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Abstract

To meet the demands of knowledge economy, educational systems worldwide have
developed many accountability mechanisms to hold the schools responsible for a
standardized teaching and account-giving for the results. Henceforth, this research seeks
to portray the accountability pressures on schools and school responses, and their
variations between the groups of individual and institutional variables in Turkish context.
A survey research design investigated the data obtained by the ‘Accountability Pressures
Scale’ and ‘Accountability Responses Scale’ from the stratified sample of K-12 schools,
in Kiitahya, Turkey. It revealed that teachers feel very less pressure from school
shareholders, school social environment and upper bureaucracy, and they feel
responsible only to the upper bureaucracy and supervisors. The level of accountability
relations variates between the subgroups of teacher characteristics such as school level,
gender, position, union membership and education level of teachers have an impact on.
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Oz

Bilgi ekonomisinin yiiksek becerilere sahip yetismis insan giicii taleplerini karsilamak igin,
diinya egitim sistemleri okullarin 6gretimden ve sonuglarindan sorumlu tutulmasini ve
sonuclara iligkin aciklama yapilmasini iceren bircok hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalar
gelistirmigtir. Bu calismada, Tiirkiye’de okullar iizerindeki hesap verebilirlik baskilar1 ve
okullarin bu baskilara tepki diizeyleri ortaya konulmaya caligilmistir. Bu anlamda okullar
iizerindeki hesap verebilirlk baskilari, okullarin verdikleri tepkilerin diizeyleri, baski ve tepki
diizeylerinin bazi bireysel ve kurumsal oOzelliklere gore farkliik gosterip gostermedigi
sorularina cevap arnmaktadir. Kiitahya'daki ilk, orta ve lise okullarinda gorevli 6gretmen ve
yoneticilerden rastgele belirlenen 6rneklem grubuna 'Akademik Performans Baskilar1 Olcegi'
ve 'Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olgegi' ile elde edilen nicel veriler analiz edilmistir. Ogrencilerin
akademik basarillarinin artirilmasmna doniik Ogretmenlerin okul paydaslarindan, sosyal
cevreden ve iist yonetim ve denetim birimlerinden cok diisiik diizeyde baski gordiikleri, buna
karsilik sadece list biirokrasi ve denetcilere karst kendini ifade etme, savunma ve aklama
cabasi iginde olduklar1 belirlenmistir. Baski ve tepkiler cinsiyet, gorev, sendika iiyeligi ve
egitim diizeyi gibi 6gretmen Ozelliklerine gore farklilasmaktadir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Hesap verebilirlik, okul, reform, performans, basari
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Introduction

According to the theory of human capital, nations’ development and their
future in a global, competitive and knowledge-based world economy depends
on the quality and productivity of their citizens. Therefore, it is expected an
education system in a country to create high level of science, math and reading
skills. On the other hand, some national and international evaluations on the
state of students’ academic achievement in Turkey reveal that it is not at the
desired level, and that there is a need for quality-oriented policies for the
training of human capital with high level of reading, science and mathematical
skills as the requirement of knowledge-based economy (Aydin, Erdag & Tas,
2011; Aydin, Sarier & Uysal, 2012; Dinger, 1998; EARGED, 2003; 2004;
Eryilmaz, 1997; Goksu, 2002). In spite of the attempts and intervention by the
governments and education ministry since the 1990s, e.g. National Education
Development Project (NEDP), Total Quality Management in schools (TQM),
Curriculum Laboratory Schools, elementary school development planning,
Elemantray Education Support Project (EESP), School Performance
Management Model and Planned School Development Model, Turkey has not
attained a satisfying level of improvement in students academic performance
(Ministry of Education, 2002; 2009, Akt. Kantos, 2010). Recently, especially
since the 2000s, Turkey is discussing the policy of accountability for the quality
improvement of educational outcomes, imported via the the recommends of
the international organizations such as OECD, IMF and World Bank. This
policy seeks the ways to improve public services efficiency and effectiveness by
setting control mechanisms between the service suppliers, and the users as well
as resource suppliers (Akcakaya & Yiicel, 2009; Balci, 2003; Bilgig, 2008;
Kiziltas, 2005). In this context, some brand new control mechanisms in order to
control the system and improve its quality have been recently implemented in
Turkish governance of education by the reforms in teacher training and
selection, central measurement and evaluations, finance of education,
professional standards and competences, teacher evaluation exams,
performance evaluations, more private schools in number, and vouchers for
private school enrollment.

On reviewing the literature, it is seen that different control mechanisms
aligned with different perspectives are set and put into practice in order to
monitor whether the educational processes and results of educational systems
are realized as desired, and to correct important deviations. For example, from
the Weberian perspective, substantial concepts such as division of labour,
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hierarchy, specialization, rules and standards, and also outsourced, vertical and
process-oriented accountability practices have been developed to ensure school
effectiveness and efficiency. Based on the assumption that schools can be
governed centrally, it is expected that schools will adhere to the centrally-set
goals and procedures to achieve. This control system, which focuses on inputs
and processes at schools, establishes a rule and order for what to do on the
basis of hierarchical structure and principal-agent relations. School staff are
expected to comply with these rules and to self-manage their deeds because of
the rewards and punishments. School and its staff as a whole are kept
responsible for the effectiveness and efficiency of the school operations, and
forced to give an account of their improper deeds to the upper management.
What leads the behaviours at the school is the preferences and decisions of the
administrators at the center (Adams & Kirst, 1999; Chubb & Moe, 1990;
Darling-Hammond, 1988; Darling-Hammond, 1990; O’Day, 2002).

A new perspective apart from Weberian tought of management that arised
in the 1980s originated from the Anglo-Saxon countries and spread all over the
world, changed the focus of control to the outcomes from the inputs and
processes. It is assumed that the goals set forth in improving the performance
of the schools will provide the necessary motivation, so the top management
keeps schools responsible for the results they produce. It is believed that the
behaviours at schools should be more goal-oriented, data-driven and more
strategically planned. Within this scope, many new control mechanisms have
been developed in areas such as curriculum, measurement and evaluation,
human resources management. New policies of control for the quality
education were put into practice, and among them are the development of a
high-standard teaching program in core subjects, the measurement of students
achievement and its monitoring, spreading the school performance information
to the public, the provision of school financial and technical support for
improvement. Additionally, new policies of human resource management were
implemented in order to control the teacher behaviour. Teachers are
contracted, paid based on the performance, rewarded, and sanctioned in case of
failure (Adams & Kirst, 1999; Bruns, Filmer & Patronas, 2011; Darling-
Hammond & Ascher, 1991; Leithwood & Earl, 2000; O’Day, 2002; O’Day &
Smith, 1993; Poole, 2007; Spencer, 2006). In this approach, schools are held
responsible for the academic performance of students as a whole; the school
principal is involved in the obligation to defend the actions of the school. The
principal must explain the reasons for the performance to the top management.
Schools or staffs are rewarded or punished with means such as promotion,
recruitment, enforcement, transfer, financial incentives and cash awards
according to the judiciary formed in the top management (Heneman &
Ledford, 1998).

95



Coskun Erdag & Engin Karadag

The market approach, as the third, on the other hand, has created various
control systems. One argues that education services require high level of
technical, managerial and financial skills in the production, and that the control
power provided by bureaucrats on schools through hierarchy and democratic
management cannot produce the desired results. Instead, it requires that the
duties and responsibilities be reduced to the school level, incentives for private
schools, deregulation of school processes, empowerment of parents and local
community with desicion making. In this context, it is assumed in this approach
that the desired performance increase will be achieved with a central control
that will be created after transferring the teaching duties and responsibilities to
the school level. Consequently, in many developed and developing countries,
the governing rules for educational provision has been abolished, schools have
been given autonomy in making and implementing decisions related to
teaching, forced to carry out their activities alone in a free market (Bruns,
Filmer & Patronas, 2011; Catteral, 1992; Chubb & Moe, 1990; 1992; Coleman
& Hoffer, 1987; Coons & Sugarman, 1978; Foster, 1992). This strategy
employes different mechanisms such as student performance measurement and
evaluations, school performance leagues and generating and disseminating
school performance information (Leithwood & Earl, 2000). Another strategy is
the school choice. It provides children and parents to select, register and
transfer to schools that produce quality outcomes. It is assumed that students’
right to select and to quit the school will increase the creativity and innovation
at schools. In order to stay alive and not to be closed, therefore to win more
students and keep more financial support, it is believed that schools will take
the effort to improve their performance, will approach solving their teaching-
related problems more creatively and innovatively (Finn, 1991; Hanushek &
Woessmann, 2007; Henig, 1991; Nathan, 1983, 1996). Therefore, removal of
schools’ boundaries and enabling school transfers, school privatization,
contracted schools, magnet schools and academies are the new market
accountability mechanisms. Third strategy is associated with school finance. It is
believed that school financing provided to schools by means of education
vouchers, tax support, education credits, etc. reinforces the schools to become
more competitive to attract more students and to increase their academic
performance. In a competitive market environment, schools have to understand
and meet the expectations of parents, students and local communities in order
to survive. Schools have to attract more students seeking a quality school. To
convince parents and students to attend, they should demonstrate how they
work well and produce quality outcomes by producing and disseminating
information with the school activities and successes. The type and content of
the information provided to the parents is also shaped by the parents’ demands.
Those schools that couldn’t manage to satisty their customers have to face with
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school closure (Kuchapski, 2001; Leithwood & Earl, 2000; Lello, 1993). In spite
of their dissatisfaction, the parents who have to stay in that school are provided
a power to make their voices heard and participate in making decisions through
the school administration councils. In regard to this participation based
accountability mechanism, parents, local community representatives and school
staff are responsible to give an account to the parents and local community
represantatives. The account-giving is realized in the form of description,
explanation and proofing, and includes such matters as the budget
management, curriculum and personnel management. The school board will
continue if the parents and representatives are satisfied with the deeds of the
school council (Leithwood & Earl, 2000).

The professional accountability approach, which emerges as a reaction to
bureaucratic models more oriented to inputs and outcomes, focuses more on
the teacher factor because of its substantial contribution to student learning. It
argues that the teaching process, which requires more professional capabilities,
can not be managed effectively through bureaucratic rules and regulations, but
instead, through teachers who has more specialized in subject-matter and
teaching skills. The more the teachers are specialized in teaching, the more the
school has professional capacity. Therefore, teachers are expected in a quality
school to prioritize students’ needs, and have high sense of responsibility, and
high level of knowledge and skills on teaching subject-matter, and also have
authority on desicions, work cooperatively with his or her colleagues in
accordance with the professional ethics and standards, and are engaged in
problem solving. High professionalism is assumed to increase the capacity of
schools to produce a proper action related to instruction. It then makes schools
enable to respond to external performance expectations, and to produce more
quality outcomes (Adams & Kirst, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 1989; Darling-
Hammond & Ascher, 1991; Elmore, 2001; Gwynne & Easton, 2001; Leithwood
& Earl, 2000; Little, 1990; Newmann, King & Rigdon, 1997; O’Day, 2002;
Purkey & Smith, 1983). From this point of view, teacher autonomy in desicions
is one side of the professional accountability, while teacher and principal
competency is another side (Leithwood & Earl, 2000). The former implements
accountability mechanisms empowering teachers at schools in making
desicions, the latter includes meachanisms of teacher selection, teacher
training, professional development, collaboration, professional standards,
professional licensing, mentoring and supervision. In this approach,
professional information is more oriented to what the learning problems of the
students are and how they can be solved, and generated under certain
professional norms and standards. It typically aims to increase the quality of
teaching and inner motivation of the teachers (O’Day, 2002). In this
accountability relation, teachers are required to explain and defend their
decisions related to teaching processes against parents, local community and
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upper management. Account-giving, on the other hand, does not yield any
consequencies (Leithwood & Earl, 2000).

