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OZET

Bu caligmanin amact KKTC Milli Egitim ve Kiiltiir Bakanligina bagli ilkogretim okullarinda gorev yapan okul
yoneticilerinin 6z-yeterlik diizeyleri ile okul liderlik uygulamalarimi degerlendirmektir. Arastirmanin evrenini KKTC’de
Milli Egitim ve Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 [lkdgretim Dairesi’ne bagl ilkdgretim okullarinda 2020-2021 egitim yilinda gérev yapan
ogretmenler ve okul yoneticileri olusturmaktadir. Calismaya randomize 6rneklem yontemi ile secilen 350 6gretmen ve 50
okul yoneticisi olmak iizere toplam 400 birey dahil edilmistir. Calismada elde edilen veriler Kisisel Bilgi Formu, Oz-yeterlik
Algis1 Olgegi ve Okul Liderligi Olgegi araciligiyla toplanmistir. Her iki gruba arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan Kisisel
Bilgi Formu verilmekle birlikte okul yoneticilerine yanitlamalar igin Yonetici Oz-yeterlik Algis1 Olgegi, dgretmenlere ise
Okul Liderligi Olgegi sunulmustur. Verilerin istatistiksel ¢dziimlenmesinde SPSS 25 paket programindan yararlanilmistir.
Istatistiki yontemlerden Kruskal-Wallis H ve Man Whitney-U testleri kullamilmustir. Analizler sonucunda elde edilen
bulgular incelendiginde yoneticilerin 6z-yeterlik algilarmin yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Calismada yoneticilerin 6z-yeterlik
algilart ile cinsiyet, gorev yaptigi okuldaki ¢aligsma siiresi ve gorev degiskenleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark
bulunmadig1 tespit edilirken egitim diizeyi ile Yonetici Oz Yeterlilik Algis1 Olgeginde bulunan Etik Oz Yeterlilik alt
boyutundan alinan puanlar arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu; Lisansiistii mezunu olan yoneticilerin Etik
alt boyut puanlarinin lisans mezunu olanlara gére daha yiiksek oldugu saptanmistir. Bununla birlikte calismada yoneticilerin
yoneticilikteki kidemlerine gore 6z yeterlik diizeylerinin farklilastigi; kidemi diisiik olan yoneticilerin Yonetici Oz
Yeterlilik Algis1 Olgeginde bulunan Psikolojik Oz Yeterlik alt boyutundan aldiklar1 puanlarin kidemi yiiksek olan okul
yoneticilerine kiyasla daha yiiksek oldugu ortaya c¢ikarilmistir. Calismada 0gretmen goriislerine gore yoneticilerin okul
liderlik uygulamalar1 incelenmis ve yoneticilerin okul liderlikleri puanlariin destek, isbirligi ve agiklik boyutlarinda yiiksek
oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Calismada ayrica 6gretmenlerin cinsiyet, mezun olunan fakiilte, okuldaki gorev siiresi, brang
ve kidem degiskenleri ile yoneticilerin gostermis olduklar1 okul liderlikleri puanlar: arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
fark bulunmadigi tespit edilirken 6gretmenlerin egitim diizeyleri farklilastik¢a yoneticilerin algilanan okul liderlikleri
puanlarinin da farklilastigi; egitim diizeyi lisansiistii olan dgretmenlerin yoneticilerin gostermis olduklart okul liderlikleri
puanlarinin lisans mezunu olan 6gretmenlere gore daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yoneticilerin 6z-yeterlik algilarinin
arttirllmast adina hizmet i¢i egitim kurslarimin diizenlenmesi 6nemlidir. MEB tarafindan 6gretmen ve yoneticilerin
kendilerini mesleki agidan gelistirebilmeleri i¢in gerekli tesvik programlarinin uygulanmasi hem &gretmenler hem de
yoneticiler igin faydali olacaktir.
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EVALUATION OF PRIMARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS' SELF-EFFICACY LEVELS AND
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES

ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to evaluate the self-efficacy levels and school leadership practices of school administrators working
in primary schools affiliated to the TRNC Ministry of National Education and Culture. The universe of the research consists
of teachers and school administrators working in primary schools affiliated to the Ministry of National Education and
Culture, Primary Education Department in the 2020-2021 academic year. The Universe of the research consists of 90
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primary school, 1717 primary school teachers and 186 administrators. A total of 400 individuals, 350 teachers a
administrators, were included in the study, selected by randomized sampling method. The data were collected through the
survey consisting of Demographic Information Form, the Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and the School Leadership Scale.
Both groups were given the Demographic Information Form prepared by the researchers, and the Administrator Self-
Efficacy Perception Scale was presented to the school administrators, and the School Leadership Scale was presented to
the teachers. SPSS 25 package program was used for statistical analysis of the data. Kruskal-Wallis H and Man Whitney-
U tests were used to analyze the data. The analysis of data showed that the self-efficacy perceptions of the administrators
were high. In the study, it was determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the self-efficacy
perceptions of the administrators and the variables of gender, working time at the school, and the task variables, while the
difference between the education level and the scores obtained from the Ethical Self-Efficacy sub-dimension in the
Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale was statistically significant; It has been determined that the Ethics sub-dimension scores
of the managers with a graduate degree are higher than those with a bachelor's degree. However, in the study, it was found
that the self-efficacy levels of the managers differed according to their seniority in management; It was revealed that the
scores of the administrators with low seniority from the Psychological Self-Efficacy sub-dimension in the Administrator
Self-Efficacy Scale were higher than the school administrators with high seniority. The school leadership practices of the
administrators were examined according to the opinions of the teachers and it was concluded that the school leadership
scores of the administrators were high in the dimensions of support, cooperation and openness. In the study, it was also
determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the gender, faculty graduated, tenure at the school,
branch and seniority variables, and the school leadership scores of the administrators. It has been determined that scores of
the teachers with a graduate education level from the school leadership scale are higher than the teachers with a bachelor's
degree. It is important to organize in-service training courses in order to increase the self-efficacy perceptions of managers.
It will be beneficial for both teachers and administrators to implement the necessary incentive programs for teachers and
administrators to develop themselves professionally by the Ministry of National Education.

