. rior Ri can be employed in scaling studies. This survey takes ri as reference;
accordingly, the ranking of frequency values was arranged from 8 towards 1. The column ri
in the frequency table shows the ranked leadership standards. According to the frequency
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values shown in Table 3, educational leadership standard “E” (establishment of school
culture) is ranked first with a frequency value of 58, therefore, more than any other
leadership standard; whereas the educational leadership standard “H” (ethical behavior in
practices) is the most common placed in eighth position with a frequency value of 55.

Table 4. Unit normal deviations matrix (Z) with respect to rankings by school principals regarding
leadership standards that can be used in their training as educational leaders

A B C D E F G H
A 1.178 1.445 1.234 -0.210 0.198 0.853 1.459
B -1.178 0.447 -0.043 -1.148 -0.830 -0.326 -0.326
C -1.445 -0.447 -0.504 -1.463 -1.184 -0.656 0.163
D -1.234 0.043 0.504 -1.202 -0.886 -0.331 0.617
E 0.210 1.148 1.463 1.202 0.389 0.870 1.468
F -0.198 0.830 1.184 0.886 -0.389 0.542 1.226
G -0.853 0.326 0.656 0.331 -0.870 -0.542 0.779
H -1.459 -0.564 -0.163 -0.617 -1.468 -1.226 -0.779
Ziotal -6.158 2.514 5.535 2.489 -6.749 -4.082 0.174 5.387
Zmean -0.770 0.314 0.692 0.311 -0.844 -0.510 0.022 0.673
Sj 0.074 1.158 1.536 1.155 0.000 0.334 0.866 1.517

According to Table 4, the lowest zmean values are seen in leadership standard “E” with
-0.844. In other words, educational administrators consider “establishment of school culture”
as the most important leadership standard in their training as educational leaders. The
beginning point of axis (point 0) was slid to point zero by means of adding the absolute
correspondent of the lowest prescribed value (0.844) to all stimulant values; thus, Sj values
were found. Scales values via alignment of Sjvalues from the smallest to biggest, and their
orders, are obtained as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Ordered display of scale values

Educational Leadership Standards Scale Value Rank
E Establishment of school culture 0.000 1
A School vision development and sharing 0.074 2
F Leading the change 0.334 3
G Development of school educational capacity 0.866 4
D Collaboration with parents and school environment 1.155 5
B Preparation of professional development plan 1.158 6
H Ethical behavior in practices 1.517 7
C Management of school processes and sources 1.536 8

The priority of preference for leadership standards that can be used in the training of
educational administrators as educational leaders is shown in Table 5. School administrators
consider the leadership standard known as “establishment of school culture” to be the most
important (with the lowest scale value). It is closely followed by “school vision development
and sharing”. Again not far behind that is “leading the change” in third place among the
leadership standards. The standard known as “management of school processes and
sources” is in the lowest position of importance (with the highest scale value).
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DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This research study determines the gradation of importance regarding educational
leadership standards used in the training of school principals as educational leaders, based
on the views of school principals. According to Nicolaidou and Petridou (2011), leadership
development programs should respond to the roles, responsibilities and learning
requirements expected from school leaders. Our survey also suggests that the determination
of educational leadership standards in line with learning requirements of school principals
will ensure a more effective leadership development program, designed in consideration of
these standards mentioned. It is indicated that leadership development programs should
comprise analytical, conceptual, emotional and spiritual aspects so as to train holistic leaders.
In this respect, conceptual and emotional aspects of leadership can only be ensured within
the context of the relevant profession (Quatro, Waldman & Galvin, 2007). Leadership
development programs can be provided with analytical, emotional and spiritual aspects,
only through an analysis about the effects of the administrative style of school principals,
their in-school relations and working methods, on the administrators and employees of the
school. Thus, it is possible to design programs which can be customized pursuant to the
needs of each school principal and which are capable of meeting the requirements of
administrators in various development domains.