The main reason why schools fail in producing quality outcomes is
attributed to the inadequate capacity and motivation at schools. It is argued
that the required motivation and capacity at schools depends on the power of
the external pressures on schools. As each loci of control has different influence
on schools, they reinforce each other’s influence on school improvement. Thus,
it can be said that student achievement depends on the level of alertness of the
teachers and school administrators stimulated by different loci of power. Only
powerful and effective control systems are claimed to move loose-structured
school systems to produce more successful results (Adams & Kirst, 1999;
Darling-Hammond, 1989; Darling-Hammond & Ascher, 1991; Heim, 1995;
Kuchapski, 2001; Stecher & Kirby, 2004; Wagner, 1989). From this point of
view, this study aims to describe how the schools effectively and powerfully are
controlled. In this context, this research seeks answers to the questions that how
strong teachers and school administrators feel the performance pressures to
increase students academic achievements, how strong they feel to give an
account of their deeds, whether there is difference in accountability pressures
felt at schools and feelings of account-giving compared to individual and
institutional characteristics. Determining the level of the current accountability
pressures and the level of school responses for success will provide an
important information to policymakers. Based on what is absent and what
works for the control of schools, policy makers are believed to be informed with
what to be done to control school inputs, teaching and learning processes and
school outcomes, respectively.

Method
Research Design

This study follows a cross-sectional survey design to describe the state of
school accountability pressures and responses, and a causal comparative
correlational design to find out probable individual and institutional causes of
differences in accountability pressures the school staff feel, and responses they
display.

Population and Sample

The population consists of 242 school principals and 2310 teachers in
Kiitahya province. Stratified random sampling based on education districts
formed by school characterisitics in Kiitahya city center yield 375 teachers and
154 school administrators working in (i) one teacher elementary schools, (ii)
elementary schools, (iii) secondary schools, (iv) general high school, (v)
anatolian and science high schools, (vi) vocational high schools.
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Data Collection Instruments
Academic Performance Pressures Scale

Scale is developed by the researcher based upon Too's (1989) study (see
Erdag, 2017). It includes 11 items, graded from 1 (no pressure) to 4 (high
pressure) on a 4-point likert scale in order to measure school performance
pressures. An exploratory factor analysis performed on the first half of the
dataset by using a principal axis factor analysis with a varimax rotation,
following KMO = .80, Bartlett’s test = p < .01, yielded a three-factor structure
with factor loadings higher than .40, and explaining 66.67% of the variance. For
construct validity, confirmatory factor analysis carried out on the other half of
the dataset produced good fits [x2=343.14, df=207, p<.01] and [GFI=0.94,
AGFI=0.95, PGFI=0.91, RMSEA=0.04, CFI=0.95]. Calculated Cronbach
Alpha internal consistency indexes for scale validity change between 0.75 and
0.83. As a result, scale consists of three subscales: (i) School shareholder
pressures, measuring the academic performance pressures on school staffs by
teachers, parents, family-school councils, students and principals; (ii) Social
environment pressures, which measures the academic performance pressures
on school staffs by local coomunity, media, bodies of trademen and craftmen;
(iii) bureaucratic pressures, to measure the academic performance pressures on
school staffs by upper management such as principal, middle managers and
SUpervisors.

School Accountability Scale

Scale is developed by the researcher based upon Too's (1989) study (see
Erdag, 2017). It includes 11 items, graded from 1 (no obligation) to 4 (high
obligation) on a 4-point likert scale in order to measure school accountability
responses. An exploratory factor analysis performed on the first half of the
dataset by using a principal axis factor analysis with a varimax rotation, following
KMO = .79, Bartlett’s test = p < .01 yielded a three-factor structure with factor
loadings higher than .40, explaining 65.59% of the variance. For construct
validity, confirmatory factor analysis carried out on the other half of the dataset
produced good fits [x2=401.23, df=211, p<.01] and [GFI=0.91, AGFI=0.90,
PGFI=0.90, RMSEA=0.05, CFI=0.92]. Calculated Cronbach Alpha internal
consistency indexes for scale validity change between 0.77 and 0.80. As a result,
scale consists of three subscales: (i) Account-giving to school shareholder,
measuring the staffs’ willingness to give an account of their deeds to other
teachers, parents and family-school councils, (ii) Account-giving to social
environment, measuring the staffs’ willingness to give an account of their deeds to
local coomunity, media, bodies of trademen and craftmen; (iii) Account-giving to
bureaucracy, the staffs’ willingness to give an account of their deeds to the upper
management such as principals, middle managers and supervisors.
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Process

Aiming to determine the level of school performance pressures and school
accountability feelings, and their differentiation compared to individual and
instituitonal variables; this study is carried out in three phases: (i) data
collection instruments were prepared, and data were obtained related to
demographics, performance pressures, school accountability and scored on 4
points likert type measurement. (ii) school staff demographics calculated as
frequency (n) and percentages (%) and subscales characteristics as average (X)
and standard deviation (SD); (iii) the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for each
variable distribution normality yielded normal distributions [p>.05]. Later,
independent samples t-test is used for determining whether the subscale points
of school staff differ by the gender and school type, and ANOVA and Scheffe
test are used for determining whether the subscale avarage points of school
staff change or not by the position, branch, rank, school level, school type and
teacher union variables.

Findings

General Findings on the Academic Performance Pressure and School
Accountability Scales

The mean and standard deviation values of sample scores on Academic
Performance Pressures Scale were presented in Table 2. It is observed in this
table that the mean scores demonstrating academic performance pressures
perceived by school administrators and teachers are between 1.21 and 1.65, and
standart deviations between 0.48 and 0.72. The average level of pressures
coming from different loci of power as stakeholders pressure, social
environment pressure and bureaucratic pressure are very close to each other.
School staffs feel the strongest pressure from bureaucracy and the weakest
from social environment.

Table 2

n, X and S Statistics of Academic Performance Pressure Subscales

Subscales n X S

1-Stakeholders pressure 511 1.63 54
2-Social environment pressure 511 1.21 48
3—Bureaucratic pressure 511 1.65 72

The mean and standard deviation values of sample scores on School
Accountability Scale were presented in Table 3. It is observed that the mean
scores demonstrating the level of feelings to give an account to different loci of
powers vary between 1.31 and 3.99, and standart deviations between 0.60 and
0.73. School staffs have the strongest feelings of account-giving of their deeds to
bureaucracy and the weakest to social environment.
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Table 3

n, X and S Statistics of School Accountability Subscales
Subscales n X S
1-Accout-giving to stakeholders 511 2.19 73
2—Account-giving to social environment 511 1.31 .60
3—Account-giving to bureaucracy 511 3.99 .70

Findings on the Academic Performance Pressures and School Accountability
Scales in Terms of Individual and Institutional Variables

In Table 4, the t-test results of independent groups were given to determine
whether the sample scores of the Academic Performance Pressure subscales
show a significant difference compared to gender variable. No significant
difference was found between males and females in the school staffs’ perceived
pressure from social environment and bureaucracy [p>.05]; a significant
difference in the perceived pressures from stakeholders was found between the
gender groups in favor of male school staffs [p <.05].

Table 4
t-test Results of Academic Performance Pressure Subscale by Gender
Subscales Gender n X S t p
Male 351 1.67 .56
1-Stakeholders pressure Female 150 154 49 2.50 .01
. . Male 351 1.20 41
2-Social environment pressure Female 150 1.25 63 -1.16 24
. Male 351 1.64 .72
3—Bureaucratic pressure Female 150 1.69 73 =77 44
df = 499

Table 5 gives the t-test results of independent groups to determine whether
the sample scores of the School Accountability subscales show a significant
difference compared to gender variable. No significant difference was found
between males and females in the school staffs’ feelings of account-giving to
social environment and to bureaucracy [p>.05]; a significant difference in the
feelings of account-giving to stakeholders was found between the gender groups
in favor of male school staffs [p<.05].

Table 5
t-test Results of School Accountability Subscale by Gender
Subscales Gender n X S t p
. Male 351 226 75
1-Account-giving to stakeholders Female 150  2.02 66 3.50 .00
2— Account-giving to social Male 351 133 .60 65 s
environment Female 150 1.29 .63 ’ ’
. Male 351 3.96 .68
3— Account-giving to bureaucracy Female 150  4.04 73 -1.26 .20
df = 499
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In Table 6, the t-test results of independent groups were given to determine
whether the sample scores of the Academic Performance Pressure subscales
show a significant difference compared to school type variable. No significant
difference was found between the school types, state or private, in the school
staffs’ perceived pressure from school stakeholders, social environment and
bureaucracy [p>.05].

Table 6

t-test Results of Academic Performance Pressure Subscale by School Type
Subscales School type n X S t P
1-Stakeholders State 462 1.62 54 40 68
pressure Private 49 1.66 .56 ’ ’
2-Social environment State 462 1.22 .50 90 36
pressure Private 49 1.15 29 ’ )
3-Bureaucratic State 462 1.65 74 17 36
pressures Private 49 1.63 .58 ) )

df = 509

Table 7 gives the t-test results of independent groups to determine whether
the sample scores of the School Accountability subscales show a significant
difference compared to school type variable. No significant difference was
found between school types, state or private, in the school staffs’ feelings of
account-giving to stakeholders, to social environment and to bureaucracy
[p>.05].

Table 7

t-test Results of School Accountability Subscale by School Type
Subscales Gender n X S t p
1-Account-giving to Male 462 220 .74 39 37
stakeholders Female 49 2.10 .63 ’ ’
2- Account-giving to social Male 462 132 .62 08 3
environment Female 49 123 44 ’ ’
3— Account-giving to Male 462 399 .68 36 71
bureaucracy Female 49 403 .83 ) ’

df =509

Table 8 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ Academic Performance Pressures subscale
scores differ significantly between the groups of position variable. Accordingly,
while no significant difference was found between the positions, principal, vice
principal or teacher, in the perceived pressure of school staffs from social
environment and bureaucracy [p>.05]; a significant difference in the pressure
from school stakeholders was found between the positions [F=4.50; p<.05].
Since the Levene’s test demonstrates the variance of group distributions were
found to be homogeneous [p>.05]; Scheffe post-hoc test, sensitive to Alpha
type error and suitable for group distributions with homogeneous variance, was
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used to find out which groups differed. It is found that there is a statistically
significant difference in the averages of perceived stakeholders pressures
between those in the position of principal and teachers [p<.05], in favor of the
school principals.