Keywords: Primary School, Leadership, Teacher, School leadership, School administration, Self-efficacy
1. INTRODUCTION

The ability of school administrators to fulfill the goals in institutions and to solve a problem they encounter
or problems that are likely to occur is related to their self-efficacy perceptions. Self-efficacy, which is defined as
an individual's belief in his or her ability to achieve a goal or task, is undoubtedly one of the most important
concepts in educational environments (Negis Isik and Giimiis, 2017). Bandura (2001) who has conducted many
studies on self-efficacy states that the perception of self-efficacy affects not only the activities of the individual,
but also his personal and social characteristics, and also affects the perception of the opportunities or problems
encountered in the environment along with the goals and objectives that the individual has set. The self-
confidence and efficacy beliefs of individuals with high self-efficacy perceptions enable them to find practical
solutions to potential problems. Individuals with high self-efficacy perceptions are more motivated and willing
to fulfill their goals. In this context, it can be said that individuals with a high sense of self-efficacy are determined
people who make use of opportunities, can easily rule out obstacles, are not afraid of failure, have goals and
objectives and make every effort to achieve them (Bandura, 1997). In the literature, self-efficacy is considered as
a multidimensional concept. While Bandura (1993) dealt with the concept of self-efficacy in two basic dimensions
as individual and organizational self-efficacy, Tschannen Moran and Gareis (2004) expanded this concept and
discussed the competencies of administrators in three dimensions as managerial, instructional and ethical self-
efficacy. In later studies, dimensions such as social, psychological and economic self-efficacy were added to the
concept, and the concept gained a meaning that expanded day by day. In this study, the proposed five-factor
(social, psychological, ethical, economic and managerial) model to explain the concept of self-efficacy is
discussed. Managerial self-efficacy dimension is the knowledge and skills related to the routine work of the
institution. The belief of managers that they can do the ongoing work is considered as managerial self-efficacy
(Champoux, 2016).
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Ethical self-efficacy represents ethical values in organizations. Ethical self-efficacy dimen
emphasizes that the manager has an ethical and fair management approach, allows the creation of a healthy
organizational climate in the corporate environment. When the understanding of ethical and fair management is
evaluated within the framework of educational institutions, it is seen that it expresses knowledge and skills about
ethical behaviors such as reducing conflicts within the institution, developing harmonious personality traits in
students, ensuring student discipline in the school and creating a positive school climate (Wahab, Fuad, Ismail
and Majid, 2014).

The economic self-efficacy dimension represents the efficacy belief of the manager to develop various
skills in the economic sense, to follow the economic developments and to make rational economic plans in the
face of changing market conditions day by day. Self-efficacy for a manager requires intense social interaction
skills. At this point, social self-efficacy belief can be expressed as the manager's ability to communicate
effectively with both employees and business partners, to motivate employees in the right way and to make
necessary changes (Ramchunder and Martins, 2014).

On the other hand, psychological self-efficacy qualifies that the manager's self-efficacy level is generally
associated with awareness of internal processes. It is known that internal motivations such as the desire to be
successful, self-confidence, sense of competence, self-esteem and psychological resilience determine the limits
of the level of self-efficacy. The motivation potential of the manager to increase the performance of the employees
and the ability of the manager to manage his/her emotions represent this dimension (McCollum and Kajs, 2015).

The developments in today's world have made it necessary to make some innovations in the field of
education, as in every field. School principals have a great role to play in adapting schools to these developments
and innovations and meeting the expected needs. Self-efficacy perceptions and leadership styles of school
administrators affect the whole school like a chain. The school administrators' self-belief and confidence are
reflected both on the teachers and on the students. High self-efficacy perceptions of institution managers are
important in terms of raising more qualified students and reaching the objectives of the institution (Isik and
Gilimts, 2017).

However, another determining feature in school success is the leadership styles exhibited by the
administrators. The concept of leadership, which is defined as the ability to influence a certain community or
individuals by gathering them in a common framework in order to achieve predetermined goals and objectives,
is important for educational institutions as well as in every field (Tatlah and Igbal, 2012). However, today, not
every school administrator is a leader; the opinion that they have leadership qualities to be an effective manager
is dominant (Wachia, Gitumu and Mbugua, 2017).

When the literature is examined, it is observed that there are many leadership styles developed from past
to present. While trait theory, behavioral theories, situational leadership theories and contemporary leadership
theories are the prominent styles among these leadership styles (Sanaghan and Lohndorf, 2015), it is clear that
contemporary leadership theories are more prominent in today's world. School leadership styles, which are
evaluated as every effort made by administrators to improve the quality of the educational institutions they work
in, are directly related to the quality of education. The more effectively school leadership is performed, the easier
it will be for the school to achieve its goals. In addition, success of the students and teachers will increase equally
(Northouse, 2016).