In other words, a multidirectional development should be intended for the
development of leadership competencies of school principals, in consideration with the
socio-cultural traits of their environment. Leadership should not have a standardized
structure, but one customized so as to conceive a social, cultural and political structure of
leadership practices. The context in which leaders work, consists of power relations,
assumptions of the post and the cultural structure of the working environment (Eacott,
2011a). Since working environments of school participants have different features, the socio-
cultural spheres in schools necessitate different leadership competences. This is why it is
impossible to talk about a single set of leadership standards that are applicable for any
school or any school administrator. At this point, one cannot easily assert that the leadership
standards, determined grounded on foreign studies, are enforceable for the profile of
Turkish administrators or the socio-cultural atmosphere of Turkish schools. However,
leadership standards within relevant literature are established in the wake of studies carried
out abroad. Evidently, there is a universality of leadership characteristics and skills. Foreign
studies should no doubt be taken into account so as to unearth leadership traits, skills and
behaviors. Nevertheless, foreign-based sets or lists of leadership standards, which include
only certain leadership traits, skills and behaviors, may be inadequate for Turkey.
Leadership traits, skills and behaviors within the set of leadership standards should be
varied depending on needs and circumstances. A set or list of leadership standards, which is
formed to see which leadership traits are more important for Turkish school principals, or in
other words, which has priority over others regarding development, should comply with the
requirements and characteristics of Turkey and Turkish administrators. Therefore, the results
of this study matter in revealing leadership standards compatible with the profile and
working conditions of Turkish school principals.

School principals firstly want educational leader training programs to be designed
within the framework of standards that focus on the establishment of school culture, school
vision development and sharing, and leading the change. These standards include long-term
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practices for school principals as educational leaders, and they are intended to improve
leadership competences at an institutional level. Stone and Major (2014) put forth that
leadership development programs serve the improvement of leadership competences at
firstly the individual, and then the institutional level. Among the assessed leadership
standards in the study, the preparation of professional development plans, which is most
related with individual competence of the educational leader, is the sixth most preferred
standard. In cases where the actions of a leader concentrates on self-development and the
development of others, the participative, success-oriented and supportive aspects of
leadership can be rendered most effective (Avolio & Gardner, 2005). Nevertheless, the school
principals in our study mostly prioritized leadership standards at the institutional level over
individual; therefore, they link educational leadership with institutional development, rather
than individual (personal) development. The general collective spirit of Turkish society may
have led to such a result. The most preferred standards also necessitate participation of
school stakeholders in the practices to be applied. Such standards do not include
implementations that can be realized solely through the efforts of school administrators.
Such a finding shows that school principals need to gain the support of school stakeholders.

The leadership standard called “leading the change,” is the third most preferred
standard among school principals for a place in educational leadership development
programs. In other words, the requirement for development in leading the change is
considered as the third most important leadership standard. As organizational architects,
educational leaders should assume the role of change agent within the organization, and
adopt a change-oriented administrative approach instead of a more traditional one. They
should allow for authorizing and participative practices that emphasize heterarchy, rather
than adopting bureaucratic management processes (Murphy & Shipman, 1999). School
principals, on the other hand, should possess the competence to lead the change if they are to
adopt and implement a management style based on change and heterarchy. The prerequisite
for leading the change is accurate analysis of the present situation. Educational leaders
perceive leadership not only as control over their subordinates; accordingly, they should
analyze the present situation and discover sources of motivation (Biesta & Miron, 2002). As
the school principals put forth, a systematic support is needed so as to provide them with the
various skills needed for leading the change.

Establishment of school culture is the most preferred and leading the change is the
third most preferred of leadership standards of school principals. Leading change in schools
cannot be considered independent from school culture. Leaders can realize organizational
change only by changing organizational culture and using tools of motivation. Therefore, it
is impossible to manage change without the support of school employees. The objectives of
change determine how organizational culture will be amended (Tunger, 2011). Dries and
Pepermans (2012) indicate the leadership models used in determining leadership potential
should include not only competences, but also situational variables such as interpersonal
relations and organizational culture. In the course of school management processes, school
leaders are expected to change institutional culture and start collaborative cultural
development (Connolly, Connolly & James, 2000). Accordingly, an educational leader who
wants to lead the change should be competent in establishing organizational culture.

