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Introduction

Rapidly changing and dynamic face of the organizations, as well as increasing and
changing expectations require organizations to act in a strategical manner. This rapid
and effective change, which is clouding the future, enforces social organizations such
as educational institutions to define, adopt and apply their strategic behaviors in order
to become visionary. Schools encounter change intensively due to intense social and
cultural interaction.

Globalization lead changes in peoples’ perceptions as well. Tendency towards new
ideas increase. Changing competition conditions make current administration
strategies inefficient for future organizations. Public and educational administrations
are in effort to adapt to new situations required by this wind of change.

Public administration has gone through changes which put tools of transparency,
accountability, performance evaluation, and inspection into practice. These
developments render importance to innovation of strategies and preparation of
strategic plans for the future (Arabaci, 2007; Davies, 2006; Demir & Yilmaz, 2010;
Guclu, 2003). Strategic planning is quite valuable for organizations in order to protect
themselves from risks, to benefit from opportunities and to sustain.

Strategy means to direct, to transmit, to carry and to drive (Dincer, 2007; Eres, 2004;
Kucuksuleymanoglu, 2008; Freeman, 2008). In other words, concept of strategy is
about showing direction. Planning is written or unwritten documents and information
which state the targets (i.e. staff, budget, materials, goods, service) of public, private
or non-governmental organizations in short, medium or long-term periods.

Strategic planning can be described as a contributing, transparent, flexible
planning approach which determines rational strategic purposes and targets in
accordance with organizations’ vision, and reports the process of reviewing, watching,
and correcting sustainable success by developing measurable indicators in line with
an action plan (Arslan, 2009; Wolf & Floyd, 2013). First step for a plan is determining
the purpose. After the purpose is clear, it is possible to envision that there are different
paths available to reach that purpose.

Schools, where educational activities took place, fulfill many functions while
providing teaching and educational activities. Strategic planning is the forefront of
these activities. Since schools are facing multi-dimensional environmental changes,
strategic planning become more important (Zincirli, 2012; Brews & Hunt, 1999).
Administrators and teachers who are trained in the field of strategic planning, who
have the required knowledge, accumulation and experience have crucial effect on
success of the strategic planning activities.

Quality of strategic plans and the level of their applicability may be linked to the
level of schools” academic success. However, OECD’s “Education at a glance 2017”
annual report shows that our schools do not match with the desirable level of activity
and success (Education at a Glance OECD Indicators, 2017). This situation creates
questions about the level of fulfilment for strategic planning activities in the schools.
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School administration and staff’s view on the strategic planning process, level on
training, awareness and participation level are important factors which can decrease
the problems to a minimum level. This study which focuses on determining problems
faced by school administrators and teachers on strategic planning will contribute to
literature on strategic planning.

Strategic administration is a methodology which can be used for defining the
future targets of organization and identifying the required process to fulfill these
targets by the whole organization (Coban & Karakaya, 2010, p. 343; Sener, 2009; Radin,
2000). Drucker (1999) stated that the main purpose of strategic administration is to care
about mission of a work from start to end by asking questions of “what is our job, what
it should be?” in the direction of predetermined targets, and to get the results of
decisions in the future (Drucker, 1999; Akt; Guclu, 2003). Strategic planning and
strategic administration may provide positive contribution to educational
organization if these organizations show flexibility towards changes and also have
qualities to respond to needs.

Strategic planning status yearned in medium or long-term period. It also shows
vision for medium or long-term future. Strategic planning is a discipline which leads
the road and indicates what the organization is (Narinoglu, 2009; Mintzberg, 1994, p.
107; John, 2004), points out that strategic planning is not strategic thinking but a
process of analyzing and synthesizing. Within this respect, strategic planning is a must
which is required for organizations to survive.

According to Kaufman and Jacobs (1987, p. 25) qualities of strategic planning,
which separate it from traditional planning, are being action, result and application
oriented, variation in participation during planning, and adapting a competitive
attitude. Moreover, strategic planning aims to review environment and determine
opportunities and threats.

Administrators with a traditional view of administration are not able to see
environmental opportunities and taking precautions against threats when they are
focused on efficiency in their system, producing predictable products and doing
activities. According to Gurer (2006) popular administration literature explains the
importance of strategic planning by pointing out how it focuses on the concepts of
mission, vision and direction defining for all organizations. Another factor increasing
the importance of strategic planning is the increase of ambiguity surrounding the
organizations (Calik, 2003). Strategic planning process is shaped by the answers of
questions such as “Where are we as an organization? Where do we want to go? How
can we reach the place we wish to go? How can we follow up and evaluate our
success” (Bryson & Alston, 1996; DPT, 2006; Kocatepe, 2010, p.17). This sort of
questionings are important steps of organizational development. Organizations” life
span and ability to compete might be related to rational answers given to these
questions.

Strategic planning provides opportunities to analyze the success constantly by
developing indicators of performance. According to Bryson (2004) there are four main
benefits of strategic planning. First, it improves strategic thinking and behaviors.
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Second, it enhances decision making processes. Strategic planning helps
administrators to coordinate the decisions, taken during development stage and after,
according to levels and function. Third, strategic planning eases adaptation to
changing conditions. Organizations showing effort for strategic planning are
encouraged to reveal and handle the main organizational issues. Lastly, strategic
planning promotes the organizational sensitivity. Stakeholders and critical decision
makers play their roles better, fulfill their responsibilities, team work and specialty
between members of the organization become stronger. Strategic planning also
prevents staff working at lower division to lose track of organizations’ targets by
providing opportunities for coordination between lower and upper divisions of the
organizations (Aydin & Aksoy, 2007; Kocatepe,2010; Balkar & Ekici 2015; Bell, 2002).