There is a need for managers who can keep up with the changing and developing opportunities of our age,
who are flexible and who positively direct the working environment with their leadership characteristics. The
managerial skills of the school principal and assistant principals are directly proportional to the leadership
characteristics they can reflect. The fact that school administrators take responsibility for exhibiting their
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managerial skills and creating a more effective school plays a role in the formation of a positive sc
by affecting both teachers and other employees in schools. In this context, it is possible to say that the most
important role and duties in creating a qualified school fall on school principals. Therefore, it is clear that it is
necessary to exhibit not only a managerial understanding that pours orders, as in the classical management
approach, but also a management approach that develops with a sense of responsibility and the desire to perform
duties as required by our age (Aunga and Masare, 2017).

When the literature is examined, it is seen that the managerial roles of school leaders are examined in
three dimensions: openness, support and cooperation. In this study, the proposed three-factor model (openness,
support and cooperation) to explain the concept of school leadership is discussed. The support sub-dimension,
which reflects the view that school leaders should create appropriate educational environments, emphasizes that
the instructional support behaviors of school principals have an important role for schools to be effective schools.
According to this understanding, school principals should provide teachers with materials and resources related
to the teaching process, provide feedback, provide information on teaching methods, and provide the necessary
motivation during the putting into practice of all this information.

As a result, school leaders are responsible for creating appropriate educational environments (Beycioglu,
Ozer, Ugurlu and Koybasi, 2018). Leaders' openness behaviors characterize a wide range of behaviors such as
sharing information about the organization in a transparent way and being committed to the accountability view.
The characteristics and behaviors that school administrators should have define the principle of openness
(K&ybasi, Beycioglu, Ugurlu and Ozer, 2017).

The principle of cooperation expresses the support of leaders in establishing cooperative relations with
their subordinates. This qualification is also provided by school principals in educational institutions. According
to this principle, as long as school principals have a management approach that supports cooperation with their
subordinates, the learning and teaching quality of schools will increase (Yukl, 2012). It will be beneficial for
school climate and efficiency if school principals talk to both students and teachers about educational processes,
provide feedback, encourage them to learn and develop, and finally, implement supportive policies to ensure
cooperation between teachers (Koybasi, Beycioglu, Ugurlua & Ozer, 2017).

In the studies of Nartglin and Demirer (2015) and Arict (2019 ), it was determined that the school
administrators' self-efficacy levels were high. In different studies examining the self-efficacy levels of school
administrators, it was reported that the self-efficacy levels of administrators did not differ according to gender
and seniority at the school (Yildirim and Ilhan, 2010; Aylar and Aksin, 2011; Inand1, Tung and Giindiiz, 2014).
In another study, in which the demographic characteristics affecting the self-efficacy perceptions of
administrators were examined, no statistically significant difference was found between self-efficacy and role
type, similar to this study (Celikay, 2019), while in another study, unlike these studies, the self-efficacy levels of
administrators differed according to the role type. ; It has been reported that school principals' self-efficacy levels
are higher than principal assistants (Biimen and Ozaydin, 2013).

Many studies in the literatiire showed that the difference between the education level of school
administrators and the scores obtained from the Ethics sub-dimension of the Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale
was statistically significant; the Ethics sub-dimension scores of the managers with a graduate degree are higher
than those with a bachelor's degree, self-efficacy levels of the administrators differ according to their seniority in
management, and the scores of the administrators with low seniority in the psychological sub-dimension of the
Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale were higher than those of the school administrators with high seniority
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(Baltaci, 2017; Kiling and Recepoglu, 2013; Sagnak, 2010; Acat, Ozyurt, and Karadag, 2011; Colak, Yorulmaz
and Altinkurt, 2017).

In the studies of Gengay (2014), Serin and Bulu¢ (2012), and Odetunde (2013), it was found that the
school leadership scores of the school administrators were high and there was no statistically significant
difference between the variables of teachers' gender, graduated faculty, tenure at the school, branch and seniority,
and the school leadership scores of the administrators (Aksoy and Isik, 2008; Ozcetin, 2013; Celik, 2010; Ozan,
2009; Avci, 2015; Beycioglu, 2009; Sezer, Akan and Ada, 2014; Hansen, 2016; Gokyer, 2010; Kazanci, 2010) ,
the school leadership scores of the teachers with a graduate education level shown by the administrators are higher
than the teachers with a bachelor's degree (Kiling and Recepoglu, 2013; Sagnak, 2010).

Giving feedback to the teachers in the institution, being solution-oriented in the face of possible problems
and working in cooperation will not only enable teachers to work more productively and motivated, but also
increase the quality of education in schools (Balyer, 2013). In this context, it is clear that the leadership styles of
administrators are important in the quality of educational environments. With this awareness, in this study, the
self-efficacy levels and school leadership practices of school administrators working in primary schools affiliated
to the TRNC Ministry of National Education were evaluated according to the opinions of teachers and
administrators.