The standard for “development of school educational capacity” took fourth place,
following the standard “leading the change”. Bates and Eacott (2008) assert that “educational
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and organizational change” is in the foreground among the subjects dealt with in teaching
educational leadership. According to them, “organizational learning” becomes gradually
dominant. School principals can contribute to an increase in both the academic success of
students and the achievement of schools in general, by means of improving the educational
capacity of the school. In this respect, Kanokorn, Pongtorn and Ngang (2014) indicate that
schoolmasters are capable of efforts so as to enhance school quality through educational
leadership. There are also studies that reveal the impact of leadership on student outputs
(Coelli & Green, 2012).

The standard of ethical behavior in practices is in seventh position among educational
leadership standards, according to the rankings of importance and need of development by
school principals. Ethical behavior in practices is the second least preferred standard among
school principals. The perception of school principals on whether any education is needed
for ethical behavior varies depending on within which ethic system they assess ethical
behavior at school and in human relations. School principals think they need such training
less than most; therefore, they perceive ethic applications within the scope of individual
ethics (conscience). In this respect, Wong (2004) found that principals expect leadership
development programs to help them in making ethic decisions under rapid changing
conditions. Relatively lower importance of the standard in the eyes of school principals may
be construed as if they can fulfil ethic leadership. In this context, Gedikoglu and Biilbiil
(2009) found that school principals display ethic leadership behaviors less than social and
educational leadership behaviors.

Collaboration with parents and school environment is the fifth most preferred
leadership standard. School principals need less development in the standard “collaboration
with parents and school environment”, probably because they already consider themselves
capable of collaboration. Collaborating with parents and school environment necessitates
active employment of communication skills by school principals; accordingly, the rankings
may suggest that administrators do not suffer any communication problems. Thanks to
collaboration with parents and school environment, school principals are informally
acknowledged as educational leaders and they can build positive relations with school
stakeholders. Collaborative attitude of educational leaders reveal that they attach importance
to the emotional aspect of leadership and to the socio-cultural structure of the school. School
leaders often use their formal power. Nevertheless, it is more significant to use informal
power based on human relations. At this point, we have to consider that each school has
different characteristics, as well as different social and cultural traits, since it consists of
people who share a certain approach (Moos, 2003). Educational leaders should attach
importance to emotions, since teachers learn their role in school via emotional expressions.
Emotions also constitute the basis for individual and social resistance. Therefore, emotions
should also be treated within socio-cultural terms (Zorn & Boler, 2007). Collaborative
attitude of educational leaders includes another message: It means they are open to obtaining
information from various sources. Eacott (2011b) also points out the necessity for training
leaders who can use information from various sources, interpret such information and can
causally justify applications, pursuant to the necessities of the hour. In support for the
finding of our survey regarding the importance of collaborative approach by educational
leaders, Choy and Lidstone (2013) conclude that accepting and respecting the views of others
are outputs of development programs for leadership capacity.
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Management of school processes and sources is the least important leadership
standard according to participating principals. Management of school processes and sources
is among the routine administrative affairs of schoolmasters. School principals consider this
standard less important than others, probably because they think they are competent in
administrative affairs since they always have to deal with them. By contrast with the finding
of lower importance attached to management of school processes and sources, Mullen and
Cairns (2001) reveal that school leaders are expected to fulfil roles of establishing business
partnerships and working on school processes and discipline. According to Piaw, Hee,
Ismail and Ying (2014), organizational management is the leadership skill in which
schoolmasters are the least competent, and schoolmasters need support with regard to
distribution of resources, staff development, planning and management.

The following recommendations can be constructed based on the results of this
research study’s survey:

1. Educational leadership programs should be designed so as to incorporate the
subjects in which school principals need improvement. Therefore, the content of
educational leadership programs should be determined, grounded on analysis
about the requirements of school principals.