Strategic planning tells about the road between the organization’s current
status/place and the status being planned for the long-term period. Lingam and
Raghuwaiya (2014, p. 21-20) state that in order to accept a strategic plan, it should
motivate the organization to move, construct a vision based on common values,
provide a process in which all members of the organization share the responsibility
and contribute, accept the accountability, be sensitive to its environment, be based on
value of quality, be open to question its current condition, and be part of the effective
administration.

Technological and environmental changes create a force for educational system to
change. Schools contribute to the change of the public and the environment they are
in (Celik, 1994, p.28; Balkar & Ekici, 2015). Making strategic planning is inevitable in
order to keep schools” functionality sustainable (Arslan, 2009). Educational planning
is a decision-making process which helps the accomplishment of schools” educational
and organizational objectives (Basaran & Cinkir, 2012; Forshaw, 1998). It is safe to state
that there is a close relationship between schools’ effective functioning and their effort
for strategic planning.

There are certain steps or models to follow when making strategic plans. The first
step of making strategic plans is to increase stakeholders’ participation and interest to
the highest level. During this step a workshop is required to create a base for effective
participation of the stakeholders. Participation to strategic planning eases the
communication and decision-making process, helps accepting different benefits and
values and informs reasonable decision making by providing rational analysis;
therefore, enhances the performance of the institution (Bryson, 2011, p. 219; John,
2004). Participation on decision making may increase the institutional performance.

Second step is to make a SWOT analysis that helps schools to find their own
identity by inside and outside evaluation. Stakeholders engage in brainstorming on
their performance, resources, and basis of their existence through SWOT analysis
(Stahl & Grigsby, 1992; Clarke, 2007). Therefore, more than one brain would
participate to the work in the organization.

The next step is to develop vision and mission of the organization which requires
a common approach in supporting maximum participation and sense of belonging.
School administration has a role in making organization’s vision and mission
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statements to be reachable and applicable by all stakeholders. Organization’s vision
and mission statements should be announced by everyone. It is essential to identify
the organization’s needs and making a list of priorities when developing the vision
and the mission statements (Molale, 2007; Dokmeci, 2010). An action plan is necessary
to turn strategic plans into an open working tool. Well prepared action plans help
schools to reach their targets in the most effective way and stakeholders to guide the
application process of targets (Allison, 2005; Sener, 2009; Shapiro, 2010). School
administrators’ following these steps of strategic planning is considered as effective
school work as well.

The last step of strategic planning is defining an application strategy as a
framework for follow up and evaluation. Strategic planning should be supported by a
systematic program which aims to collect data in order to make decision and revise
the education program (Glanz, 2006). Follow up and evaluation programs provide
information to revise the strategic plan and therefore application capacity of the
strategic plan is expanded by comparing targets and reached results (Middlewood &
Lumby, 2007). These studies may plan important roles in determining future targets.
In recent years, every school in Turkey has been making their own strategic plan and
putting it in action.

There are research studies on strategic planning, their content, application and
evaluation processes. In their study titled “Primary and secondary school
administrators’ views on strategic planning applications” Yelken, Kilic & Uredi (2010)
found that school administrators have adequate knowledge on the concept and
purpose of strategic planning. However, they also found that administrators face
problems in practice due to educational and economical deficiencies such as in-service
training and lack of financial support.

Memduhoglu and Ucar (2012) conducted a study titled “Administrators’ and
teachers’ perception of strategic planning and evaluation of current strategic planning
practices in schools” and found out that administrators and teachers have a positive
understanding of strategic planning, however, they think that current practices of
strategic planning are not carried out in line with the purposes of strategic planning.
Moreover, it was found that there is a weak link between administrators” and teachers’
perceptions (beliefs) of the concept of strategic planning and their thoughts on actual
practice of strategic planning in schools.

In their study on school administrators’ problems on planning and using strategic
plans, Arslan and Kucuker (2016) conclude that participants have correct and adequate
understanding, believe in the necessity of strategic planning however they show lack
of self-efficacy on doing strategic planning themselves. Results of Yenipinar and
Akgun’s (2017) study titled “Application of Strategic Planning in Elementary School”
indicate that according to school administrators there is a high level of use of strategic
plans in schools.

The research literature show that stakeholders’ perception holds an important
place in effective school and school development process. However, quantity of
research in this area is also limited in determining problems stakeholders face and
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providing solutions to those problems. Therefore, current research study aims to
reveal the perception of administrators and teachers of secondary schools on strategic
planning is thought to be contribute to the literature and researchers working on this
topic and also to follow up the developments. Following questions were asked to reach
this aim; what is the perception of secondary school administrators on strategic
planning? Is there a difference between secondary school administrators’ perception
of strategic planning based on years of experience? Is there a difference between
secondary school teachers’ perception of strategic planning based on years of
experience? Is there a difference between secondary school administrators’” and
teachers’ perception of strategic planning?