Table 8
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Academic
Performance Pressure Subscale Scores, by Position

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
o = . Sum. Mean
Subscales Position n X S Variance dd Sum. F p
Squares Squ.
Principal 51 1.82 .58 Treatment 2.66 2 1.33 450 .01
V. Principal 103  1.68 .53 In-group 150.13 508 29
1-Stakeholders pressure Teacher 357 159 .53 Total 15279 510
Total 511 1.63 54
Principal 51 1.20 .38 Treatment .08 2 .04 17 84
2-Social environment pressure V.Principal 103  1.24 .45 In-group  102.46 508 23
Teacher 357 1.21 .50 Total 120.54 510
Total 511 121 .48 Treatment
Principal 51 1.66 .52 Treatment .24 2 12
. V. Principal 103 1.60 .73 In-group 270.73 508 .53
3-Bureaucratic pressures Teacher 357 1.66 .75 Total 270.98 510 2P
Total 511 165 .72

Table 9 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ School Accountability subscale scores differ
significantly between the groups of position variable. Accordingly, while no
significant difference was found between the positions, principal, vice principal
or teacher, in the feelings of school staffs’ account-giving to social environment
and bureaucracy [p>.05]; a significant difference in the feelings of account-
giving to school stakeholders was found between the positions [F=5.18; p<.05].
Since the Levene’s test demonstrates the variance of group distributions were
found to be homogeneous [p>.05]; Scheffe post-hoc test was used to find out
which groups differed. It is found that there is a statistically significant
difference in the average feelings of account-giving to school stakeholders
between those in the position of vice principal and teachers [p<.05], in favor of
the school vice principals.

In Table 10, the results of the one-way ANOVA test is given conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ Academic Performance Pressures subscale
scores differ significantly between the groups of branch variable. Accordingly,
there found no significant difference related to teaching branch, between the
subgroup averages of perceived pressures on school staffs from school
stakeholders, social environment and bureaucracy [p>.05].
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Table 9
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for School Accountability
Subscale Scores, by Position

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
o, — . Sum. Mean
Subscales Position n X S Variance df Sum. F P
Squares Squ.
Principal 51 239 .74 Treatment 5.49 2 274 518 .00
1-Account-giving to V. Principal 103 233 .78 In-group 269.23 508 0.53
stakeholders Teacher 357 213 70 Total 274.73 510
Total 511 219 .73
Principal 51 145 .71 Treatment 2.02 2 1.01 274 .06
2- Account-giving to V. Principal 103 138 .60 In-group 187.37 508 .36
social environment Teacher 357 127 .59 Total 189.39 510
Total 511 131 .60
Principal 51 402 .72 Treatment 23 2 A1 2478
3- Account-giving to V. Principal 103 4.02 .63 In-group 249.79 508 49
bureaucracy Teacher 357 398 .71 Total 250.03 510
Total 511399 .70

Tablo 10
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Academic
Performance Presssures Subscale Scores, by Branch

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
- Sum Mean
Subscales Branch n X S Variance ’ df Sum. F p
Squ. Squ.
Elementary 161 1.64 .55 Treatment 2.50 6 41 1.39 .21
Turkish 57 173 .66 In-group 150.28 504 .29
Social science 47 1.67 .51 Total 152.79 510
1-Stakeholders pressure Mathmatics 45 171 55
Science 44  1.67 .63
Vocational 44 151 37
Others 113 154 49
Total 511 1.63 .54
Elementary 161 122 .50 Treatment 2.38 6 .39 1.69 .12
Turkish 57 131 .52 In-group 118.16 504 .23
Social science 47 1.15 .34 Total 120.54 510
2-Social environment ~ Mathmatics 45 132 .66
pressure Science 44 127 54
Vocational 44 118 .36
Others 113 112 .39
Total 511 121 48
Elementary 161 154 .66 Treatment 6.62 6 110 210 .05
Turkish 57 186 .74 In-group 264.36 504 52
Social science 47 1.64 .69 Total 270.98 510
3-Bureaucratic pressureslvl?lthmathS 45 L7169
Science 44 183 88
Vocational 4 167 71
Others 113 159 .75
Total 511 165 .72

In Table 11 is given the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ School Accountability subscales scores differ
significantly between the groups of branch variable. Accordingly, there found
no significant difference between the branch subgroups averages of school
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staffs’ feelings of account-giving to school stakeholders, to social environment
and bureaucracy [p>.05].

Table 11
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for School Accountability
Subscale Scores, by Branch

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
Mean
Subscales Branch n X S Variance Sum. Squ. df Sum. F P
Squ.
Elementary 161 217 .72 Treatment .70 6 11 21 .97
Turkish 57 221 .72 In-group 274.02 504 54
Social science 47 226 .65 Total 27473 510
1-Account-giving to  Mathmatics 45 225 .77
stakeholders Science 44 223 78
Vocational 44 213 81
Others 113 218 .71
Total 511 219 .73
Elementary 161 130 .62 Treatment 1.15 6 19 S179
Turkish 57 135 .62 In-group 188.24 504 .37
Social science 47 129 .49 Total 189.39 510
2—- Account-giving to  Mathmatics 45 125 .60
social environment Science 44 134 58
Vocational 44 144 67
Others 113 129 .61
Total 511 131 .60
Elementary 161 398 .73 Treatment 5.16 6 86 177 .10
Turkish 57 3.85 .70 In-group 24486 504 .48
Social science 47 421 .55 Total 250.03 510
3— Account-giving to  Mathmatics 45 4.00 .69
bureaucracy Science 44 389 .78
Vocational 44 415 57
Others 113 396 .70
Total 511 399 .70

Table 12 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ Academic Performance Pressures subscale
scores differ significantly between the groups of school level variable.
Accordingly, while no significant difference in performance pressures was
found between the school levels on the school staffs from social environment
and bureaucracy [p>.05]; a significant difference in the pressure from school
stakeholders was found between the school levels [F=2.70; p<.05]. Since the
Levene’s test demonstrates the variance of group distributions were found to be
homogeneous [p>.05]; Scheffe post-hoc test to find out which groups differed,
resulted that there is a statistically significant difference in the averages of
perceived stakeholders pressures between vocational high schools and junior
secondary schools [p<.05] in favor of secondary schools, and also between
vocational high schools and science / Anatolian high schools [p<.05] in favor of
Science/Anatolian high schools.
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Tablo 12
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Academic
Performance Presssures Subscale Scores, by School Level

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
— . Sum. Mean
Subscales School Level n X S Variance df  Sum. F »p
Squ. Squ.
Elementary 195 1.61 .54 Treatment 3.19 4 79 270 .03
Secondary 125 1.70 .52 In-group 149.59 506 .29
;S::i‘;holdm High school 9 151 .40 Total 15279 510
Sciance/Anatolian 82 172 .69
Vocational 100 1.50 .42
Total 511 1.63 54
Elementary 195 1.21 .52 Treatment 32 4 .08 34 8
Secondary 125 1.21 .41 In-group 12022 506 23
2 Socal environmentHi.gh school . 9 1.03 .11 Total 120.54 510
pressure Sciance/Anatolian 82 123 .50
Vocational 100 1.22 .50
Total 511 121 48
Elementary 195 1.55 .67 Treatment 3.45 4 .86 1.63 .16
Secondary 125 1.76 .74 In-group 267.53 506 52
3- Bureaucratic High school 9 1.57 .80 Total 27098 510
pressure Sciance/Anatolian 82 1.67 .75
Vocational 100 1.68 .77
Total 511 1.65 .72

In Table 13 is given the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to determine
whether school staffs’ School Accountability subscales scores differ significantly between
the groups of school level variable. Accordingly, there found no significant difference
between the subgroup averages of school staffs’ feelings of account-giving to school
stakeholders, to social environment and bureaucracy [p>.05].

Table 13
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for School Accountability
Subscales Scores, by School Level

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
- Sum Mean
Subscales School Level n X S Variance S : df  Sum. F p
qu.
Squ.
Elementary 195 2.16 .73 Treatment .36 4 .09 17 .95
Secondary 125 220 .69 In-group 27436 506 .54
1-Account-giving to  High school 9 217 .95 Total 27473 510
stakeholders Sciance/Anatolian 82 223 75
Vocational 100 222 .75
Total 511 219 .73
Elementary 195 129 .62 Treatment .70 4 17 A7 75
Secondary 125 130 .58 In-group 188.69 506 37
2— Account-giving to High school 9 148 .76 Total 189.39 510
social environment  Sciance/Anatolian 82 130 .53
Vocational 100 137 .64
Total 511 131 .60
Elementary 195 398 .70 Treatment 3.16 4 79 1.62 .16
3- Account-giving to Se'condary 125 388 .70 In-group 246.86 506 48
bureaucrey H]gh school _ 9 3.88 .82 Total 250.03 510
Sciance/Anatolian 82 410 .70
Vocational 100 4.07 .65
Total 511 3.99 .70
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Table 14 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ Academic Performance Pressures subscale
scores differ significantly between the groups of education level variable.
Accordingly, while no significant difference was found between the education
level subgroup averages of perceived pressure of school staffs from school
stakeholders and social environment [p>.05]; a significant difference found
between subgroup averages of pressure coming from bureaucracy [F=3.69;
p<.05]. Since the Levene’s test demonstrates the variance of group
distributions were found to be homogeneous [p>.05]; Scheffe post-hoc test to
find out which groups differed, resulted that there is a statistically significant
difference in the averages of perceived stakeholders pressures between two-
years college and four-years undergraduate school staffs [p<.05] in favor of the
four-years undergraduates.

Table 14
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Academic
Performance Pressures Subscale Scores, by Education Level

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
Mean
Subscales Education Level n X S Variance Sum. Squ. df Sum. F p
Squ.
4-yr.Undergrad. 416  1.64 .55 Treatment .26 2 A3 44 .64
1-Stakeholder 2-yr.Undergrad. 63 158 .54 In-group 151.69 504 .30
pressure Graduate 28 157 .44 Total 151.96 506
Total 507  1.63 .54
2 Social 4-yr.Undergrad. 416  1.21 49  Treatment .02 2 .01 .04 95
environment 2-yr.Undergrad. 63 1.21 47 In-group 120.33 504 23
pressure Graduate 28 1.19 44 Total 120.35 506
Total 507 121 48
4-yr.Undergrad. 416  1.69 .74 Treatment 3.90 2195 3.69 .02
3- Bureaucratic 2-yr.Undergrad. 63 144 57 In-group 265.93 504 52
pressure Graduate 28 152 .78 Total 269.83 506
Total 507 1.65 .73

In Table 15 is given the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ School Accountability subscales scores differ
significantly between the groups of education level variable. Accordingly, there
found no significant difference between school level subgroup averages of
school staffs’ feelings of account-giving to school stakeholders, to social
environment and to bureaucracy [p>.05].