2. The standards, which school principals think require most development,
necessitate competence in long-term applications; therefore, educational
leadership programs should be designed as long-running programs, repeated
periodically.

3. The most preferred standards among school principals include the issues which
they do not have the opportunity to implement within school management
processes; accordingly, use of clinical approaches should be included within
educational leadership programs.

4. The most preferred standards among school principals are those that can be
realized through the support of school stakeholders; therefore, processes which
are carried out with the participation of school stakeholders should be
incorporated within educational leadership programs.
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Okul Yoneticilerinin Egitim Liderligi Gelistirmede Tercih
Ettikleri Egitim Liderligi Standartlar:*

Betiil BALKARS & Metin OZKAN®¢

Giris

Bilimsel ve teknolojik alanlarda yasanan hizli degisimler, tiim toplumsal alt sistemleri
dontistiirmektedir. Ekonomik, sosyal ve politik dinamikler egitim orgiitlerinin niteligini
degistirerek egitim liderliginin yeniden tanimlanmasmi zorunlu kilmaktadir (Murphy &
Shipman, 1999). Egitim liderleri sosyal hayat1 etkileyen tiim degisimlere hizli bir sekilde
yanit vermek zorundadirlar. Bu nedenle liderlerin isinin zamanla nasil degistiginin analiz
edilmesi gerekmektedir (Eacott, 2011a). Egitim liderliginin degisen bir yapida olmasi, okul
yoneticilerinin egitim lideri rolii tistlenebilmeleri igin sahip olmalar1 gereken niteliklerde de
stirekli bir degisim ihtiyac1 olusturmaktadir. Bu noktada egitim liderlerine degisen kosullar
baglaminda ihtiya¢ duyulan nitelikleri kazandirabilmek igin liderlik gelistirme programlar:
ise kosulmaktadir. Gilintimiizde okul yoneticilerinin sosyal, demografik ve politik
degisikliklere cevap verebilmeleri igin, etkili bir liderlik gelistirme programina dahil olmalar:
onemli bir gereklilik haline gelmistir (Hale & Moorman, 2003). Bu amagla yiirtitiilen Liderlik
Gelistirme Programlari, iniversiteler ve gesitli kurumlar tarafindan okul midiirliigi ve
yardimciligi pozisyonlarma yonetici adaylarmi hazirlamak igin ytritilen programlardir
(Sanzo & Myran, 2012).

Liderlik programlarmin igerigi, belirlenen liderlik standartlar1 kapsaminda
hazirlanmaktadir. Liderlik Gelistirme Programlarinda, okul yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri
olarak yetistirilmesinde “Egitim Liderligi Standartlar1” kullanilmaktadir. Egitim Liderligi
Standartlari, okul yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri olarak gostermeleri gereken davraniglar: ve
yapmalar1 gereken uygulamalar1 gostermektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin neleri bilmesi
gerektigine 1sik tutan liderlik standartlari, okul yoneticiliginden 6grenme igin liderlik
yapmaya dogru bir degisimi kolaylastirmaktadir (Browne-Ferrigno & Johnson Fusarelli,
2005). Katilmcilarin degerli bulmadiklar:1 ve ihtiyaglarina karsilik alamadiklar: liderlik
programlarinin iglevsel oldugunu sdylemek miimkiin degildir. Liderlerin ortak ozellikleri
oldugu kabul edilmesine ragmen, calistiklar1 ortamlarin 6zellikleri ve kendi deneyimleri
onlar1 farklilagtirmaktadir. Dolayisiyla ihtiyag duyulan lider profili, kiiltiire ve ortama gore
degisiklik gostermektedir (Alkin & Unsar, 2007; Cetin, 2008). Bu nedenle her durumda ve
ortamda gecerli olan egitim liderligi standartlar1 olusturma yoniindeki anlayis, egitim
liderliginin uygulamada istenilen sonuglar1 dogurmasin engelleyebilmektedir. Bu baglamda
tek bir yolun dogru oldugunu kabul etmek, egitim liderligini okullarda sadece mevcut
yapiy1 stirdiiren bir nitelige sahip olmaktan 6teye tastyamamaktadir (English, 2012).