Method
Research Design

This study is designed as a descriptive study with survey design. The aim is to
discover administrators’ and teachers’ perceptions on strategic planning and problems
they face in educational institutions. According to Karasar (2006), descriptive studies
are the ones which describes “what are” events, objects, entities, institutions, groups
and various areas. In descriptive or survey studies, generally the main purpose is to
identify “the current status”. Therefore, these studies are conducted in natural settings.
Survey research aims to collect data to determine characteristics of a group
(Buyukozturk et al., 2013).

Universe and Sample/Research Group

The universe of the study consists of secondary school administrators and teachers
work in all secondary schools in Erzurum city center during 2015-2016 academic year.
There are 83 secondary schools in Erzurum city (in municipalities of Palandoken,
Aziziye and Yakutiye). There are 2001 teachers and 171 administrators working in
these schools. The sample for the research was selected within this universe with
simple noncompliance sampling method. There is an equal chance of being selected
for all individuals in simple noncompliance sampling method. Selection of one
individual does not affect the selection of others [Erdfelder, 1996, (ed. Aypay et.al.,
2015); Yazicioglu, & Erdogan, 2004]. Field study for the survey was conducted in 20
secondary schools in Erzurum city center. In total, there are 2172 secondary school
administrators and teachers working in these schools. Sample size was calculated as
322 teachers and 118 administrators with %95 trust level and %5 error level. Therefore,
330 teachers and 120 administrators were accepted as the sample size for the survey
study to ensure the reliability [Erdfelder, 1996, (ed: Aypay et.al., 2015)]. 295 surveys
from teachers and 88 surveys from administrators returned to researchers and SPSS
analyses was carried on 383 survey which were valid.
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Data Collection Instrument

“Strategic Administration Problem Scale” developed by Cetin (2012), was used for
this study. Structural and conceptual validity of the scale was measured by Cetin
(2012).

Strategic Administration Problem Scale (SAPS) has five sub dimensions; internal
problems in strategic administration, external problems in strategic administration,
problems derived from educational staff, problems derived from administrative staff,
level of belief in strategic administration. The scale is a 5 point Likert type scale. Each

v oou

item on the scale has one of the following 5 responses; “never obstructs”, “obstructs

very little”, “somehow obstructs” “obstructs” and “obstruct very much”. Cronbach’s
alpha was measured 0.948 by Cetin (2012) for reliability analyses.

Data Analysis

As a result of the research, the collected data and information was analyzed in
accordance with the aims via SPSS 22 program. For the data analysis of the data, in
addition to descriptive statistics, T-test, Anova, and Tukey HSD multi comparison
tests were used.

Table 1

Extreme Value Analysis

Proportions Skewness Kurtosis Kolmogorov-
Smirnov P

Internal Problems in Strategic

Administration 0.13 0.25 0.00
Exte1.‘nf’:11 Pr(?blems in Strategic 013 025 0.01
Administration

Problems Derived From Educational 013 025 0.00
Staff

Problems Derived From Administrative 013 025 0.00
Staff

Levell of Beh.ef in Strategic 013 025 0.00
Administration

Scale of the Problems in Strategic 013 025 0.01
Management

To determine if the collected data’s distribution is normal or not, the coefficient of
skewness and kurtosis related to the data set was examined. It was determined that
both the coefficient of skewness and the coefficient of kurtosis is changing about +1. It
is argued that if the skewness and kurtosis coefficients are between +2 and -2 the data
doesn’t deviate from normal distribution (Cameron, 2004). As the data were normally
distributed parametric tests were used in analyses.

Research sample had 293 participants of which 156 were women (%53,5) and 137
were man. Based on education level variable; 10 participants have two-year
undergraduate degrees (7 man and 3 women), 250 (%85,4) participants have an
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undergraduate degree (113 (%38,3) man and 137 (%47,1) women). There were total 33
participants who hold a graduate degree (17(%5,8) man and 16 (%5,4) women).

Based on years of experience variable, number of teachers with 15 years of
experience and less is 139 (%47,5) of which 69 (%23,4) are man and 70 (%24,1) are
women. There are a total number of 60 (%20,7) teachers with 16 to 20 years of
experience of which 24(%8,1), are man and 36 (%12,5) is women. Lastly, there are 94
(%31,9) teachers who have 21 years of experience or more. Among these teachers 44
(%14,9) are man and 50 (%16,9) are women. For administrators, there are only 2
women (%2,3) and 83 men (%97, 7) among the total number of 85. In terms of education
level, 1 (1.2%) male participant holds an associate degree, 74 male (%87,1) and 2 female
(2.4%) participants hold an undergraduate degree and 8 (9.4%) participants, all male,
hold graduate degrees. Years of experience was another variable. Among the
participants, there were 19 male (22,7 %) and 1 female (1,1%) administrators who have
15 years of experience or less. Number of administrators who has 16 to 20 years of
experience was 32 of which 31(%37,5) one of them male and 1 (%37,5) of them was
female. There were 33 administrators, all male, who has 21 and more (% 37,5) years of
experience. There was not any female administrators among the second group.

Results

Table 2 shows secondary school administrators” views on problems they face in
strategic administration process.