2.METHOD

In this quantitative research, the descriptive survey model was used. In quantitative studies, in the light of
numerical data, it indicates how much, how often, how much the variables are based on questions. The numerical
data obtained by adhering to this is passed through some statistical processes and the result is reached (Creswell,
2014). The descriptive survey model, on the other hand, is a technique used to reveal a previous or current event
as it is (Ozcan, Aydogan and Bulut, 2014). The universe of the study consists of teachers and school
administrators working in the primary schools affiliated to the Ministry of National Education and Culture
Primary Education Department in the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC) in the 2020-2021 academic
year. The Universe of the research consists of 90 primary school, 1717 primary school teachers and 186
administrators. A total of 400 individuals, including 350 teachers and 50 primary school administrators, selected
by simple random sampling method were included in the study. In simple random sampling, the participants are
randomly selected and the probability of being selected is equal (Y1ldirim and Simsek, 2003). The survey consists
of Demographic Information Form, Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and School Leadership Scale. Both groups
of participants were given the "Sociodemographic Information Form™ prepared by the researchers, and the
Administrator Self-Efficacy Perception Scale was presented to the school administrators and the School
Leadership Scale was presented to the teachers. Ethics Committee Approval was obtained from Cyprus Health
and Social Sciences University before the data collection (KSTU/2021/001). Participants were informed by the
researchers about the scope, purpose, confidentiality and filling conditions of the scales before administration of
the survey. In this context, responses were collected from the participants who agreed to participate in the study
on a voluntary basis. Information about the scales used in the study is given below:

The Demographic Information Form was developed by the researchers. Demographic information form
consists of questions that aim to determine the demographic characteristics of the participants such as gender,
education level, seniority, duty, graduated faculty, working time at the school, and branch.

K&ybast, Beycioglu, Ugurlu and Ozer (2018) developed the School Leadership Scale in order to measure
whether the school leadership of school administrators was put into practice. In the first part of the scale, which
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consists of two parts, there are demographic questions about teachers such as gender, seniority, branch;
level, year of service at the school and graduated faculty. In the second part of the scale, questions about the
school leadership of the administrators were included. The scale, which consists of 31 items in total, has 3 sub-
dimensions: “Collaboration”, “Support” and “Openness”. The cooperation dimension consists of 15 items, the
support dimension consists of 12 items, and the openness dimension consists of 4 items. Scale items were
determined as five-point Likert type. In this direction, it consists of "strongly agree”, "agree", "partially agree",
"disagree" and "strongly disagree" options. The reliability coefficient value of the scale was stated as .97.

The Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale was developed by Baltaci (2020) to determine the self-efficacy
perceptions of administrators. The scale consists of 2 parts and 20 items. First part of the survey consists of the
demographic characteristics of school administrators (gender, seniority, duty). In the second part, there are 20-
item scale questions about the self-efficacy of managers. The scale consists of 5 dimensions: “Administrative
Self-Efficacy”, “Social Self-Efficacy”, “Psychological Self-Efficacy”, “Ethical Self-Efficacy” and “Economic
Self-Efficacy”. A five-point Likert-type scale was used in the scale: "Quite Sufficient”, "Sufficient”, "Partly
Sufficient”, "Insufficient” and "Very Insufficient”. The stated reliability coefficient value of the questionnaire is
79.

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 25.0 software was used to analyze the data. The distribution
of the participant teachers and administrators according to their socio-demographic characteristics was
determined by frequency analysis. Descriptive statistics are given regarding the administrators' Self-Efficacy
Perception Scale scores and teachers' School Leadership Scale scores. The normal distribution of administrators'
Self-Efficacy Perception Scale scores and teachers' School Leadership Scale scores was examined with the
Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests and it was determined that they did not comply with the normal
distribution. The results of normality test are given below:

Table 1. The Normality Test Results

Grou Scale Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
P Statistic df Sig.  Statistic df Sig.
Cooperation 0183 350 0000 0860 o0 0,000
Support 059 350 0,000 0,880 85 0,000

Teacher 35

Openness 0245 350 0000 0827 o 0000
School Leadership Scale 0,163 350 0,000 0,866 85 0,000
Administrative 0292 50 0000 0734 50 0,000
Social 0228 50 0000 0787 50 0,000
Administrator Psychological 0,199 50 0,000 0,842 50 0,000
Ethical 0217 50 0000 0850 50 0,000
Economic 085 50 0000 0860 50 0,000

Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale 0,150 50 0,006 0,912 50 0,001
For this reason, non-parametric hypothesis tests were used in the research. In testing the research
hypotheses, the Mann-Whitney U test was used if the independent variable consisted of two groups, and the
Kruskal-Wallis H test was used if it consisted of more than two groups. If there is a difference between the groups
of the independent variable as a result of the aforementioned Kruskal-Wallis H test, the Mann-Whitney U test
was used to determine from which group the difference originated.
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3. RESULTS

Table 2. Socio-Demographic Features of Administrators

Number(n) Percentage(%b6)
Gender
Female 26 52.0
Male 24 48.0
Education level
Undergraduate 31 62.0
Post graduate 19 38.0
Role
Principal 24 48.0
Assistant principle 26 52.0
Seniority in school management
0-5 years 20 40.0
6-11 years 23 46.0
12 years and above 7 14.0
Duration of duty at current school
0-5 years 35 70.0
6-11 years 11 22,0
12 years and above 4 8,0

When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that 52.0% of the managers included in the research are female and
48.0% are male, 62.0% are undergraduate and 38.0% are postgraduate graduates, 48.0% principals and 52.0%
are assistant principals, 40.0% have 0-5 years, 46.0% have 6-11 years and 14.0 have 12 years or more managerial
seniority. 70% have been working at their current school for 0-5 years, 22.0% for 6-11 years, and 8.0% for 12
years or more.