Okul yoneticilerinin gelisim ihtiyaglari, tilkelerin sosyo-Kkiiltiirel ve sosyo-ekonomik
ozelliklerine gore de degisim gostermektedir. Bir baska ifadeyle her liderlik gelistirme
programi, literatiire dayali olarak yukarida da aciklandigi gibi, katihmcilarin bireysel
ihtiyaglar1 ve orgiitsel ihtiyaglar dogrultusunda sekillendirilmelidir. Dolayisiyla Tiirk okul

4Bu calisma 11-13 Eyliil 2014 tarihlerinde Konya Necmettin Erbakan Universitesi’'nde diizenlenen Besinci Egitim
Yonetimi Forumu’nda sozlii bildiri olarak sunulmustur.

5Yrd. Dog. Dr. — Gaziantep Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii — b.balkar@gmail.com

6 Dr. - Egitim Ogretim Planlamacisi — Gaziantep Universitesi Rektorliik — ozkan.metin@gmail.com
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yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri olarak yetistirilmesinde, bagka tilkelerde yapilan ¢aligmalarin
sonucunda belirlenen belirli liderlik 6zelliklerini igeren egitim liderligi standartlar1 setinin
kullanilmast dogru degildir. Bu nedenle Tiirk okul yoneticilerine uygun liderlik
standartlarinin tanimlandig ¢calismalarin yapilmasi olduk¢a 6nemlidir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci; okul yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri olarak yetistirilmelerinde
kullanilan egitim liderligi standartlarindan hangilerinin okul yoneticileri tarafindan daha
onemli gorildigiiniin tespit edilmesidir. Boylece okul yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri
olabilmeleri icin hangi liderlik standartlarinda gelisime ihtiya¢c duyduklarinin belirlenmesi
de amaglanmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda arastirmada; “okul yoneticileri, egitim lideri rolii
uistlenebilmeleri i¢in tasarlanacak bir egitim liderligi gelistirme programinda yer alacak
egitim liderligi standartlarn1  kendilerine ifade etti§i Onem agisindan nasil
siralamaktadirlar?” sorusuna yamit aranmistir. Bu arastirmada ortaya ¢kan liderlik
standartlarinin 6nem diizeyinin Tiirkiye’ye 6zgii olusturulmasi ve Tiirk Egitim Sistemi'nde
merkezi yapidan kaynaklanan yonetimsel benzesikligin hakim olmasi, bu standartlarin
Tiirkiye’de uygulanacak egitim liderligi gelistirme programlarina yol gosterici olmasini
saglayabilir.

Yontem

Bu arastirmada, okul yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri olarak yetistirilmelerinde
kullanilabilecek liderlik standartlarma verdikleri onem diizeyinin belirlenmesi amaciyla
siralama yargilarina dayali 6lgekleme teknigi kullanilmistir. Bu agidan ¢alisma betimsel bir
arastirma niteligindedir. Siralamaya dayali yargilarin toplanmasi igin 6ncelikle katilimcilara,
uyaricilarin (6l¢ek maddelerinin) tamami birlikte verilir. Katihmcr verilen uyaricilarin
hepsine birlikte diisiiniir ve her bir uyariciya sira numarasi tayin ederek siralama yapar. Bu
yontemin ana ilkesi, ister birinci ister ikinci ister sonuncu olsun, her bir uyaricinin yalnizca
tek bir yere yerlesebilecegidir (Rajamanickam, 2002, 134-135). Diger bir anlatimla, katilimci
arastirma amacina uygun olarak tiim durumlari ayni anda diisiiniir ve bir siralama yapar.
Katilimcinin her bir uyaricinin yerine diger uyaricilar1 da diisiinerek karar vermesi, elde
edilen istatistigin giiclii olmasini saglamaktadir.