Table 16 gives the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ Academic Performance Pressures subscale
scores differ significantly between the groups of feacher union membership
variable. Accordingly, there found no significant difference between teacher
union membership subgroup averages of perceived pressures on school staffs
from school stakeholders, social environment and bureaucracy, respectively
[p>.05].
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Table 15
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for School Accountability
Subscale Scores, by Education Level

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
Education = . Mean
Subscales Level n X N Variance Sum. Squ. df Sum. F p
Ve Squ.
4-yr.Undergrad. 416 2.19 .72 Treatment 91 2 45 85 42
1-Account-giving to  2-yr.Undergrad. 63 212 .73 In-group 270.53 504 53
stakeholders Graduate 28 234 .85 Total 271.45 506
Total 507 219 .73
4-yr.Undergrad. 416 130 .59 Treatment 1.31 2 .65 179 .16
2- Account-giving to 2-yr.Undergrad. 63 130 .56 In-group 184.94 504 .36
social environment Graduate 28 152 .87 Total 186.26 506
Total 507 131 .60
4-yr.Undergrad. 416 3.99 .68 Treatment .05 2 02 .05 .95
3— Account-giving to  2-yr.Undergrad. 63 396 .72 In-group 24795 504 49
bureaucracy Graduate 28 4.00 .83 Total 248.00 506
Total 507 399 .70

Table 16
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Academic
Performance Pressures Subscales Scores, by Teacher Union Membership

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
. Mean
Subscales Union . n X S Variance Sum. df  Sum. F p
Membership Squ. Squ
Egitim Sen 13 1.69 .63 Treatment 1.00 5 20 .65 .65
Egitim Bir Sen 147 1.61 .52 In-group 147.10 484 .30
I-Stakeholder pressure Tiirk Egitim Sen 138 1.68 .57 Total 148.10 489
Egitim Is 18 148 50
Other 29 170 .65
No Membership 145 1.61 .52
Total 490 1.64 .55
Egitim Sen 13 133 .59 Treatment .94 5 A8 76 .57
Egitim Bir Sen 147 120 .44 In-group 118.77 484 .24
Tirk Egitim Sen 138 1.21 .45 Total 119.71 489
2- Social environment Egitim Is 18 124 .46
pressure Other 29 137 .70
No Membership 145 120 .51
Total 490 121 .49
Egitim Sen 13 1.80 .78 Treatment 47 5 .09 .17 97
Egitim Bir Sen 147 1.65 .74 In-group 263.22 484 54
Turk Egitim Sen 138 1.64 .76 Total 263.69 489
3- Bureaucratic pressure  Egitim Is 18 161 .71
Other 29 161 .72
No Membership 145 1.67 .70
Total 490 1.65 .73

Table 17 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ School Accountability subscales scores differ
significantly between the groups of teacher union membership variable.
Accordingly, while no significant difference was found between the teacher
unions subgroups averages in the feelings of school staffs’ account-giving to
school stakeholders and to bureaucracy [p>.05]; a significant difference was
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found between teacher unions subgroup averages in the the feelings of account-
giving to school social environment [F=2.59; p<.05]. Since the Levene’s test
demonstrates the variance of group distribution to be homogeneous [p>.05];
Scheffe post-hoc test was used to find out which groups differed. It was found
that there is a statistically significant difference in the average feelings of
account-giving to school social envirenment between those the members of
Egitim-Is and of Tiirk Egitim-Sen and no union members respectively, in favour
of the former [p<.05].

Table 17
The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for School Accountability
Subscale Scores, by Teacher Union Membership

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
Union = . Sum. Mean
Subscales . n X S Variance df  Sum. F »p
Membership Squ.
Squ.
Egitim Sen 13 217 .79 Treatment 4.77 5 95 177 11
o Egitim Bir Sen 147 220 .72 In-group 260.47 484 53
l-Account-givingt0 Ty Egitim Sen 138 2.18 .76 Total 26525 489
stakeholders Egitim s 18 265 73
Other 29 234 .79
No Membership 145 214 .69
Total 490 220 .73
Egitim Sen 13 1.33 .49 Treatment 4.90 5 98 259 .02
Egitim Bir Sen 147 132 .63 In-group 183.12 484 37
. Tiirk Egitim Sen 138 1.28 .59 Total 188.02 489
2- Account-giving o pji jo 18 181 .64
social environment
Other 29 1.38 .72
No Membership 145 128 .59
Total 490 132 .62
Egitim Sen 13 418 .82 Treatment 1.42 5 28 58 .71
. Egitim Bir Sen 147 399 .64 In-group 237.08 484 49
3- Account-givVing 0 1k Bgitim Sen 138 3.93 .69 Total 23851 489
bureaucracy Egitim Ts 18 413 .68
Other 29 403 .76
No Membership 145 4.00 .73
Total 490 399 .69

Table 18 gives the results of the one-way ANOVA test conducted to
determine whether school staffs’ Academic Performance Pressures subscale
scores differ significantly between the groups of seniority variable. Accordingly,
there found no significant difference between the seniority subgroups in school
staffs’ perceived pressures from school stakeholders from social environment
and bureaucracy, respectively [p>.05].
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The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Academic
Performance Pressures Subscale Scores, by Years of Experience

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
Mean
Subscales Seniority n X S Variance  Sum. Squ. df Sum. F P
Squ.
1-5 93 1.60 .48 Treatment 52 4 13 43 78
6-10 92 1.62 .56 In-group 152.26 505 .30
;S::i‘;holder 11-15 105 159 .53 Total 15279 509
16-20 88 1.69 .58
21 + 132 164 .56
Total 510 1.63 .54
1-5 93 1.16 42 Treatment 37 4 .09 38 81
6-10 92 122 .52 In-group 120.12 505 23
2 Social 11-15 105 1.22 .53 Total 120.49 509
environment 16-20 88 1.21 A4
pressure 21 + 132 1.24 A48
Total 510 1.21 .48
1-5 93 1.80 .78 Treatment 4.85 4 121 230 .05
6-10 92 159 .68 In-group 266.12 505 52
3_ Burcaucratic 11-15 105 158 .69 Total 270.98 509
pressure 16-20 88 1.76 .80
21 + 132 157 .68
Total 510 165 .72

In Table 19, the results of the one-way ANOVA test is given conducted to determine
whether school staffs’ School Accountability subscale scores differ significantly between
the groups of seniority variable. Accordingly, there found no significant difference
between seniority subgroups averages of school staffs’ feelings of account-giving to

school stakeholders, to social environment and to bureaucracy, respectively [p>.05].

Table 19

The Results of One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for School Accountability
Subscale Scores, by Years of Experience

n, X and S Statistics ANOVA Results
Mean
Subscale YearS.Of X S Variance Sum. df Sum. F p
Experience Squ. Squ.
1-5 93 2.12 .64 Treatment 1.44 4 .36 .67 .61
I-Account-giving to 6-10 92 213 .76  In-group 27292 505 54
stakeholders 11-15 105 221 .67 Total 27437 509
16-20 88 225 75
21 + 132 2.24 .80
Total 510  2.19 73
1-5 93 1.23 .55 Treatment 2.08 4 52 140 23
6-10 92 1.23 .56 In-group 187.21 505 .37
11-15 105 1.33 .66 Total 189.29 509
2— Account-giving to 16-20 88 1.36 .59
social environment 21 + 132 1.38 .63
Total 510 131 .60
1-5 93  4.00 .72 Treatment .92 4 23 46 75
6-10 92 4.03 .67 In-group 248.85 505 49
3- Account-giving to 11-15 105 3.97 .74 Total 249.77 509
bureaucracy 16-20 88  4.05 .65
21 + 132 393 .70
Total 510 3.9 .70
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Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

According to the results obtained, teachers and principals at schools do not
expose to much performance pressure neither from school stakeholders and
social environment nor from bureaucracy to increase students’ academic
achievements. There is almost no pressure on schools from parents, students,
teachers, local community, professional associations, principals, upper
management bureaucracy and inspectors. This result is supported by the study
of Bakioglu and Salduz (2014), which reports that principals, upper
management, inspectors, media and non-governmental organizations rarely
question the level of academic achievement, as students and parents do more.
In the cases of Anglo-Saxon countries, teachers and principals feel a strong
pressure to increase students’ academic performance, constructed by state
policies such as assessment, monitoring, information generation and
dissemination, reward and punishment in NCLB and NAPLAN (Holbein &
Ladd, 2015; Ikeler, 2010; Nichols & Harris, 2016; Thompson, 2013).

Additionally, it is observed that the academic performance pressures at
schools do not variate between the subgroups of school type, teaching branch,
union membership and seniority. However, school stakeholders’ performance
pressures on school staffs differ much between the subgroups of gender,
position, school level and teacher and principal education level. As the level of
performance pressures on schools from school social environment does not
differentiate between any subgroups, only the one coming from bureaucracy
exerts less performance pressure on those from two-years college graduates
than those from the four-years graduates. First of all; although the level of
performance pressures on school teachers and principals coming from school
community such as parents, students, teachers, principal and school governance
council are very low, female educators compared to the males, teachers to
principals, those teaching in vocational high schools compared to those in the
secondary schools and science/Anatolian schools feel even less performance
pressures. On the one hand, it can be easily claimed that female educators feel
less performance because of the excuse they have of extra duty such as
motherhood, and the social codes reinforcing others to behave women gently.
On the other hand, principals feel more pressure than teachers because parents
and students may be afraid of the consequencies that would harm them since
they exert some direct and indirect pressure. Parents and students could not
deliver directly to teacher but to the principals their requests and complaints
with the unsatisfying outcomes in order to protect the students' benefits. They
instead may express their unsatisfaction more to principals or assistant
principals. Third, how school level can differentiate the school stakeholders’
performance pressure maybe because of the existence of the student selection
and placement tests, which means much to both students and their parents. It
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demonstrates that there are different types and level of expectations that
originate from school community. The expectation of prestigious jobs with
better income requires students and parents to be successful in the forthcoming
undergraduate placement exam (LYS) and the transition to higher education
examination (LYS). In order to have their dream job and future life, they have
to pass all the exams just before the university; therefore, they have to attend a
quality high school with academic programs. These high schools require a good
secondary school to ensure success in an exam such as TEOG. Therefore, such
a future expectations of parents and students create a pressure on secondary
school teachers as well as those in the science and Anatolian high school.
Besides, the vocational curriculum and students’ enrolment to vocational 2-
years university programs without any examination may be pointed as the two
other reasons for the low level stakeholders’ pressures. This means that
vocational high schools are more engaged with skill training, apart from
secondary and science/Anatolian high schools with more academic curriculum.
In this context; low academical expectations, vocational education programs
and non-competetive enrolment policy can be shown as reasons for low
performance pressures that school community have in vocational high schools.
As for bureaucratic pressures on school staff, the reason why the performance
pressure created by school principals, top managers and inspectors is less on
those graduated from two-year long colleges than those with bachelor’s degree
can be attributed to the perceived teachers’ capacity. Today's teachers, who are
defined as pre-graduates, are experienced teachers who have over 20 years of
service. On the other hand, it is also a fact that they are trying to update
themselves on changing technology, understanding of teaching, methods and
techniques. It can be alleged that the top management and supervision
authorities who are aware of this have lowered the level of upper expectations
on this group of teachers.