Table 2. Self-Efficacy Perception Scale Scores of Managers

N 2 sd Min Max

Managerial 50 14.44 1.76 12.00 16.00

Social 50 14.24 1.71 12.00 16.00

Psychological 50 14.16 1.57 12.00 16.00

Ethical 50 14.24 1.52 12.00 16.00

Economical 50 14.28 1.50 12.00 16.00

Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale 50 71.36 6.44 60.00 80.00

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics regarding the Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale scores of
the participant managers. When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that managers obtained an average of 14.44+1.76
points from the managerial sub-dimension, 14.24+1.71 points from the social sub-dimension, and 14.16+1.57
points from the psychological sub-dimension of the Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale. It was determined
that they scored an average of 14.24+1.52 points from the ethical sub-dimension and 14.28+1.50 points from the
economic sub-dimension. The managers included in the study got an average of 71.36+6.44 points from the
Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale, and their lowest score was 60.0 and the highest score was 80.0.
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Table 4. Self-Efficacy Perception Scale Scores of Managers By Gender

Gender N X sd M SO z p
. Female 26 1454 173 1550 2617
Managerial Male 24 1433 183 1500 2477 366 0714
. Female 26 1446 168 1500 27.23
Social Male 24 1400 174 1400 2363 092 0362
. Female 26 1415 159 1400 2542
Psychological Male 24 1417 158 1400 2558 040 0968
. Female 26 1438 147 1400 26.83
Ethical Male 24 1408 159 1400 2406 2092 0489
. Female 26 1454 130 1450 27.85
Economical Male 24 1400 167 1450 2296 o4 022
Managerial Self-Efficacy =~ Female 26 7208 579 7150 26.54
: 0529 0597
Perception Scale Male 24 7058 7.11 70.00 24.38

Table 4 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U test, which is used to compare the Managerial Self-
Efficacy Perception Scale scores according to the gender of the managers. When Table 3 is examined, it has been
determined that there is no statistically significant difference between the scores of the managers included from
the General Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and the managerial, social, psychological, ethical and
economic sub-dimensions of the scale (p>0.05). The scores of female and male administrators in the General
Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and in the managerial, social, psychological, ethical and economic
sub-dimensions of the scale were found to be similar.

Table 5. Self-Efficacy Perception Scale Scores Of Managers According To Their Educational Status

Educational status N % sd M SO z =
Undergraduate i 1435 182 1500 25.11

Managerial 1 -0.259 0.796
Postgraduate 9 1458 1.71 15.00 26.13
Undergraduate i 1429 160 15.00 2552

Social 1 -0.010  0.992
Postgraduate 9 14,16 192 15.00 25.47
Undergraduate i 13.94 155 14.00 23.40

Psychological 1 -1.341  0.180
Postgraduate 9 1453 158 14.00 28.92

Undergraduate i 13.87 148 1400 22.13 0.031

Ethical 1 -2.158
Postgraduate 9 1484 142 16.00 31.00
Undergraduate i 1413 154 1400 24.06

Economical 1 -0.912 0.362
Postgraduate 9 1453 143 15.00 27.84
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' i dergraduat 70. 51 7100 243
Managerial Self-Efficacy Undergraduate 58 6 5

Perception Scale -0.716 0.474

R P W

Postgraduate 72.63 6.28 70.00 27.37

©

*p<0,05 Z:Mann-Whitney U testi

In Table 5, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test used to compare the scores of the Managerial Self-
Efficacy Perception Scale according to the educational status of the managers are given. When Table 4 is
examined, it has been determined that there is no statistically significant difference between the scores of the
managers from the General Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and the managerial, social, psychological
and economic sub-dimensions of the scale according to their educational status (p>0.05). The scores of the
managers with undergraduate and post-graduate degrees from the General Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception
Scale and the managerial, social, psychological and economic sub-dimensions of the scale were found to be
similar. It was determined that the difference between the scores obtained from the Ethics sub-dimension in the
Managerial Self-Efficacy Scale according to the education level of the administrators was statistically significant
(p<0.05). Managers with a post-graduate degree received higher scores in the Ethics sub-dimension of the
Managerial Self-Efficacy Scale compared to those with a bachelor's degree.

Table 6. Self-Efficacy Perception Scale Scores According to The Role of The Administrators

Role n X sd M SO Y4 p
Principal 24 14.58 1.67 15.00 26.02 i
Managerial i 0.794
g Assistant 26 1431 187 1550 25.02 0.262
principal
Principal 24 14.17 1.79 15.00 24.83 i
Social i 0.746
Assistant 26 1431 167 1500 26.12 0.324
principal
Principal 24 14.38 1.61 14.00 27.52 i
Psychological i 0.331
yeholog Assistant 26 1396 154 14.00 23.63 0.972
principal
Principal 24 14.38 1.47 14.00 26.79 i
Ethical i 0534
Assistant 26 1412 158 14.00 2431 0.622
principal
Principal 24 14.67 1.52 15.00 29.29 i
Economical Assistant 0.070
L. 26 13.92 1.41 14.00 22.00 1.812
principal
Managerial Principal 24 72.17 6.53 70.00 26.73
Self-Efficacy -
. i 0.563
Perception ~ AASSistant 26 7062 639 7150 24.37 0.578
Scale principal