Table 2

Secondary School Administrators’ Views on Problems Regarding Strategic Administration

Items N X S
Lack of internalization by administrators 85 3,33 ,9%4
Administrators’ lack of knowledge on strategic administration 8 3,60 ,88
Lack of support by the administrators for strategic administration practices 85 3,76 ,84
Administrators who put themselves before others 85 3,66 1,04
Frequent change in SDAT team members 8 3,46 1,15
Ineffective work of SDAT team members 85 3,45 1,17
No extra payment for SDAT team members 85 3,42 1,19
Staff’s lack of belief and determination in the application process 85 355 1,21
Negative attitudes of some teachers in application process of strategic plan 85 3,72 1,04
Frequent change of teachers in the school 8 2,22 1,08
Parents’ lack of knowledge about strategic planning 8 1,69 ,79
Institution’s economic shortage 85 4,04 1,09
Teachers’ lack of knowledge about strategic planning 85 427 75
Heavy work load in schools 8 2,81 ,9
Absence of educational psychology and guidance specialist in school 85 231 ,99
Environmental conditions and school’s lack of possibilities 85 391 ,88
Lack of support by internal and external stakeholders 85 4,07 ,61
Belief that plans will stay on paper 85 4,00 ,66
Reluctance of teachers and administrators in taking responsibility 8 3,69 ,93

Not putting team’s work outputs into practice 85 3,68 ,93
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Table 2 Continue
Items N X S

Overage of the projects in the city which cause project exhaustion 85 2,15 1,10
Lack of supplements (computer etc.) 85 3,88 ,68
Not breaking command chain and not valuing talented individuals 85 4,04 72
Habits of institutional legislation 8 391 ,85
Lack of agreement between strategic plans and institutional legislations 85 393 ,74
Lack of care in answering evaluation surveys 8 3,79 ,90
Incompatibility between staff and stakeholders 8 3,74 ,88
Lack of qualified and experienced staff at institution 8 3,13 ,9%
Overage of substitute teachers (who doesn’t hold a permanent position) 85 2,60 1,03

Dictating method of approach in strategic administration practices showed
by upper level administrator

Lack of appreciation towards successful staff showed by administrators 85 3,95 ,67
Loading certain individuals with work of strategic planning and practicing 85 39 ,75
Lack of healthy communication between school administrators and teachers 85 4,00 ,66
Domination of traditional administration approach 85 3,99 ,68

85 3,65 .77

Table 2 presents secondary school administrators’ views on problems they face in
strategic administration process. According to Table 1, the highest points were
gathered in two items respectively; “Teachers’ lack of knowledge about strategic
planning” (X =4,27, $=0,75) and “Lack of support by internal and external
stakeholders” (X=4,07, S=0,61). On the other hand, the lowest point was gathered in
following item; “Parents’ lack of knowledge about strategic planning” (X=1,69,
5=0.79). These findings indicate that schools are not adequately informed about
strategic planning.

Table 3

Sub dimension Mean Values of Administrators’ Views on Problems Regarding Strategic
Administration

Sub Dimensions N Min Max X S
Interr}a} Pro]?lems In Strategic 85 25 4 32,75 415
Administration
Exter.nall Pro.blems In Strategic 85 18 30 23,46 257
Administration
Problems Derived From
Educational Staff 8 6 32 22,20 4,58
Problems Derived From
Administrative Staff 8 10 34 25,99 3,78
Level Of Belief In Strategic 14.93 2.45

Administration 8 10 20
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Table 3 shows mean values of administrators’ views on problems regarding
strategic administration. Data on table 2 indicates that administrators think that they
have internal problems in strategic administration on strategic planning ( X=32.75,
5=4.15). Analysis of the data also shows that administrators external problems in
strategic administration (" X=23.46, 5=2.57).

Administrators’ problems derived from educational staff of strategic planning
application process is found to be at a medium level (" X= 22,20, 5=4,58 In addition,
administrators’ problems derived from administrative staff (" X=2599, S=3,78).
Analysis of data level of belief in strategic administration show that the mean score is
"X=14.93, and the standard variation is S=2.45.

Previous research on strategic administration shows that school administrators have
adequate knowledge on strategic planning, they also have positive attitudes and they
believe in the necessity of strategic planning (Cetin, 2012; Ayranci, 2013; Ekici, 2015;
Yildirim, 2015; Kocatepe, 2010; Balci, Canakci & Tan, 2012; Yelken, Kilic & Uredji, 2010;
Zincirli, 2012; Arslan & Kucuker, 2016; Memduhoglu & Ucar, 2012). Results of the
current study are compatible with the literature on strategic planning.

In order to understand whether participants’ years of experience in their profession
have an effect on their perception, one-way ANOVA test was carried out. The result
shows that there is no significant difference between years of experience and
perception on strategic planning. Hence, all of the administrators participated in this
study are in agreement on existence of problems about strategic planning. Gender (2
woman-86 man) and educational level (78 undergraduates, 8 graduate, 1 associate
degree) variables were not able to be analyzed due to the imbalanced number of
participants.