Aragtirma, 2013-2014 egitim 6gretim yilinda Gaziantep ili merkez ilcelerinde ¢alisan,
Egitim YoOnetimi Teftisi Planlamasi ve Ekonomisi (EYTPE) alaninda lisansiistii egitim
gormiis ve gormekte olan okul yoneticileri arasindan segilen 132 okul yoneticisi ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Calisma grubunda yer alan okul yoneticileri goniilliiliik esas alinarak
basit tesadiifi Ornekleme yontemi ile segilmistir. Calisma grubunun EYTPE alaninda
lisanstistii egitim goren ve gormekte olan okul yoneticilerinden segilmesinin baslica iki
nedeni bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki katilimcilarin liderlik standartlar1 ve bu standartlar
icinde gecen kavramlari tanimas: ve oOrgiitsel anlamda yorumlamasina duyulan ihtiyag;
ikincisi ise EYTPE programlarinin okul yoneticileri igin liderlik programi olarak
algilanabilirligidir. Boylece katilimcilarin egitim lideri olarak yetistirilmelerinde oncelikli
olarak gordiikleri liderlik standartlari ile ilgili daha dogru yargida bulunabilecekleri
diistintilmektedir. Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunda yer alan okul yoneticilerinin 14'i kadin,
118'i erkektir.

Veri toplama aracinin hazirlanmasinda, dncelikle gesitli tilkelerde uygulanan egitim
lideri ve okul yoneticisi yetistirme programlar1 ve egitim liderligi standartlar1 incelenmistir.
flgili dokiimanlar icerik analizi ile ¢dziimlenmis ve tematik analiz sonucunda egitim liderligi
standartlarina iliskin temalar belirlenmistir. Belirlenen temalardan hangilerinin arastirmada
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kullanilacak veri toplama aracinda yer alacagina karar vermek igin ise, frekans analizi
yapilmustir. Frekans analizi sonuglarinin dikkate alinmasiyla veri toplama aracinda en fazla
frekansa sahip ilk sekiz egitim liderligi standardinin yer almasina karar verilmistir. Veri
toplama aracinda yer alan egitim liderligi standartlar1 sunlardir: Okul vizyonu gelistirme ve
paylasma, mesleki gelisim plan1 hazirlama, okul siireglerini ve kaynaklarmi yonetme, veliler
ve okul cevresiyle isbirligi yapma, okul kiiltiirii olusturma, degisime onciiliik yapma, okulun
ogretim kapasitesini gelistirme ve uygulamalarda etik davranma.

Verilerin toplanmasi siirecinde yukarida hazirlanma siireci anlatilan form
katihmcilara dagitilmis, form yonergesinde belirtilen tiim hususlar sozlii olarak da
agiklanmis ve katilimcilarin tiim standartlar1 birlikte diisiinerek karar vermesi gerektigi
belirtilmistir. Okul yoneticilerinden formda yer alan liderlik standartlarmi birbiri ile
karsilastirarak her bir standarda 1’den 8’e kadar sira numarasi tayin etmeleri istenmistir.

Verilerin analizinde Oncelikle hangi liderlik standartlarimin katihmcilar tarafindan
hangi siraya kag kez konuldugunu gosteren sira frekanslar1 matrisi olusturulmustur. Okul
yoneticilerinin  egitim liderleri olarak yetistirilmelerinde kullanilabilecek liderlik
standartlarina verilen siralama yargilarindan oranlar matrisi elde edilmistir. Oranlar
matrisinin elemanlarma karsilik gelen “z” degerleri belirlenerek birim normal sapmalar
matrisinin olusturulmasma gecilmistir. Birim normal sapmalar matrisinin en alt satirina her
bir siituna ait degerlerin toplami alinmis ve bu satirdaki her bir “z” degerinin siitunlar

boyunca ortalamalar1 hesaplanmis ve boylelikle dlgek degerleri bulunmustur.
Bulgular