As for the feelings of account-giving, teachers and school principals hardly
ever feel an inner obligation to give an account to the school social
environment of their teaching-related decisions and deeds, they have very weak
level of account-giving to school stakeholders and very strong to the
bureaucracy. These results are supported by some studies in the literature.
Bakioglu and Salduz (2014) as well as Tiirkoglu and Aypay (2015) report that
teachers feel highly obliged to give an account to students and parents of school
teaching. On the other hand, Kantos (2010) reports that for academic
achievement, teachers feel obliged to give more account to top management,
then parents and students. Bakioglu and Salduz (2014), on the other hand,
report that teachers’ feelings of accountability are at a low level to school
principals, senior management and inspectors; and have nearly zero feelings of
accountability to media, professional associations and trade unions. The
countries such as United States, the UK, Canada, Australia, the Netherlands

113



Coskun Erdag & Engin Karadag

and New Zealand have implemented various bureaucratic and market
mechanisms such as standard examinations, school leagues, contract schools,
training vouchers, privatization, tax support, with rewards and punishments,
whereby schools are kept under pressure to give an account to the senior
management authorities such as schools' local government boards and regional
administrations; also accountable to parents and students, and demonstrate the
accuracy of their actions and keep their righteousness in defense obligation
(Hill, 1996; Kuchapski, 2001; Leithwood & Earl, 2000; McNelis, 1998).

The level of accountability of teachers and administrators does not differ
according to seniority, education level, school level, branches, school type
variables; but it differs according to gender, position and teacher union
membership variables. Firstly; female teachers feel less obliged than the males
as well as assistant principals than teachers to inform, explain and justify their
actions to school stakeholders of their teaching activities. It can be argued that
female teachers have less feelings of accountability because they are less
pressured than other teachers and additionally thay are less under pressure
than managers. Hence, male teachers and managers are under more
performance pressure than others, so it can be considered that they are obliged
to make more explanation and defend their actions on behalf of the teaching
and decisions taken. This is the same result reached by Bakioglu and Salduz
(2014), reporting that the sense of accountability of teachers and managers to
senior management authorities and inspectors is very at a high level, and it does
not vary between the subgroups. Although the supervisors and inspectors are
not directly exerting pressures on school staff, the probable sanctions by upper
bureaucracy and the supervisory phobia in the school climate, are able to
produce indirect pressure on all teachers, and as a result, teachers and
administrators are always striving to be defensible against bureaucracy. Third,;
members of the Turk-Egitim-Sen compared to non-union members and Egitim-
Is members feel less accountability to the local community, media and
professional organizations.

In all these conclusions and debate, it appears that the control power, which
is one of the most basic functions of the schools and enables the rise of
academic achievement at schools, seems to be insufficient. While developed
countries have been creating in their education systems strong pressures on
schools from different external sources of power, Turkey has almost no control
pressure on school outcomes. Teachers and managers do not feel enough
pressure from their stakeholders, social circles, and upper bureaucracy. The
teachers and principals lack informing and explaining their actions and
defending themselves to the stakeholders, as there is a low level of control and
development pressures on school achievement. Although they do not feel direct
pressure, teachers only feel very high level of accountability to the bureaucracy,
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which is not enough for a total movement to a higher level of performance.
From this perspective, it can be said that schools have not been adequately
controlled on academic achievement by different external sources of power,
and a school culture for improvement can not be created among teachers
because of the lack of the shared high academic expectations and strong social
relations that control the teaching behaviors. In this sense, it is necessary to
create direct and indirect pressures for improvement on schools and to
establish strong but different accountability mechanisms by empowering the
bureaucracy, school stakeholders and local community.

At the end, this research arises new questions. First, it inquires to question
which social mechanisms produce or not the pressure for development. The
mechanisms invented to create control and developmental pressure on schools
in the light of world practices should be identified and detailed. It should also
be determined how the performance pressures on schools affect the
accountability of school actions, and how the variables such as gender, teacher
unions, school level effect on the school improvement and accountability
feelings.

* This study is based on the doctoral dissertation entitled “Accountability Policies at Schools: A Study of
Structural Equation Modeling” prepared under the supervision of Prof. Dr. Engin KARADAG, in Eskigehir
Osmangazi University. An earlier version was orally presented in the congress 3rd International Congress on
Social Sciences, China to Adriatic, October 27-30, 2016, Antalya, Turkey.
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Tiirkce Siiriim

Giris

Beseri sermaye kuramina gore, kiiresel, rekabetgi ve bilgi temelli giiniimiiz
diinya ekonomi sisteminde uluslarin kalkinmasi ve gelecegi vatandaslarin
niteligine ve tretkenligine baghdir. Bu baglamda egitim sisteminden fen,
matematik ve okuma becerileri yiiksek bireylerin yetismesi beklenmektedir.
Diinya ekonomisinde soz sahibi olmak ve kalkinmayi saglamak isteyen Tiirkiye
de beseri sermayesini giiclendirme cabasi igindedir. Ozellikle ulusal ve
uluslararasi degerlendirmelerde, 6grencilerin akademik kazanimlarinin istenen
diizeyde olmadig siklikla dile getirilmekte, bilgi temelli ekonomilerin bir geregi
olarak yiiksek okuma, fen ve matematik becerilerine sahip beseri sermayenin
yetigtirilmesi icin kalite odakli yeni politikalara ihtiya¢ oldugu ifade
edilmektedir (Aydin, Erdag ve Tas, 2011; Aydin, Sarier ve Uysal, 2012; Dinger,
1998; EARGED, 2003; 2004; Eryilmaz, 1997, Goksu, 2002). Tiirkiye
1990’lardan beri Milli Egitimi Gelistirme Projesi (MGEP), okullarda Toplam
Kalite Yonetimi (TKY) uygulamasi, stratejik planlama temelinde okul
gelisimini amaclayan Miifredat Laboratuar Okullari, Temel Egitime Destek
Projesi (TEDP), Okul Performans Yoénetim Modeli ve Planli Okul Gelisim
Modeli gibi girisimlerle egitim sonuclari gelistirmeye calismistir (MEB, 2002;
2009, Akt. Kantos, 2010). Ozellikle 2000’lerle beraber, OECD, IMF ve Diinya
Bankas1 tavsiyeleriyle birlikte, vatandaglar ile devlet arasinda kamu
kurumlarinin hem mali performanslarinin hem de hizmet performanslarinin
kontroliinii amaglayan hesap sorma ve hesap verme mekanizmalar1 kurulmasi,
boylelikle kamu kurumlarinin performanslarinin artirilmasi Tiirkiye’de yeni bir
reform olarak tartisilmaya baslamistir (Akcakaya ve Yiicel, 2009; Balci, 2003;
Bilgig, 2008; Kiziltag, 2005). Bu kapsamda, hesap verebilir bir okul ve egitim
sistemi icin gerekli araclarin ise kosulmasi ve gerekli kontrol mekanizmalarinin
olusturulmasi icin calisiimaktadir. Son zamanlarda Tiirk egitim sisteminde
uygulamaya konulan Ogretmen yetistirme, merkezi sinavlar, Ogretim
programlari, egitim finansmani, mesleki standartlar ve yeterlikler, 6gretmen
degerlendirme sinavlari, performans degerlendirme, 6zel okullarin artirilmasi
ve Ozel okullara tesvik programi gibi politikalar hesap verebilir bir egitim
sisteminin olusturulmasina yonelik ¢aligmalar arasinda gosterilebilir.

Literatiir incelendiginde, egitim sistemlerinde egitim siireclerinin ve
sonuglarinin istenildigi gibi gerceklesip gerceklesmediginin izlenmesi ve dnemli
sapmalarin  diizeltilmesi amaciyla zaman icerisinde farkli  kontrol
mekanizmalarinin iiretildigi ve uygulamaya konuldugu goriilmektedir. Ornegin,
Weberci yonetim anlayisi icerisinde okullar1 verimli ve etkili kilmak igin ig
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boliimi, hiyerarsi, uzmanlagsma, kurallar, standartlar gibi yeni kavramlar
gelistirilmig; dig kaynakli, dikey yonlii ve siirec odakli hesap verebilirlik
uygulamalar1 vasitasiyla okullara etkililik ve verimlilik kazandirilmaya
calisitlmigtir. Okullarin bilimsel olarak merkezi bir sekilde yoOnetilebilecegi
varsayimina dayali olarak, okullarin merkezi yonetimce belirlenen hedefleri
benimsemeleri, bu hedeflere nasil ulasilacagina iligkin siireclere uymalari
beklenmistir. Girdi ve siiregler iizerine odaklanan bu kontrol sistemi, hiyerarsik
yapi1 ve ast-ust iligkisi temelinde neyin nasil yapilacagina iligkin kural ve diizeni
ortaya koymakta, calisanlardan bu kurallara uymalar1 beklenmekte, 6dil ve
cezalar ile c¢alisanlarin kurallarin  ve diizenin disina  ¢ikmamalari
amaclanmaktadir. Okul ve personeli okul girdilerinin ve siireglerinin etkili bir
sekilde isletilmesinden sorumlu tutulmakta, bir biitiin olarak iist yOnetime
hesap verme mecburiyeti icerisine itilmektedir. Bu anlamda, 6rgiit liderlerinin
tercihleri ve kararlar1 dogrultusunda kurumun ve calisanlarin yonetilmesinin
saglanmasini amaglamaktadir (Adams ve Kirst, 1999; Chubb ve Moe, 1990;
Darling-Hammond, 1988; Darling-Hammond, 1990; O’Day, 2002).

Ozellikle 1980’lerde Anglo-Sakson iilkelerde baslayarak oradan tiim
diinyaya yayilan yeni yoOnetim yaklagiminda kontrol odaginin girdi ve
stireclerden sonuclara kaydigi goriilmektedir. Okullarda performans: artirma
konusunda ortaya konan hedeflerin gerekli motivasyonu saglayacagi
varsayllmakta, dolayisiyla, iist yonetim tirettikleri sonuglardan okullar1 sorumlu
tutmaktadir. Hedeflerin daha stratejik bir sekilde belirlenmesi ve
gerceklestirilmesine yonelik daha planli ve verilere dayali ¢aligilmasi gerektigine
inanilmaktadir. Bu kapsamda 6gretim programi, 6l¢gme ve degerlendirme, insan
kaynaklar1 yonetimi gibi alanlarda bircok yeni kontrol mekanizmasi
gelistirilmistir. Cekirdek derslerde yiiksek standartlara sahip bir 6gretim
programinin gelistirilmesi, standart sinavlarla 6grenci basarisinin belirlenmesi
ve izlenmesi, belirlenen Ogrenci performanslarinin velilere ve topluma
performans bilgisi olarak sunumu, basarili okul ve Ogretmenlerin
odillendirilmesi, performansin artirlmasina yonelik okul gelisim destek
hizmetlerinin ve finansal destegin saglanmasi, basarisizlik halinde okullara ve
Ogretmenlere yaptirim uygulanmasi gibi politikalar uygulamaya konulmustur.
Bunun yani sira, Ogretmen performans sozlesmeleri ve performansa gore
O0deme sistemi gibi kontrol mekanizmalar1 da islerlik kazanmistir (Adams ve
Kirst, 1999; Bruns, Filmer ve Patronas, 2011; Darling-Hammond ve Ascher,
1991; Leithwood ve Earl, 2000; O’Day, 2002; O’Day ve Smith, 1993; Poole,
2007; Spencer, 2006). Bu yaklasimda, okullar 6grencilerin akademik
performansindan bir biitiin olarak sorumlu tutulmakta; okul mudiirii okulun
eylemlerinin hakliligin iligkin {ist yonetime savunma yapma mecburiyeti icine
sokulmaktadir. Midiir, ortaya konan performansin gerekgelerini yazili veya
sozlii olarak {ist yonetime agiklamak zorundadir. Ust yonetimde olugan yargiya
gore terfi, gorevden alma, yaptirim, nakil, finansal tegvikler ve para odiilii gibi
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araglarla okullar ddiillendirilmekte veya cezalandirilmaktadir (Heneman ve
Ledford, 1998).