The Mann-Whitney U test results regarding the comparison of the Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception
Scale scores according to the roles of the managers are given in Table 6. When Table 6 is examined, it has been
determined that there is no statistically significant difference between the scores of the managers in the General
Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and in the managerial, social, psychological, ethical and economic
sub-dimensions of the scale (p>0.05). Accordingly, the scores of the principals and assistant principals in the
General Managerial Self-Efficacy Perception Scale and in the managerial, social, psychological, ethical and
economic sub-dimensions of the scale were found to be similar.
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Table 7. Self-Efficacy Perception Scale Scores of Managers According to Managerial Seni
Seniority n X sd M SO X? p Difference
0-5 years? ?) 1%'2 158 1450 24.03 3.192 0.203
Administrative ~ 6-11 years® g 14;'9 1; 16.00 28.76
12 years and above® 7 1?;'5 19')9 12.00 19.00
0-5 years? é 1%'5 1é8 1550 27.75 4.966 0.084
Social 6-11 years® g 14;'4 1; 15.00 26.85
12 years and above® 7 128 1%0 13.00 14.64
0-5 years® g 1‘:_)'5 1:': 1550 29.18 6.190 0'245 a-c
Psychological ~ 6-11 yearsP g 1‘;2 1i4 14.00 25.87
12 years and above® 7 128 0(')9 13.00 13.79
0-5 years? (2) 14(1)'6 176 16.00 28.95 2.655 0.265
Ethical 6-11 years® g 137"8 152 14.00 22.04
12 years and above® 7 143'4 1i5 15.00 27.00
0-5 years? (2) 1‘(1)'5 1(')7 15.00 28.00 1.670 0.434
Economical 6-11 years® g 12‘;'2 163 14.00 24.98
12 years and above® 7 131'7 1é3 13.00 20.07
0-5 years? (2) 725'3 85')2 7450 28.43 4.307 0.116
Managerial Self- 5 717 a7
Efficacy 6-11 years® 3 0' 3 71.00 26.04
Perception Scale 674 41
12 years and above® 7 3' 2 68.00 15.36
*p<0,05 X2:Kruskal-Wallis H testi
Table 7 shows the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test for the comparison of the Managerial Self-Efficacy
Perception Scale scores according to the seniority of the administrators. It was determined that there was no
statistically significant difference between the scores of the managers in the General Managerial Self-Efficacy
Perception Scale and in the managerial, social, ethical and economic sub-dimensions of the scale according to
their seniority in management (p>0.05). It was determined that the difference between the scores of the managers
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in the psychological sub-dimension of the Managerial Self-Efficacy Scale according to their manageri
was statistically significant, and it was determined that those with 0-5 years of seniority got higher scores than
those with a seniority of 12 years and above (p<0.05).

Table 8. Self-Efficacy Perception Scale Scores of Administrators According toTheir Years of Service At

School
Year of service at school n X sd M SO X2 p

0-5 years 35 1434 178 1500 2480 0.988 0.610
Managerial 6-11 years 11 1482 183 16.00 28.86
12 years and above 4 1425 171 1450 22.38

0-5 years 35 1434 171 1500 26.14 0.258 0.879
Social 6-11 years 11 1400 179 13.00 24.23
12 years and above 4 1400 183 14.00 23.38

0-5 years 35 1443 154 1500 27.89 3.344 0.188
Psychological 6-11 years 11 1355 1.69 13.00 20.18
12 years and above 4 1350 1.00 14.00 19.25

0-5 years 35 1414 157 1400 2460 1.067 0.587
Ethical 6-11 years 11 1427 142 1400 25091
12 years and above 4 1500 141 1550 32.25

0-5 years 35 1440 152 1500 2659 0.720 0.698
Economical 6-11 years 11 1400 167 13.00 2341
12 years and above 4 1400 0.82 14.00 21.75

Managerial Self- 0-5 years 35 7166 697 7200 2630 0.360 0.835
Efficacy 6-11 years 11 7064 578 70.00 23.55
Perception Scale 12 years and above 4 70.75 330 7100 23.88

Table 8 shows the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test for the comparison of the Self-Efficacy Perception
Scale scores of the administrators according to their years of service at the school. When Table 8 is examined, it
has been determined that there is no statistically significant difference between the scores obtained by the
administrators from the Self-Efficacy Perception Scale in general and the administrative, social, psychological,
ethical and economic sub-dimensions according to the years of service at the school (p>0.05).

Table 9. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Teachers

Number(n) Percentage(%b)

Gender

Female 148 42.29
Male 202 57.71
Education level

Undergraduate 232 66.29
Postgraduate 118 33.71

Faculty

Atatiirk Teacher Academy 284 81.14
Other 66 18.86
Branch

Class teacher 209 59.71
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Branch teacher 141 40.29
Seniority

1-10 years 116 33.14
11-20 years 147 42.00
21 years and above 87 24.86
Seniority at current school

1-10 years 132 37.71
11-20 years 107 30.57
21 years and above 65 31.71

When Table 9 is examined, it was determined that 42.29% of the teachers were female and 57.71% were
male, 66.29% had undergraduate education, 33.71% had postgraduate education, 81.14 % were graduate of
Atatiirk Teachers Academy. 59.71% of the teachers were classroom teachers, 40.29% were branch teachers;
33.14% had 1-10 years of seniority, 42.0% had 11-20 years, 24.86% had 21 years and above seniority. It has been
determined that 37.71% of them have been working at their current school for 1-10 years, 30.57% of them have
been working for 11-20 years and 31.71% of them have been working for 21 years or more.

Table 10. School Leadership Scale Scores According To Teacher Attitude

N X sd Min Max
Cooperation 350 60.01 11.94 15 75
Support 350 48.22 9.86 12 60
Openness 350 16.33 3.27 4 20

School Leadership Scale 350 124.56 24.16 31 155

When Table 10 is examined, it is seen that teachers obtained an average of 60.01+11.94 points from the
cooperation sub-dimension,, an average of 48.22+9.86 points from the support sub-dimension, and an average of
16.33£3.27 points from the openness sub-dimension of School Leadership Scale according to their attitudes. It
was determined that the teachers got an average of 124.56+24.16 points from the School Leadership Scale in
general, the lowest score from the scale was 31 and the highest score was 155.