Aragtirmanin bulgularma gore; okul yoneticileri, aragstirmada degerlendirilen sekiz
egitim liderligi standard: arasindan “okul kiiltiirii olusturma” standardini en 6nemli egitim
liderligi standard:i olarak gormektedirler. Okul yoneticileri diger egitim liderligi
standartlarini sirasiyla: “okul vizyonu gelistirme ve paylasma”, “degisime oOnciiliik etme”,
“okulun Ogretim kapasitesini gelistirme”, “veliler ve okul cevresiyle isbirligi yapma”,

“mesleki gelisim plani hazirlama”, “uygulamalarda etik davranma” ve “okul siireglerini ve
kaynaklarini yonetme” seklinde siralamislardir.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu aragtirmada okul yoneticilerinin egitim liderleri olarak yetistirilmelerinde
kullanilan egitim liderligi standartlarinin énem siras1 okul yoneticilerinin goriislerine gore
belirlenmistir. Nicolaidou ve Petridou (2011), liderlik gelistirme programlarinin; okul
liderlerinden beklenen rollere, sorumluluklara ve Ogrenme ihtiyaglarna yanit vermesi
gerektigini tespit etmistir. Bu arastirmada da egitim liderligi standartlarmin okul
yoneticilerinin 6grenme ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda belirlenmesi, bu standartlarin referans
alinmasiyla tasarlanacak bir liderlik gelistirme programinin etkililigini saglayabilecektir.

Okul yoneticileri egitim lideri yetistirme programlarinin oncelikle; okul kiiltiirii
olusturma, okul vizyonu gelistirme ve paylasma ve degisime Onciilitk yapma standartlar:
cercevesinde tasarlanmasini istemektedirler. Bu standartlarin okul yoneticilerinin egitim
liderleri olarak uzun stirede gerceklestirebilecekleri uygulamalar1 igerdigi ve kurumsal
diizeyde liderlik yeterliklerinin gelistirilmesine yonelik oldugu goriilmektedir. Stone ve
Major (2014), liderlik gelistirme programlarinin 6zellikle bireysel olmak {izere, bireysel ve
kurumsal diizeyde liderlik yeterliklerinin gelistirilmesine hizmet ettigini tespit etmislerdir.
Arastirmaya katilan okul yoneticilerinin bireyselden ziyade kurumsal diizeyde yeterlige
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isaret eden liderlik standartlarini daha oncelikli olarak degerlendirmeleri, egitim liderligini
bireysel gelisimleri ile degil, kurumsal gelisimle iliskilendirdiklerini gostermektedir. Bu
sonucun ortaya ¢ikmasmnda Tiirk toplumunda bireyselden ziyade kolektif bir ruhun hakim
olmasi etkili olmus olabilir.

Okul kiiltiirii olusturma ve degisime onciilitk yapma, okul yoneticileri tarafindan
sirastyla birinci ve tiglincli sirada tercih edilen liderlik standartlar1 olmustur. Okullarda
degisimin yonetilmesi, kuskusuz okullarin kiiltiirtinden bagimsiz diistiniilemez. Liderler
orgiit kiiltiirinti degistirerek ve motivasyon araglar1 kullanarak oOrgiitsel degisimi
gerceklestirebilirler. Bu nedenle okul ¢alisanlarinin destegini almadan degisimi yonetmek
miimkiin degildir. Degisimin amagclar1 Orgiitsel kiiltiiriin nasil degistirilecegini belirler
(Tunger, 2011). Egitim liderleri orgiitsel mimarlar olarak Orgiit icerisinde bir degisim ajani
rolii tistlenerek geleneksel bir yonetim anlayig: yerine degisim odakli bir yonetim anlayisini
benimsemelidirler. Biirokratik yoOnetim siireglerini benimsemek yerine heterarsiyi
vurgulayan yetkilendirici ve katilimci uygulamalara yer vermelidirler (Murphy & Shipman,
1999). Okul liderlerinden okul yo6netimi siireglerinde egitimsel degisimi yonetme
kapsaminda; kiltiirti  degistirme ve igbirlik¢i kultiir gelisimini baglatma rolleri
beklenmektedir (Connolly, Connolly & James, 2000). Bu nedenle degisime onciilitk yapmak
isteyen bir egitim liderinin orgiit kiiltiirii olusturma yeterligine de sahip olmasi
gerekmektedir.