Piyasa yaklagimi ise, Onceki kontrol politikalarinin yetersizliginden yola
cikarak farkli bir kontrol sistemi olusturmustur. Egitim hizmetlerinin
iretiminde oldukca yiiksek seviyede teknik, yonetim ve finans becerisi gerektigi,
biirokratik yapi1 ve demokratik yOnetimle okullar {izerinde biirokratlar
iizerinden saglanan kontrol giicliniin okullarda istenilen sonuclari iiretemedigi
savunulmaktadir. Bunun yerine, gérev ve sorumluluklarin okul tabanina kadar
indirilmesi, 06zel okullarin tesvik edilmesi, okul siireclerini diizenleyen
kurallarin kaldirilmasi, okullarin kontroliiniin onlardan hizmet alan velilere ve
topluma verilerek giiclendirilmesini gerekli gormektedir. Bu kapsamda, 6gretim
gorevi ve sorumluluklarinin okullara devredilerek karsiliginda olusturulacak
merkezi bir kontrolle arzu edilen performans artisinin saglanacagl
varsayllmaktadir. Bunun bir sonucu olarak okullar 6gretimden sorumlu
tutulmus, 6gretim siireclerini diizenleyen kurallar da yiriirlikten kaldirilmas,
Ogretime iligkin kararlarin alinmasi ve uygulanmasinda okullara ozerklik
verilmis, dolayistyla okullar serbest bir piyasa igerisinde faaliyetlerini tek
baglarina yiiriitme zorunda birakilmigtir (Bruns, Filmer ve Patronas, 2011;
Catteral, 1992; Chubb ve Moe, 1990; 1992; Coleman ve Hoffer, 1987; Coons ve
Sugarman, 1978; Foster, 1992).

Egitim hizmetlerinin iiretimine iligkin sorumluluklart ve o6zerklikleri
artirilan, kendi problemlerine kendi ¢Oziimlerini iiretme konusunda serbest
birakilan okullarin kontroli ise ¢esitli hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalar ile
saglanmaya cahsilmaktadir. Tlk olarak, 6grenci kazanim degerlendirmeleri, okul
bagar1 siralamalari, Ogrenci kazammmlarmmin  farkli  okullar arasinda
kargilagtirlmast ve kamuoyuna duyurulmasu gibi farkli hesap verebilirlik
mekanizmalar1 iiretilmistir (Leithwood ve Earl, 2000). ikincisi, velilere
cocuklarm kaliteli sonuglar iireten okullar1 segme, buralara kayit ettirme ve
nakil gotiirme imkani veren okul tercihi mekanizmasidir. Ogrenci ve velilerine
taniman secme ve ¢cikma hakkinin okullarda yenilikgiligi ve yaraticilig artiracagt
varsayllmaktadir. Yetersiz 0grenci ve finansman nedeniyle kapanmak zorunda
kalacak okullarin daha cok Ogrenci kazanmak icin kendilerini daha cok
gelistirme ve performansi artirma cabasi igine girecedi, problemlerine daha
yaratici ve yenilik¢i yaklasacaklarina inanilmaktadir (Finn, 1991; Hanushek ve
Woessmann, 2007; Henig, 1994; Lello, 1993; Nathan, 1983; 1996). Bunun igin,
okullar arasi sirlar1 kaldirma ve okullar arasi gecisleri serbest birakma,
okullar1 Ozellestirme, sozlesmeli okullar, miknatis okullar ve akademiler
uygulamaya konulmustur. Ugiinciisii, egitim kuponlari, vergi destegi, egitim
kredileri gibi araclarla okullara saglanan finansmanin egitim goéren 6grenci
sayisi ile iligkilendirilmesi okullar1 basarili olma ve daha cok Ogrenci ¢ekme
konusunda daha rekabet¢i olmaya zorlamaktadir. Rekabet¢i piyasaya bagh
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hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalar1 ile okullar hayatta kalabilmek icin piyasa
tercihlerine ve kosullarina cevap verebilir olmak; veli, 6grenci ve yerel toplum
beklentilerini  karsilasmak ve  memnuniyetlerini  saglamak  zorunda
birakilmaktadir. Daha ¢ok Ogrenci i¢in okulun kendisi, basarilar1 ve isleyisine
iligkin bilgi sunmak, aciklama yapmak ve kendilerini hakli ¢tkarmak zorundadir.
Velilere saglanacak bilginin tiirii ve igerigi ise, yine miisterisi olan veliler
tarafindan kendi taleplerine gore sekillenmektedir. Misterilerini memnun
edemeyen okullar ise kapanmayla yiizlesmek zorunda kalmaktadir (Kuchapski,
2001; Leithwood ve Earl, 2000; Lello, 1993). Memnuniyetsizliklerine ragmen o
okulda devam etmek zorunda olan velilere de okul yonetim kurullar1 vasitasiyla
okul siireclerinde seslerini duyurma ve kararlara katilma imkani saglanmakta,
dolayisiyla okullara karsi giliglendirilmektedir. Katilimi temel alan bu hesap
verebilirlik iligkisinde, hesap verme zorunlulugu veliler, yerel toplum
temsilcileri ve okul personeli arasinda paylasilmakta, hesap verilecek odak ise
veliler ve yerel toplum temsilcileri olmaktadir. Hesab1 verilecek hususlar ise
olusturulan yonetim kurulunun yetkisinde olan biit¢e, miifredat ve personel
yOnetimi gibi gibi hususlardir. Hesap vermenin bigimi ise agiklama, bilgi sunma
ve ispatlama seklinde gerceklesmekte, olusturdugu memnuniyet cercevesinde
goreve devam veya kurulun iyelerinin secimle degistirilmesi ile
sonuclanmaktadir (Leithwood ve Earl, 2000).

Sadece girdi ve sonuglar iizerine odaklanan biirokratik modellere bir tepki
olarak ortaya ¢ikan profesyonel hesap verebilirlik yaklagimi, 6grenci bagarisinin
artirtlmasinda Ogretime sagladigi katkilar nedeniyle daha ¢ok 6gretmen faktorii
lizerine odaklanmaktadir. Ogretim siirecinin  biirokratik kurallar ve
diizenlemeler vasitasiyla yoOnetilemeyecegi, bunun yerine 6zel bir mesleki
yeterlilik gerektiren 6gretim siireclerinin ancak uzmanlik bilgi ve becerilerine
sahip olan ve bunlar1 uygulayabilen 6gretmenler vasitasiyla etkili bir sekilde
yonetilebilecegi savunulmaktadir. Ogrenci ihtiyaglarini  &nceleyen, alan
Ogretimine iligkin bilgi ve becerileri ile sorumluluk duygusu yiiksek, takdir
yetkisine sahip, mesleki etik ve standartlara uygun olarak meslektaglar ile
igbirligi iginde calisan, Ogretim problemlerine birlikte ¢oziim arayan
Ogretmenlerin varliginin okullarda yiiksek diizeyli ve giiclii bir profesyonel
kapasite olusturdugu savunulmaktadir. Yiiksek profesyonellik okullarin eylem
kapasitesini artirmakta, dolayisiyla dig performans beklentilerine karsi daha
cevap verebilir olmalarini, nihayetinde ise, daha nitelikli bir 6gretim ve yiiksek
Ogrenci basarist irettigi varsayilmaktadir (Adams ve Kirst, 1999; Darling-
Hammond, 1989; Darling-Hammond ve Ascher, 1991; Elmore, 2001; Gwynne
ve Easton, 2001; Leithwood ve Earl, 2000; Little, 1990; Newmann, King ve
Rigdon, 1997; O’Day, 2002; Purkey ve Smith, 1983). Buradan hareketle,
ogretime iligkin karar alma siireglerine odaklanan 0gretmen kontrollii hesap
verebilirlik kontrol mekanizmalarmin bir ayagini olustururken, daha cok
O0gretim uygulamalarina odaklanan okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin

119



Coskun Erdag & Engin Karadag

yeterlilikleri ise ikinci ayagini olusturmaktadir (Leithwood ve Earl, 2000).
Ilkinde ogretmen ozerkligi, ikincisinde ise Ogretmenlerin secilmesi,
yetistirilmesi, mesleki gelisimi, isbirligi, mesleki standartlar, mesleki lisans,
kogluk sistemi ve uzman denetimi gibi hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalar
gelistirilmistir. Ogretmen temelli hesap verebilirlik iliskisi icerisinde bilgi
iretimi ve sunumu Ogrencilerin 6grenme problemlerinin neler oldugu ve nasil
coziimlenebilecegine iliskin gergeklestirilmektedir. Olusturulan bilgi, 6gretmen
camiasi icerisinde belirli normlara dayali olarak iiretilmekte ve mesleki bilgi
cercevesinde degerlendirilmekte, 0gretimin kalitesini ve Ogretmenlerin icsel
motivasyonlarin1  artirmayr hedeflemektedir (O’Day, 2002). Bu hesap
verebilirlik yaklagimi igerisinde Ogretmenler bir grup olarak Ogrencilere,
velilere ve iist yonetim organlarina karst okulun verimliligi ve etkililigi
konusunda kararlarin1 gerekgeli bir sekilde agiklama ve savunma zorunlulugu
ve sorumlulugu igindedir. Hesap vermeye iligkin sonuclar ise belirsizdir
(Leithwood ve Earl, 2000).