Tablo 4

ANOVA results of Secondary School Administrators' Problems in Strategic Management in
terms of Seniority Variable

Sub Dimensions Source df SS MS F p
. Between groups 2 33.17 16,59 09 0,40
Isrt‘;i:allcpg‘éﬁﬁz oo Within groups 82 141464 1725
& Total 84 144781
External Problems in Be.tw'een groups 2 18.94 947 145 0,24
Strateeic Administrati Within groups 82 536.17 6,54
rategic Administration .\ o 84 55511
. Between groups 2 61.55 30,78 1,48 0,23
Eg’bletr?‘s Dleéi"fefd from  Within groups 82 170405 20,78
veationat=ta Total 84  1765.60
. Between groups 2 0.04 0.02 0.001
I;r;bl.er?’st Dte.mgf fé"m Within groups 82 120295 1467 0.10
fimstrative St Total 84 1202.9
. Between groups 2 1.78 0,89 015 087
Degree of Belief in Within groups 82 503.80 6,146

Strategic Administration
Total 84 505.58
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Results of ANOVA regarding seniority variable were non-significant [Secondary
School Administrators' Problems in Strategic Management F (2,82) =1.428, p>.05,
Internal Problems in Strategic Administration F (2,82) =0.96, p>.05, External Problems
in Strategic Administration F (2,82) =1.45, p>.05, Problems Derived from Educational
Staff F (2,82) =1.48, p>.05., Problems Derived from Administrative Staff F (2,82) =0.001,
p>.05, Degree of Belief in Strategic Administration F (2,82) =0.15, p>.05]. One of the
post hoc testes is the LSD test. A LSD Post Hoc Tests further indicated that there was

no significant relationship between the variables.

It was determined that there is no difference in the scale and dimension of “Problems
in Strategic Management” in accordance with seniority variable. All administrators
have the same idea about existence of the problems in strategic management.

Table 5
Secondary School Teachers” Views on Problems Regarding Strategic Administration
Items N X S

Lack of internalization by administrators 293 4,06 ,78
Administrators’ lack of knowledge on strategic administration 293 4,29 61
Lack of support by the administrators for strategic administration practices 293 4,15 ,80
Administrators who put themselves before others 293 4,02 ,85
Frequent change in SDAT team members 293 4,01 ,82
Ineffective work of SDAT team members 293 4,03 ,76
No extra payment for SDAT team members 293 4,00 ,86
Staff’s lack of belief and determination in the application process 293 415 ,69
Negative attitudes of some teachers in application process of strategic plan 293 4,19 ,79
Frequent change of teachers in the school 293 2,47 1,36
Parents’ lack of knowledge about strategic planning 293 2,14 1,28
Institution’s economic shortage 293 4,21 90
Teachers’ lack of knowledge about strategic planning 293 4,40 71
Heavy work load in schools 293 2,71 1,22
Absence of educational psychology and guidance specialist in school 293 2,60 1,28
Environmental conditions and school’s lack of possibilities 293 4,09 77
Lack of support by internal and external stakeholders 293 4,16 ,75
Belief that plans will stay on paper 293 4,24 72
Reluctance of teachers and administrators in taking responsibility 293 428 81
Not putting team’s work outputs into practice 293 3,78 97
Overage of the projects in the city which cause project exhaustion 293 3,04 1,29
Lack of supplements (computer etc.) 293 4,12 88
Not breaking command chain and not valuing talented individuals 293 4,09 ,78
Habits of institutional legislation 293 4,29 ,70
Lack of agreement between strategic plans and institutional legislations 293 4,18 ,68
Lack of care in answering evaluation surveys 293 4,06 ,83
Incompatibility between staff and stakeholders 293 4,02 ,85
Lack of qualified and experienced staff at institution 293 3,25 1,16
Overage of substitute teachers (who doesn’t hold a permanent position) 293 2,77 1,36
Upper level administrators’ use of dictating method of approach in strategic 293 397 88
administration practices process ' ’
Lack of appreciation towards successful staff showed by administrators 293 413 72
Loading certain individuals with work of strategic planning and practicing 293 4,18 ,58
Lack of healthy communication between school administrators and teachers 293 4,23 61
Domination of traditional administration approach 293 417 .72




170 | Sukru ADA / Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 78 (2018) 159-182

Table 5 presents secondary school teachers’ views on problems regarding strategic
administration. Looking at the distribution, lowest mean and standard variation
values belong to the following items; “Parents’ lack of knowledge about strategic
planning” ()_( = 2,14, S=1.28) and “Frequent change of teachers in the school” (Y=2, 47,
5=1.36). Data also show that the highest mean and standard variation values are seen
for the following items; “Teachers” lack of knowledge about strategic planning”
(X=4,40, S=0.71) and “ Administrators’ lack of knowledge on strategic administration
(X=4,29,5=0.61).

Based on statistical analysis, mean value for teachers’ habits of institutional
legislation on strategic planning (X=4.29, S=0.7) indicates that teachers have medium
level of knowledge on strategic planning. Teachers’ perceptions regarding upper
level administrator’s use of dictating method of approach in strategic administration
practices (X=3.97, 5=0.88) are on the medium level.

Previous studies conclude that teachers do not see themselves well informed about
strategic planning (Akdogan, 2012; Arslan & Kucuker, 2016; Ayranci, 2013; Balci,
Canakci & Tan 2012; Cetin, 2012; Dokmeci, 2010; Ekici, 2015, Kocatepe, 2010;
Martinelli, 1999; Memduhoglu, 2012; Yelken, Kilic & Uredi 2010; Yildirim, 2015;
Zincirli, 2012). Present study also reached similar results.

The results suggest that there is no statistically significant difference between the
SAPS scores of male teachers and the SAPS scores of female teachers.