Okul stireglerini ve kaynaklarini yonetme, yoneticiler tarafindan en son sirada 6nemli
goriilen liderlik standardi olmustur. Okul siireclerini ve kaynaklarini yonetme, okul
yoneticilerinin rutin yOnetimsel isleri arasinda yer almaktadir. Okul yoneticilerinin bu
standardi diger standartlara gore daha az énemli gormelerinin nedeni, yonetimsel islerle her
zaman ilgilenmek zorunda olduklar icin, bu konuda kendilerini yeterli gormeleri olabilir.
Okul yoneticilerinin okul siireglerini ve kaynaklarini yonetme standardimi fazla 6nemli
gormedikleri bulgusunun aksine; Mullen ve Cairns (2001), okul liderlerinden; is ortakliklar:
kurma ve okul siiregleri ve disiplini tizerinde ¢alisma rollerinin beklendigini tespit
etmislerdir. Piaw, Hee, Ismail ve Ying (2014) ise, okul miidiirlerinin en yetersiz olduklar1
liderlik becerisinin orgiitsel yonetim oldugunu tespit etmis ve okul miidiirlerinin kaynak
dagitimi, personel gelistirme, planlama ve yonetim konularinda desteklenmeye ihtiyaclar:
oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Uygulamalarda etik davranma standardi, okul yoneticilerinin verdikleri 6nem ve
gelisime ihtiya¢ duymalar1 bakimindan egitim liderligi standartlar1 arasinda yedinci sirada
yer almistir. Uygulamalarda etik davranma standardi, okul yoneticilerinin en az tercih
ettikleri ikinci standart olarak belirlenmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin, okul yonetiminde ve insan
iliskilerinde etik davranmay1 hangi etik sistem agisindan degerlendirdikleri, etik davranma
konusunda herhangi bir egitime ihtiyag duyup duymadiklarina iligkin algilarini
etkileyebilmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin bu yonde bir egitime diger standartlara oranla daha
az ihtiya¢ duyduklarmi diistinmeleri, etik uygulamalarda bulunmay: kisisel etik (vicdan)
sistemi agisindan algiladiklarini gostermektedir. Bu konuda Wong (2004) miidiirlerin,
liderlik gelistirme programlarindan hizla degisen kosullarda etik kararlar verme konusunda
kendilerine yardimci olmasini bekledigini saptamistir. Okul yoneticilerinin bu standarda
diger standartlara gore daha az 6nem vermeleri, etik liderligi gerceklestirebildikleri seklinde
degerlendirilebilir.
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Arastirmanin sonuglarma dayali olarak; okul yoneticilerinin gelisime ihtiyag
duyduklar1 konular1 kapsayan egitim liderligi programlarinin tasarlanmasi onerilmektedir.
Egitim liderligi programlarinin igerikleri, okul yoneticilerinin ihtiyaglarinin analizine dayali
olarak belirlenmelidir. Okul yoneticilerinin gelisime en ¢ok ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 standartlarin
siirece yayillan uygulamalarda yeterlilik gerektirmesinden dolayl, egitim liderligi
programlar1 periyodik olarak tekrar eden uzun soluklu programlar olarak tasarlanmalidir.
Okul yoneticilerinin en fazla tercih ettikleri standartlarin okul paydaslarinin destegiyle
gerceklestirilebilecek nitelikte olmasindan dolay1 ise, egitim liderligi programlarinin
uygulanmasida okul paydaslarinin katilimiyla gerceklestirilecek stireglere yer verilmelidir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Egitim liderlii standartlari, Egitim liderligi gelistirme programi, Okul
yoneticisi yetistirme, Okul yoneticileri
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