Arzu edilen performans sonuglarinin iiretilememesinin temel nedeni olarak
okullarin yetersiz kapasite ve motivasyon diizeyleri gosterilmektedir. Gerekli
motivasyon ve kapasitenin iretilmesi ise dig kontrol baskilarinin varligina,
cesitliligine, giiciine ve Ogretmenler tlizerinde irettikleri etkiye bagli oldugu
savunulmaktadir. Her bir kontrol odag: okullar iizerinde farkli etkiye sahip
oldugundan, farkli odaklardan farkli icerikle gelen baskilar birbirlerinin
etkilerini giliclendirmektedir. Dolayisiyla, 0grenci basaris1 6gretmen ve okul
yoneticilerinin farkli kaynaklarca uyarilma ve uyardmishik diizeylerine bagh
oldugu sdylenebilir. Ancak giiclii ve etkili kontrol sistemleri, gevsek yapili okul
sistemlerini daha basarili sonuclar iiretmeye sevkedebilir (Adams ve Kirst,
1999; Darling-Hammond, 1989; Darling-Hammond ve Ascher, 1991; Heim,
1995; Kuchapski, 2001; Stecher ve Kirby, 2004; Wagner, 1989). Buradan
hareketle, bu calismada 6grencilerin akademik basarilari ile sorumlu kilinmig ve
bunu gerceklestirmek icin yetkilendirilmis okullarin Tiirkiye’de ne kadar etkili
ve gilicli bir sekilde kontrol edildiginin belirlenmesi amaclanmaktadir. Bu
kapsamda, Ogrenci basarisint artirma hususunda Ogretmen ve okul
yOneticilerinin kimlerden ne diizeyde performans baskisi goérdiigii ve kimlere
eylemlerini bildirme, aciklama ve savunma zorunlulugu hissettikleri, baski
diizeyleri ve cevap verebilirliklerinin bireysel ve kurumsal ozelliklere gore
farkliik gosterip gostermedigi sorularna cevap aranmaktadir. Akademik
performansa iliskin mevcut hesap verebilirlik baskilarinin ve okullarin tepki
diizeylerinin belirlenmesi, daha gii¢lii ve etkili bir kontrol sistemi icin mevcut
eksikliklerin belirlenerek uygun miidahale eylemlerinin olusturulmasinda,
dolayisiyla da oOgrenci akademik performansinin artirilmasinda politika
yapicilara 6nemli bilgiler saglayacaktir.
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Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu arastirma, Ogrenci bagarisinin artirilmasina yonelik okullar iizerinde
yaratilan performans baskilarinin 6gretmen ve yoneticiler tarafindan hissedilme
ve bu baskilara cevap verme diizeylerindeki mevcut farkliliklarin bazi bireysel
ve kurumsal degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi amaciyla nedensel-karsilastirma
desenini izlemektedir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Aragtirmanin evreni 242’si okul yoneticisi ve 2310’u 6gretmen olmak iizere
toplam 2552 kisiden olugsmaktadir. Arastirmanin drneklemi okul tabakalar1 ve
kiimelerinden rastgele yontemle belirlenmistir. Okul tabakalar1 Kiitahya Il Milli
Egitim Midiirligi tarafindan 6nceden olusturulmus egitim bolgeleri temelinde
belirlenmistir. Ikinci olarak, her tabakadaki okullar tiirlerine ve ozelliklerine
gore kiimelenmistir. Bu kapsamda, her bir egitim bolgesinde yer alan okullar
tiirlerine gore (i) tek 6gretmenli ilkokullar, (i) ilkokullar, (iii) ortaokullar, (iv)
genel liseler, (v) anadolu ve fen liseleri, (vi) meslek liseleri olmak fizere
kiimelere ayrilmistir. Orneklemi olusturacak dgretmen ve yoneticiler bolgeler
ve okullardan orantisal olarak kendi iginde yeterli drneklem biyiikliigiine
ulagincaya kadar rassal olarak belirlenmistir. Bu islemler sonucunda, 6rneklem
toplamda 357 Ogretmen ve 154 okul yoneticisinden olusmustur. Orneklem
biiyiikliigli yiizde bes tolere edilebilir hata oranina gore belirlenmis ve evreni
temsil etme yeterliligine sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Orneklem gruplarinin
demografik ozelliklerine iligkin 6zellikler Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Veri Toplama Araclart

Akademik Performans Baskilarn Olcegi

Olgek, Too'nun (1989) calismasi temel alinarak arastirmaci tarafindan
geligtirilmistir. Akademik basarmin artirilmasina yonelik okul yoneticileri ve
Ogretmenlerin iizerlerindeki baski kaynaklarini ortaya ¢ikarmak {izere on bir
maddeden olusmaktadir. Orneklem tepkileri Baski gérmiiyorum (1), Diisiik
derecede (2), Orta derecede (3), Yiiksek derecede (4) cevaplama skalasi olmak
iizere 4’lii Likert tipinde degerlendirilmistir. Olgegin yap1 gecerligi (i) agimlayic
faktor analizi ve (ii) dogrulayict faktér analizi olarak tizere iki asamada
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu asamada Oncelikle 511 okul yOneticisi ve Ogretmen
grubundan elde edilen ve rassal olarak ikiye ayrilan 6rneklemin ilk 256 birim veri
iizerinde  agimlayict  faktér  analizi  yapilmistir.  Taslak  Olgegin
KaiserMeyerOlkin=.80 ve Bartlett [p<.01] test analizleri sonuclarina dayanilarak
cok faktorlii muhtemel yapisindan dolayr agimlayici faktdr analizi Varimax dik
eksen dondiirme teknigi kullanilarak gerceklestirilmis (Kline, 1994; Rennie, 1997;
Stapleton, 1997; Stevens, 1996), analiz sonucunda dl¢egin on bir maddesinin 6z
degeri 1’den biiyiik iic alt olcek olusmustur. Olgegin alt Slgeklerdeki 6z deger
toplami1 833 ve aciklanan varyans yilizdesi toplami 66.67'dir. Alt Olcek
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maddelerinin faktor yiikleri ise 0.45 ile 0.92 arasinda degismektedir. Olcegin yap
gegerligi igin diger 255 birim iizerinde yapilan dogrulayict faktor analizi
sonucunda diigiik Ki-kare (x2) degeri [x2=343.14, df=207, p<.01] ve diger uyum
iyiligi indeksleri de [GFI=0.94, AGFI=0.95, PGFI=0.91, RMSEA=0.04,
CFI=0.95] olcek igin Onerilen modelin uygun oldugu, modellenen faktor
yapisimn  dogruladigini  géstermektedir.  Olcegin  giivenirligi, ic tutarliik
yontemiyle incelenmistir. Hesaplanan Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 da
0.75 ile 0.83 arasinda degismektedir. Olgek sonuc olarak, Okul Paydaslari Baskis
(5§ madde, a = .83), Sosyal Cevre Baskisi (3 madde, « = .81), ve Biirokratik Baski
(3 madde, a = .81), olmak iizere iic alt 6l¢ekten olusmaktadir. Bunlar: (i) Okul
Paydaslar1 Baskisi: Bu alt Olgekten alinan yliksek puan, akademik bagarinin
artirllmasina iliskin, okullarla yakin iligkileri olan ve okul etkinliklerinde ve
Ogretim faaliyetlerinde temel aktorler olarak yer alan kendileri de dahil olmak
iizere egitimciler, veli, okul aile birligi, 6grenci ve diger dgretmenler gibi okul
paydaslarinin 6gretmenler ve okul yoneticileri lizerinde akademik performans
baskist uyguladiginin gostergesidir. (ii) Sosyal Cevre Baskisi: Bu alt olgekten
alinan yiiksek puan, akademik basarinin artirilmasina iligkin, okul dig1 yerel halk,
medya, mesleki Orgiitler gibi sosyal cevrenin dgretmenler ve okul yoneticileri
tizerinde baski uyguladiginin gostergesidir. (iii) Biirokratik Baski: Bu alt dlcekten
alinan yiiksek puan, akademik bagarinin artirilmasina iliskin, okullarin igerisinde
bulundugu hiyerarsik diizen icerisinde okul midiird, il milli egitim midiri ve
denetmen gibi iist yonetim ve denetim birimlerince okul yoOneticileri ve
ogretmenler lizerinde hesap verebilirlik baskisi uygulandiginin gostergesidir.

Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olgegi

Olgek, Too’nun (1989) calismasi temel alinarak arastirmaci tarafindan
akademik bagarinin artirilmasina yonelik okul yOneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin
baski gordiikleri birimlere karsi hissettikleri hesap verme zorunlulugu
duygusunu 6lgmek amaciyla on bir madde olarak gelistirilmistir. Orneklem
tepkileri Zorunda hissetmiyorum (1), Diisiik derecede (2), Orta derecede (3),
Yiiksek derecede (4) cevaplama skalasi olmak tizere 4’lii Likert tipinde
degerlendirilmistir. Olcegin yapr gecerligi (i) agimlayici faktor analizi ve (ii)
dogrulayic1 faktor analizi olarak iizere iki asamada gerceklestirilmistir. Bu
asamada Oncelikle 511 okul yoneticisi ve Ogretmen grubundan elde edilen
veriler rassal olarak ikiye ayrilmistir.

Ilk 256 birim veri iizerinde agimlayici faktor analizi, diger 255 birim iizerinde
ise dogrulayict faktor analizi islemleri yiritilmistir. Taslak Olcegin
KaiserMeyerOlkin=.79 ve Bartlett [p<.01] test analizleri sonuglarina
dayanilarak c¢ok faktorli muhtemel yapisindan dolayr Varimax dik eksen
dondiirme teknigi kullanilarak (Kline, 1994; Rennie, 1997; Stapleton, 1997,
Stevens, 1996) acgimlayict faktdr analizi gergeklestirilmis, analiz sonucunda
Olcegin on bir maddesinin 0z degeri 1’den bilyiik ¢ alt 6lcek olugsmustur.
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Olgegin alt dlceklerdeki 6z deger toplami 7.21 ve aciklanan varyans yiizdesi
toplami 65.59°dur. Alt Olcek maddelerinin faktor yiikleri ise 0.43 ile 0.92
arasinda degismektedir. Olgegin yap1 gecerligi icin yapilan dogrulayic faktor
analizi sonucunda ise, diigiik Ki-kare (x2) degeri [x2=401.23, df=211, p<.01] ve
diger uyum 1iyiligi indeksleri de [GFI=0.91, AGFI=0.90, PGFI=0.90,
RMSEA=0.05, CFI=0.92] ol¢ek icin Onerilen modelin uygun oldugu,
modellenen faktor yapisimin dogruladigini gostermektedir. Ote taraftan, dlcegin
giivenirligi, i¢ tutarhlik yontemiyle incelenmistir. Olcegin Cronbach Alpha ic
tutarlilik katsayis1 alt dlgeklerde 0.75 ile 0.83 arasinda degismektedir. Sonug
olarak akademik performans baskilar1 6lgegi; Okul Paydaslarmma Karsi (5
madde, a = .79), Sosyal Cevreye Kars1 (3 madde, a = .80), ve Biirokrasiye
Karsi (3 madde, o = .77) olmak iizere ii¢ alt 6lgekten olusmaktadir. Bunlar: (i)
Okul Paydaglarima Karsi: Bu alt olcekten alman yiiksek puan, dgrencilerin
akademik basarisinin artirilmasina iliskin, egitim Ogretimin devam ettigi
okullarda, okullarla yakin iligkileri olan ve okul etkinliklerinde ve Ogretim
faaliyetlerinde temel aktorler olarak yer alan ve kendileri de dahil olmak iizere
egitimciler, veli, okul aile birligi, 6grenci ve diger Ogretmenler gibi okul
paydaslarina kars1 6gretmenler ve okul yoneticilerinin hesap verme zorunlulugu
hissettiklerinin gostergesidir. (ii) Sosyal Cevreye Karsi: Bu alt 6lgekten alinan
yiksek puan, akademik basarinin artirilmasima iligkin, okul dis1 yerel halk,
medya, mesleki Orgiitler gibi sosyal cevreye karsi Ogretmenler ve okul
yoneticilerinin hesap verme zorunlulugu hissettiklerinin gostergesidir. (iii)
Biirokrasiye Karsi: Bu alt 6lgekten alinan yiiksek puan, akademik bagarimnin
artirtlmasina iligkin, okullarin icerisinde bulundugu hiyerarsik diizen ve yasal
diizenlemeler igerisinde okul miidiirii, il milli egitim miidiirii ve miifettis gibi st
yonetim ve denetim birimlerine okul yoneticileri ve dgretmenlerin hesap verme
zorunlulugu hissettiklerinin gostergesidir.