Tablo 6

Test Comparison Table Regarding Teachers’ Perception on Strategic Planning Changes in
Terms of Their Years of Experience According to the ANOVA Results

Significant
Factor Seniority n M sD df F Sig Difference
(LSD)
= ;eirlf 140 3593 3,74
S
& E 21620 )
< B2 F years 61 3472 3% 2292 163 0000 13
N 80 'S
s § “§ g 321 years
XS . S
SEET sndover 94 3356 3,47
= L0-15 140 26,41 3,81
k= < years
I - . _
5 EGE 2620 g s am ¥ 18216 0.000 [-2
g = 2 ' years ’ ’ 1-3
200 8
A EET32Avers g 375 o7

and over




Sukru ADA / Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 78 (2018) 159-182 171

Table 6 Continue

Significant
Factor Seniority n M SD df F Sig Difference
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According to the results of the ANOVA test on whether teachers’ perception on
strategic planning changes depending on their years of experience, there is a
significant difference in terms of “Internal Problems in Strategic Administration”
dimension. Similarly, “External Problems in Strategic Administration” dimension also shows
significant difference based on years of experience variable. Results suggest that there is a
significant difference between scores of teachers with more than 15 years of experience, scores
of teachers with teaching experience of 16 to 20 years and scores of teachers with more than 21
years of experience in the sub dimension of “Out of Institution Problems in Strategic
Administration” of SAPS. On this sub dimension, while there is a significant difference
between the scores of teachers with 16 years of experience and the scores of teachers with 15 or
less years of experience, there is no statistically significant difference between scores of teachers
with 21 and more years of experience. While there was a significant difference between those
who have 21 years and over working experience, 15 years and those who had lower experience,
there was no significant difference between the teachers who had 16-20 years of experience.
Results of the data analysis show that there is a significant difference between the scores of
teachers with 15 or less years of experience and scores of the rest of the teachers (16 years of
experience and 16 to 20 years of experience) on sub dimension of “Problems Derived from
Administrative Staff”.
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There was a significant difference between teachers who had 15 years and lower
experience, teachers who had 16 years and over experience. There was a significant
difference between the teachers who had 16-20 years of experience and the teachers
who had different experiences.

On sub dimension of “Level of Belief in Strategic Administration”, results indicate
that there is no statistically significant difference between any of the teachers based on
years of experience variable. However, results show that there is a statistically
significant difference between the mean scores from SAPS based on years of
experience variable.

Results of the study “Administrators’ Views on Strategic Planning Practices of
Ministry of National Education”, conducted by Bulut (2014), also present no significant
difference in terms of years of experience variable similar to the current study.
Moreover, Yildirim’'s (2015) study, titled “Elementary and Secondary School
Administrators’ and Teachers” Perception of Strategic Plan”, show no significant
difference for the variable of years of experience. Level of education was not hold
against any statistical analysis as a variable due to lack of adequate number of
participants in every sub category (252 undergraduate, 33 graduate and 10 associate
degree).

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

For successful strategic planning practices, administrators’” and teachers’ attitudes,
knowledge and skills related to strategic planning is an essential part that cannot be
dismissed. Results of the current study which aims to reveal perceptions of secondary
school administrators and teachers about strategic planning, show that stakeholders
of strategic planning are not working with a shared understanding of strategic
planning and they do not show full participation to the process.

Results of this study indicate that school administrators think positively about
strategic planning, they are aware of their responsibility, and they also think that the
most effective role in strategic planning belongs to the school administration.
However, it was also determined that administrators do not have any training on
strategic planning and their perception that they do not have adequate knowledge,
may obstruct their belief in strategic planning and may weaken their determination
during the practice. Results of the current study support previous research studies
conducted by Calik (2003); Isik and Aypay (2004); Turk and Unsal (2009); Cook, (1990);
Dokmeci (2010); Ayranci (2013).

Similarly, teachers who participated in this study hold positive ideas about strategic
planning and they think that school administrators and school development
administration team have more effective roles in application process of the strategic
planning. This result indicates that school administration is not able to encourage
collaboration or full participation of teachers regarding their perception about
administration’s directing, assigning and controlling the strategic planning process. In
addition, the strong perception of teachers about the effective role of school
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administration in strategic planning and application point out that participation of
parents and students in strategic planning processes are inadequate.

Akbaba and Yildizbas (2016) state that parents and students show less participation
in their study titled ‘Views of Elementary and Secondary School Teachers on Strategic
Planning Applications in Schools”. On the contrary, stakeholders’ participation in
strategic planning processes is an effective way to encourage people in the institution
to interact in order to create a strategic understanding and enhance the institutions’
strategic capability (Davies, 2006).

The public outcry about the deterioration in quality of public education necessitated
the mandate for schools to develop strategic plans for school improvement
(Chukwumah, 2015) in the study titled “Developing quality strategic plan in
secondary schools for successful school improvement”. This subject was supported by
some researchers (Ajobiewe, 2008; Iyamu, 2005 & Titilayo, 2002) who noted gross
dissatisfaction about the lack of quality education delivery and output in Nigerian
education institutions. Therefore, planning and the ability to think strategically by
planners, managers and employees alike, feed into the strategic plan document. The
document is expected to provide well-justified answers to the strategic questions by
stakeholders and should be used as a basis for communication (Chukwumah, 2015).

Teachers participated in the study, also state that they do not have sufficient
knowledge and skills about strategic planning similar to administrators.
Administrators’ and teachers’ lack of understanding about strategic planning in
Turkey, causes problems, which obstruct strategic planning practices to gain
successful results (Babaoglan, 2015).