Table 11. School Leadership Scale Scores By Gender of Teachers
Gender n x sd M SO z p

. Female 148 6003  11.46 6200  176.60
Cooperation Male 202 6000 1232 6100 17469 17> 086l

Female 148 4838 924 5000  176.14

Support Male 202 4810 1032 4900 17503 01 0920
Female 148 1641 305 1600  176.44

Openness Male 202 1628 343 1600 17481 %3 0879

School Leadership ~ Female 148 12481 2288  129.00  177.40

Scale Male 202 124.38 25.11 126.00 174.11

-0.301  0.763

Table 11 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U test for the comparison of the School Leadership Scale
scores according to the gender of the teachers. When Table 10 is examined, it has been determined that there is
no statistically significant difference between the scores of the teachers in the School Leadership Scale in general
and in the sub-dimensions of cooperation, support and openness (p>0.05).
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Table 12. School Leadership Scale Scores According to Teachers' Educational Status

Educational 0 x s M SO 7 0
level
Undergraduate 223 59.46 111'3 60.00 165.96 -
Cooperation 1 13.0 2.47 0.013*
Postgraduate 3 61.11 9' 63.00 194.25 9
23
Undergraduate 5 4775  9.16 49.00 166.65 -
Support 1 111 2.30 0.021*
Postgraduate 3 49.13 1' 51.00  192.90 2
23
Undergraduate ) 16.26  3.07 16.00 169.87 -
Openness 1 1.49 0.135
Postgraduate 3 16.47  3.64 17.00 186.57 4
School Undergraduate 223 123.47 223'6 126.00 166.23 -
Leadership 1 26.9 2.40 0.016*
Scale Postgraduate 3 126.70 0' 132.00 193.72 5

*p<0,05 Z: Mann-Whitney U testi

In Table 12, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test for the comparison of the School Leadership Scale
scores according to the educational status of the teachers included in the study are given. According to Table 11,
it was determined that the difference between the scores of the teachers in the School Leadership Scale and in the
cooperation and support sub-dimensions in the scale was statistically significant (p<0.05).

Table 13. School Leadership Scale Scores According to The Faculty From Which The Teachers

Graduated
Faculty n X sd M SO Z p
Coaperation ATA 284 60.53 11.28 62.00 179.23 1432 0.152

Other 66  57.80 1436  60.00 15947
ATA 284 4875 927 5000  180.33
Support Other 66 4591 118 4800 15473 &6 0063
ATA 284 1643 305 1600 17544
Openness Other 66 1592 411 1650 17575 0% 0982
School Leadership ~ ATA 284 12571 2275 12800  179.72
Scale Other 66  119.64 2917 12400  157.35

ATA: Atatiirk Teacher Academy

-1.620  0.105

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test for the comparison of the School Leadership Scale scores of the
teachers according to the faculty they graduated from are shown in Table 13. The difference between the scores
of the teachers in the overall School Leadership Scale and in the cooperation, support and openness sub-
dimensions in the scale according to the faculty they graduated from was not statistically significant (p>0.05).
According to the faculty from which the teachers graduated, the scores they got from the School Leadership Scale
in general and the sub-dimensions of cooperation, support and openness in the scale were similar.
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Table 14. School Leadership Scale Scores of Teachers According To Their Branches

Branch n X sd M SO z p

. Class teacher 209 59.90 12.25 61.00 175.26

Cooperation o chteacher 141 6018 1152 6100 17585 04 0-957
Class teacher 209 48.45 9.99 49.00 178.47

Support Branchteacher 141 4787 970 5000 17100 o7t 0502
Class teacher 209 16.22 3.24 16.00 171.38

Openness Branchteacher 141 1649 332 1600 1816l 0049 0343

School Leadership Class teacher 209 12458 2460 12600 176.54 0233 0815

Scale Branch teacher 141 12454 2359 127.00 173.96 ' '

When Table 14 is examined, it has been determined that there is no statistically significant difference
between the scores of the teachers in the School Leadership Scale in general and in the sub-dimensions of
cooperation, support and openness in the scale (p>0.05). The scores of the classroom teachers and branch teachers
in the School Leadership Scale in general and in the cooperation, support and openness sub-dimensions of the
scale were found to be similar.

Table 15. School Leadership Scale Scores According to The Professional Seniority Of The Teachers

Seniority n X sd M SO X2 p

1-10 years 116 59.28 12.26 60.00 165.04  3.320 0.190
Cooperation  11-20 years 147 61.20 11.16 62.00 186.81
21 years and above 87 58.99 12.74 62.00 170.33

1-10 years 116 47.82 10.13 48.00 168.81 4227 0.121
Support 11-20 years 147 49.07 9.99 50.00 188.26
21 years and above 87 47.31 9.26 49.00 162.86

1-10 years 116 16.32 3.28 16.00 173.77  0.106  0.948
Openness  11-20 years 147 16.41 3.14 16.00 177.50
21 years and above 87 16.22 3.51 16.00 174.43

School 1-10 years 116 12341 2496  124.00 166.71  3.304 0.192
Leadership 11-20 years 147 126.68 2332  130.00 187.03
Scale 21 years and above 87 12252  24.48 126.00 167.74

Table 15 shows the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test for the comparison of School Leadership Scale
scores according to the professional seniority of the teachers. When Table 14 is examined, it has been determined
that there is no statistically significant difference between the scores of the teachers in the School Leadership
Scale in general and in the cooperation, support and openness sub-dimensions of the scale according to their
professional seniority (p>0.05). The scores of teachers with 1-10 years, 11-20 years and 21 years or more in the
School Leadership Scale generally and in the sub-dimensions of cooperation, support and openness in the scale
are similar according to their professional seniority.