Results of the study show that there is no significant difference between
administrators’ view on problems related to strategic planning and their years of
experience. This result indicates that administrators are in agreement about the
existence of the problems and they face similar problems and obstacles in strategic
planning. Results from the views of teachers in the study also show that there is a
significant difference between teachers’ views on internal and external problems,
problems derived from staff and administrators” and teachers’ years of experience.
This result may be related to their level of participation on strategic planning practices,
knowledge and skills.

Zincirli (2012) concluded in his study titled “Evaluation of Strategic Planning
Feasibility in Elementary Schools Based on Views of Administrators and Teachers and
Reports” that increase in administrators” and teachers’ years of experience results in
positive attitudes towards strategic planning. Ekici (2015) also reached similar results
about the correlation between years of experience and positive attitudes towards
strategic planning. Results of the current study contradicts with previous research
results. In his study Cetin (2012) found that teachers’ years of experience has a
statistically significant effect on their knowledge on strategic planning. In the same
study statistical analysis showed that teachers with teaching experience of 30 years
and more and teachers with teaching experience of 21 to 30 years have less knowledge
than teachers with less experience. Therefore, Cetin (2012) concluded that increase in
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years of experience causes negative attitudes towards strategic planning among
teachers.

In the current study, internal problems administrators and teachers face in strategic
administration are teachers’ lack of knowledge on strategic administration, habits of
institutional legislation, schools” economic struggles, lack of communication between
stakeholders, lack of support for strategic administration practices and lack of support
for staff during strategic planning. This result points out that process of making and
implementing strategic planning is not functioning at desired level. It is considered
more of a legal obligation far from strategic administration. Arslan and Kucuker (2016)
revealed similar results which indicates that strategic planning cannot be used
effectively in strategic administration because of similar problems in their study titled
“Problems School Administrators Face in Planning Activities and Strategic Planning”

Recommendations

The importance of strategic planning should be emphasized and kept in the
agenda as a priority by Ministry of National Education. In this context, along with
Research and Development Divisions and strategic planning teams in City Education
Council, specialists, who would be responsible for the strategic planning of schools,
may determine the current situation in schools. In leadership of school administrators
and teachers who are trained in strategic planning, conferences, seminars, and in-
service educations programs may be organized to increase the knowledge of belief in
strategic planning. Strategic planning teams and administrative boards may be found
to carry the strategic plan in an effective way. Benefits such as extra payment or
improvements in employee rights may be provided to encourage participation in
strategic planning activities. Similar studies on problem in strategic administration
may be conducted in other cities.
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Ortadgretimde Yonetici ve Ogretmenlerin Stratejik Yonetimde
Karsilastiklar1 Sorunlar

Atif:

Ada, S. (2018). The problems that secondary school administrators” and teachers’ face
regarding strategic administration. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 78,
159-182, DOI: 10.14689/ ejer.2018.78.8

Ozet

Problem Durumu: Tiirkiye’de ilk ve orta dereceli okullarda yasal bir zorunluluk olarak
yapilan stratejik planlama ve wuygulama c¢alismalar1 okulun amagclarin
gerceklestirmede, etkili okul gelisiminde stratejik yonetimin ¢nemli bir aracidir.
Stratejik yonetim ve stratejik planlamaya iliskin yonetici ve 6gretmenlerin algisi,
tutumlari, yasadiklar1 gticliikler ile ilgili yapilan arastirmalar, stratejik yonetim
stirecinin daha etkili uygulanmasinda biiyiik éneme sahiptir. Yiiksek basariy1 ve
egitimde kaliteyi hedef alan stratejik planlarin yonetim stirecinde karsilagilan
giicliiklerin kaynagini tespit etmek ve ¢oziim yollart gelistirmek mevcut stratejik
planlarin  siire¢ igerisinde iyilestirilmesinde paydaslara kolaylik saglayacag:
diisiiniilmektedir.
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Aragtirmamn - Amaci: Ortaokullarda ¢alisan yoOnetici ve Ogretmenlerin stratejik
planlamaya iliskin algilarini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bu calismada su sorulara
cevap aranmaktadir.

. Ortaokul yoneticilerinin stratejik planlama diistincesine iliskin algilar1 nasildir?
. Stratejik plan algis1 ortaokul yoneticilerinin kidemlerine gore farklilasmakta midir?

. Ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin stratejik planlama iliskin algilar1 nasildir?

N N

. Stratejik plan algisi ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin kidemlerine gore farklilasmakta
mudir?

5. Ortaokul yonetici ve 6gretmenlerinin stratejik planlama algilari, yonetici ve
ogretmenlere gore farklilasmakta midir?

Arastirmanmin Yontemi: Nicel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama deseninde yiiriitiilen
arastirmanin calisma grubunu, Erzurum il merkezinde gorev yapan ve seckisiz
orneklem yontemi ile belirlenmis 88 yonetici ve 295 Ogretmen Ogretmende
olusturmaktadir. Veri Analizi: Arastirma sonucunda elde edilen veri ve bilgiler,
amaglar dogrultusunda SPSS522.0 programu yardimiyla analiz edilmistir. Arastirma
verilerinin ¢6ztimlenmesinde Yiizde, Aritmetik Ortalama, Standart Sapma, Carpiklik
(Skewness) ve Basiklik (Kurtosis), T-testi, Tek Yonlti Varyans Analizi (ANOVA),
Tukey HSD coklu karsilastirma testi kullanilmistir.

Arastirmarmin Bulgular: Arastirmaya katilan yonetici ve Ogretmenlerin stratejik
yonetime yonelik algilarina iliskin dagilimlar incelendiginde stratejik uygulama
stirecinde rol paylasiminda en etkin roliin okul yonetimine ait oldugu yoniinde ortak
bir alginin oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yoneticilerin stratejik planlama algilarina iliskin
dagilimlarda en diisitk puanlar planlama konusunda yeterli egitim almadiklar:
yoniinde olmasina ragmen yoneticiler, stratejik planlama hakkindaki bilgi diizeyleri
boyutundaki algi ortalamalar1 agisindan kendilerinin yeterli bilgi diizeyine sahip
olduklarimi belirtmektedirler. Yoneticilerin stratejik planlama hakkindaki olumsuz
tutum diizeyleri ile ilgili gorusleri incelendiginde yoneticiler stratejik planlama
hakkinda olumsuz diistincelerinin olmadig, stratejik planlama uygulama stireci rol
paylasimi hakkindaki tutum diizeylerine iliskin goriisleri orta diizeyde oldugu tespit
edilmistir. ~ Yoneticilerin stratejik planlamaya olan inanglar1 hakkindaki tutum
diizeyleri ile ilgili goriisleri incelendiginde yoneticiler stratejik planlamaya olan
inanglarmin olumlu ydnde olduklarini belirtmektedirler.

Ogretmenlerin stratejik planlama algilarina iliskin dagilimlar incelendiginde; en
diisitk puan ortalamalar stratejik planlama konusunda yeterli egitim almadiklar1 ve
konuya iligkin yeterli bilgiye sahip olmadiklari yoniindedir. Ogretmenlerin stratejik
planlama hakkindaki olumsuz tutum diizeyleri ile ilgili goriisleri incelendiginde,
stratejik planlama hakkinda olumsuz diisiincelerinin olmadigi, stratejik planlama
uygulama stireci rol paylasimi hakkindaki tutum diizeyleri iliskin goriislerinin orta
diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Oretmenlerin stratejik planlamaya olan inanglari
hakkindaki tutum diizeyleri ile ilgili goriisleri incelendiginde stratejik planlamaya
olan inanglarimin olumlu yénde oldugu belirlenmistir. Stratejik yonetimde karsilasilan
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sorunlara iliskin yoneticilerin alg1 diizeyi kidemlerine gore farklilik gostermezken
ogretmenlerin stratejik planlamaya yonelik algilar ttim kidem yillar1 arasinda anlaml
bir farklilik goriilmiistiir.

Aragtirmanin  Sonuglart ve Omeriler: Ortaokullarda gorev yapan yonetici ve
ogretmenlerin stratejik planlamaya iliskin algilarmi belirlemek amaciyla yapilan
arastirmanin bulgulart stratejik planlama konusunda paydaslarin ortak anlays iginde
ve tam katilimli hareket etmediklerini gostermektedir. Yapilan arastirmada okul
yoneticileri ve 6gretmenler stratejik planlamaya yonelik olumlu bir algtya sahip olup
stratejik planlama calismalarinda en etkin roliin okul yonetimine ait oldugunu
diisinmektedirler. Arastirmaya katilan yonetici ve 6gretmenler, stratejik planlama ve
uygulama calismalarma iliskin yeterli bilgi ve beceriye sahip olmadiklar: yoniinde
kendilerini degerlendirmektedirler. Stratejik yonetimde karsilasilan sorunlara iliskin
yoneticilerin algi diizeyi kidemlerine gore farkliik gostermezken 6gretmenlerin
stratejik planlamaya yonelik algilar1 kidemlerine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gostermektedir.

Arastirmada ortaya cikan bu sonuglar 1s1ginda il milli egitim miudurliiklerinde
olusturulmus bulunan ARGE ya da stratejik planlama ekibinin disinda her an
okullarin stratejik planlama etkinlikleriyle ilgilenecek uzman personelin okullarda
durum tespitinde bulunulabilir. Okul yoneticilerinden baslanarak okullardaki
stratejik planlama ve okullarda bu konuda daha bilgili olanlarin 6gretmenlere cesitli
konferans, seminer, hizmet i¢i egitim yoluyla stratejik planlama bilgisi ve inanci
artirilabilir. Okullarda amaclara uygun bir sekilde stratejik planlama ekipleri ve
stratejik planlama tist kurullar1 kurulmali ve etkin bir sekilde calistirilmali. Egitim
Orgiitlerinde stratejik planlama uygulamalarina katilip 6zverili bir sekilde calisan
personeller ek odeme ya da ozlik haklarinda iyilestirme gibi araglarla
odillendirilebilir. Okullarda velilerinde stratejik planlama uygulamalarina katilmalar1
saglanip deneyim ve goriislerinden yararlanilabilir. Katilimci veya isbirligine dayal
stratejik diistinmeyi tesvik eden katilimci liderlik stratejileri baglaminda stratejik
planlama yaklasimlar gelistirilebilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Strateji, stratejik yonetim, stratejik planlama, okul yoneticisi,
O0gretmen, ortadgretim.
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