Table 16. School Leadership Scale Scores According to The Working Duration of The Teachers In Their
Current Schools

Work duration n X sd M SO X2 p

Cooperation 1-10 years 132 61.09 11.49 62.00 183.25 1.249  0.535
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11-20 years 107 59.96 10.89 61.00 170.87
21 years and above 111 58.78 13.35 61.00 170.75

1-10 years 132 49.25 9.40 50.00 18520 3.749  0.153
Support 11-20 years 107  48.50 9.69 49.00 178.93
21 years and above 111 46.71 10.45 49.00 160.65

1-10 years 132 16.66 3.23 17.00 188.86  3.943  0.139
Openness 11-20 years 107 16.26 2.94 16.00 165.57
21 years and above 111 16.01 3.61 16.00 169.19

School 1-10 years 132 127.00 23.09 12850 18450 2.068 0.356
Leadership 11-20 years 107 12473 2287  127.00 174.39

Scale 21 yearsand above 111 12150 26.39  126.00 165.87
The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test, which is used to compare the School Leadership Scale scores of
teachers according to their duration of work in their current school are shown in Table 16. When Table 15 is
examined, it has been determined that the difference between the scores of the teachers in the School Leadership
Scale in general and in the cooperation, support and openness sub-dimensions of the scale is not statistically
significant (p>0.05). The scores of teachers were found to be similar.

3. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this study, the self-efficacy levels of school administrators working in primary schools affiliated to the
TRNC Ministry of National Education and Culture and school leadership according to teachers' opinions were
examined. In the study, it was determined that the school administrators’ self-efficacy levels were high. When the
studies on the subject are examined, it is seen that similar results have been reached (Nartgiin & Demirer, 2015;
Arici, 2019).

In the study, it was determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the self-
efficacy perceptions of the administrators and the variables of gender, duty and working time in the school where
they worked. In different studies examining the self-efficacy levels of school administrators, it was reported that
the self-efficacy levels of administrators did not differ according to gender and seniority at the school (Yildirim
and Ilhan, 2010; Aylar and Aksin, 2011; inandi, Tun¢ and Giindiiz, 2014). In another study, in which the
demographic characteristics affecting the self-efficacy perceptions of administrators were examined, no
statistically significant difference was found between self-efficacy and role type, similar to this study (Celikay,
2019), while in another study, unlike these studies, the self-efficacy levels of administrators differed according
to the role type. ; It has been reported that school principals’ self-efficacy levels are higher than principal assistants
(Biimen & Ozaydin, 2013).

It is thought that this difference may be related to the characteristics represented by the sample groups. In
this study, the difference between the education level of school administrators and the scores obtained from the
Ethics sub-dimension of the Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale was statistically significant; It has been
determined that the Ethics sub-dimension scores of the managers with a graduate degree are higher than those
with a bachelor's degree. In the study, it was also found that the self-efficacy levels of the administrators differ
according to their seniority in management; It was revealed that the scores of the administrators with low seniority
in the psychological sub-dimension of the Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale were higher than those of the school
administrators with high seniority. The relevant literature supports these results (Baltaci, 2017; Kiling &
Recepoglu, 2013; Sagnak, 2010; Acat, Ozyurt & Karadag, 2011; Colak, Yorulmaz & Altinkurt, 2017).
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In the study, the school leadership scores of the administrators were examined according to
of the teachers and it was determined that the school leadership scores of the school administrators were high.
This finding overlaps with similar studies (Gengay, 2014; Serin & Bulug, 2012; Odetunde, 2013). In the study, it
was determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the variables of teachers' gender,
graduated faculty, tenure at the school, branch and seniority, and the school leadership scores of the
administrators. The literature on the subject is similar to the findings obtained in this study (Aksoy & Isik, 2008;
Ozgetin, 2013; Celik, 2010; Ozan, 2009; Avci, 2015; Beycioglu, 2009; Sezer, Akan & Ada, 2014; Hansen, 2016;
Gokyer, 2010; Kazanci, 2010). Finally, in the study, as the education levels of the teachers differed, the perceived
school leadership scores of the administrators also differed; It has been determined that the school leadership
scores of the teachers with a graduate education level shown by the administrators are higher than the teachers
with a bachelor's degree. This result obtained from the study is compatible with the studies in the literature (Kiling
& Recepoglu, 2013; Sagnak, 2010). Based on the results obtained in the study, it would be beneficial to provide
in-service training to school administrators in order to increase their self-efficacy levels and to gain effective
leadership behaviors and to encourage them to do graduate studies. However, it is clear that the school leadership
styles exhibited by school administrators affect the efficiency of both the school and the teachers. Therefore, all
obstacles that will restrict the effective school leadership behaviors of school administrators should be removed
and appropriate environments should be prepared for them to exhibit these behaviors.

In the present study, the self-efficacy levels of school administrators working in primary schools and school
leadership perceived by teachers were tried to be determined with a limited sample size. This limitation
constitutes the most important limitation of the study. However, the fact that the data obtained in the study was
obtained with two measurement tools is considered as another limitation. It is assumed that the participants who
participated in the study on a voluntary basis filled in the measurement tools objectively. The results obtained
from the study revealed that school administrators' self-efficacy levels and school leadership styles should be
examined in depth. Therefore, it is important to carry out more comprehensive studies.
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