Islem

Ogrencilerin basarisi igin okullar iizerinde uygulanan akademik performans
baskisi ile okullarin bu baskiya cevap verme diizeylerine iliskin 6gretmen ve
okul yoneticileri diiglincelerinin bazi bireysel ve kurumsal degiskenlere gore
farklilasma diizeyini belirlemek i¢in yiriitilen bu c¢alisma {i¢ asamada
gerceklesmistir. Arastirmada istatistiksel ¢oziimlemelere gecilmeden Once,
demografik degiskenler gruplandirilmis, bunun ardindan uygulanan veri
toplama aract 4li Likert sistemiyle puanlandirilmistir. Arastirma grubunu
olusturan okul yoneticilerinin ve Ogretmenlerin demografik 0Ozelliklerini
belirleyici frekans (n) ve yiizde (%) degerleri cikarilarak Olgeklerin tim alt
Olgek puanlart i¢in ortalama (X) ve standart sapma (SS) puanlarn
hesaplanmisgtir. (i) Arastirma verilerinin normal dagilim Ozelligi tastyip
tasitmadiklar1 tek Orneklem Kolmogorov-Smirnov Testi ile analiz edilmis,
sonucunda da dagilimlarin normal dagidigr saptanmistir [p>0.05]. Bunun
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iizerine okul yoOneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin alt Olcek puanlarinin cesitli
demografik degiskenlere gore dagiimlarimin analizinde parametrik analiz
teknikleri kullanilmistir. Bu kapsamda; (i) Orneklem grubunu olusturan okul
yoneticilerinin ve Ogretmenlerin alt Olcek puanlarinin; cinsiyet ve okul tipi
degiskenlerine gore farklilagip farklilagmadigini belirlemek i¢in bagimsiz gruplar
t-testi; (i) Orneklem grubunu olusturan okul yoneticilerinin ve 6gretmenlerinin
alt Olcek puanlarinin; gorev, brans, kidem, egitim diizeyi, okul kademesi ve
sendika degiskenlerine gore farklilagip farklilasmadigini belirlemek icin
ANOVA; (iii) ANOVA sonrasinda elde edilen farkin hangi gruplar arasinda
oldugunu belirlemek icin Scheffe testi kullanilmistir.

Bulgular
Akademik Performans Baskilary ve Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olceklerine Iliskin Genel Bulgular

Okul yéneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Akademik Performans Baskilan Olgegi ait
alt ol¢ek puanlarma iligkin ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri Tablo 2’de
sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 0gretmenlerin hissettikleri hesap
verebilirlik baskilarini ifade eden puanlarin aritmetik ortalamalar1 1.21 ile 1.65
arasinda degistigi, okul paydaslar1 baskisi, sosyal cevre baskisi ve biirokratik
baskiy1 birbirine yakin bir ortalamayla degerlendirdikleri goriilmektedir. Okul
yOneticileri ve 6gretmenler akademik performans baskisini en yiliksek ortalama
ile biirokratik baski alt Olceginde degerlendirirken, en diisiik ortalamayla sosyal

¢cevre baskist alt dlgeginde degerlendirmistir.

Tablo 2

Akademik Performans Baskilan Alt Olceklerinin n, X ve S Degerleri
Alt Olgekler n X N
1-Okul Paydagslar1 Baskisi 511 1.63 54
2-Sosyal Cevre Baskisi 511 1.21 A48
3-Biirokratik Baski 511 1.65 72

Okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olcegine ait alt
Olcek puanlarina iliskin ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri Tablo 3’te
sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yOneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin hesap
verebilirliklerini ifade eden puanlarin ortalamalar1 1.31 ile 3.99 arasinda
degismektedir. Okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenler uygulanan baskilar1 cevap
vermeyi en yiikksek ortalama ile biirokrasiye hesap verme alt Olceginde
degerlendirirken, en diisiik ortalamayla sosyal cevreye hesap verme alt 6lceginde
degerlendirmistir.

Tablo 3

Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olceklerinin n, X ve S Degerleri

Alt Olgekler n X S
1-Okul Paydaslarina Hesap Verme 511 2.19 .73
2-Sosyal Cevreye Hesap Verme 511 1.31 .60
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Verme 511 3.99 .70
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Akademik Performans Baskilari ve Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olgceklerinin
Bireysel ve Kurumsal Degiskenler Acisindan Degerlendirilmesi

Tablo 4’te okul yoneticileri ve dgretmenlerin Akademik Performans Baskilari
Olgegi puanlarinin cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir farkhilik gdsterip
gostermedigini  belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen bagimsiz gruplar t-testi
sonuglart sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin sosyal cevre
baskist ve biirokratik baski alt dlcek puanlarinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlami
bir farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; okul paydaslar: baskist alt 6lcek puaninda erkek
ogretmen ve okul yoneticileri lehine anlaml bir farklihk saptanmustir [p<.05].

Tablo 4
Akademik Performans Baskilan Alt Olcek Puanlanmin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore
t-Testi Sonuclan

Alt Olgekler Cinsiyet n X S t )4
351 1.67 .56
Erkek
1-Okul Paydagslar1 Baskisi 150 154 49 2.50 .01
Kadin
351 1.20 41
Erkek
2-Sosyal Cevre Baskisi 150 1.25 63 -1.16 .24
Kadin
351 1.64 72
. . Erkek
3-Biirokratik Bask1 150 1.69 7 =77 44
Kadin
sd = 499

Tablo 5’te okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi
Olgegi puanlarimin cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen bagimsiz gruplar t-testi
sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 0gretmenlerin sosyal
cevreye hesap verme ve biirokrasiye hesap verme alt Olcek puanlarinda cinsiyet
degiskenine gore anlaml bir farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; okul paydaglarina
hesap verme alt Olcegi puaninda erkek Ogretmen ve okul yoOneticileri lehine
anlamli bir farklilik saptanmistir [p<.05].

Tablo 5
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olcek Puanlarimin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore t-Testi
Sonuclart

Alt Olgekler Cinsiyet n X S t )4
1-Okul Paydaslarina Hesap Erkek 351 226 .75 350 00
Verme Kadin 150 202 .66
2-Sosyal Cevreye Hesap Erkek 351 133 .60 65 51
Verme Kadin 150 1.29 .63

. . Erkek 351 396 .68
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Verme Kadim 150 404 73 -1.26 .20

sd = 499
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Tablo 6’da okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin Akademik Performans
Baskilar1 Olcegi puanlarinin okul tiiriine gore anlamli bir farkhilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bagimsiz gruplar t-testi
sonuclar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin okul
paydagslan baskisi, sosyal cevre baskist ve biirokratik baski alt 0lcek puanlarinda
gorev yaptiklar1 okul tiirii degiskenine gore anlaml bir farklilik saptanmamustir
[p>.05].

Tablo 6
Akademik Performans Baskilan Alt Olgek Puanlanimin Okul Tiirii Degiskenine
Gore t-Testi Sonuclar

Alt Olgekler Okul Tiirii n X S t p
1-Okul Paydaglar1 ~ Kamu 462 1.62 54 40 68
Baskisi Ozel 49 1.66 .56 ’ ’
2-Sosyal Cevre Kamu 462 1.22 .50 90 36
Baskisi Ozel 49 1.15 .29 ’ ’
3-Biirokratik Baski  <2mY 462 L6574 17 86

Ozel 49 1.63 .58

sd = 509

Tablo 7°de okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi
Olgegi puanlarmin  okul tiiriine gore anlamli bir farkliik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bagimsiz gruplar t-testi
sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve oOgretmenlerin okul
paydaslarina hesap verme, sosyal ¢cevreye hesap verme ve biirokrasiye hesap verme
alt 6l¢ek puanlarmin gorev yaptiklart okul tiirii degiskenine gore anlamli bir
farklilik saptanmamistir [p>.05].

Tablo 7
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olgek Puanlaruun Okul Tiirii Degiskenine Gore t-
Testi Sonuglar

Alt Olgekler Okul Tiirii n X N t p

1-Okul Paydaglarina Hesap ~ Kamu 462 220 .74 89 37

Verme Ozel 49 210 .63 ’ ’

2-Sosyal Cevreye Hesap Kamu 462 132 .62 08 3

Verme Ozel 49 123 44 ) ’
Kamu 462 399 .68

3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Verme -36 VAl

sd = 509

Tablo 8’de okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Akademik Performans Baskilari
Olgegi puanlarinin gorev degiskenine gore anlamh bir farkliik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonli varyans analizi
sonuclar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin sosyal cevre
baskisi ve biirokratik baski alt 6lgek puanlarinda gorevlerine goére anlamli bir
farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; okul paydaslar: baskist alt 6lgeginde anlamli bir

127

Ozel 49 403 .83




Coskun Erdag & Engin Karadag

farklilik saptanmistir [F'=4.50; p<.05]. ANOVA sonras! gerceklestirilen Levene’s
testi ile grup dagilimlar1 varyanslarinin homojen oldugu tespit edildiginden
[p>.05], hangi gruplar arasi fark oldugunu bulmak icin homojen varyansh grup
dagilimlarina uygun ve Alpha tipi hataya karsi duyarli olan Scheffe coklu
kargilagtirma teknigi kullanilmigtir. Bunun sonucunda okul miidiiri grubuyla
Ogretmen grubu arasinda okul midiirii grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak [p<.05]
diizeyinde anlamli bir farklilik oldugu saptanmustir.

Tablo 8
Akademik Performans Baskilart Alt Olgek Puanlarimin Gorev Degiskenine Gore
Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglar

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
Alt Olcek Gorev n X S Var. K. KT. SD KO. F p
Mudiir 51 1.82 .58 G. Aras1  2.66 2 133 450 .01

M. Yard. 103 1.68 .53 G.lci 150.13 508 .29

Ogretmen 357 159 .53 Toplam  152.79 510

Toplam 511 1.63 .54

Miidiir 51 120 .38 G.Aras1 .08 2 04 17 84
M. Yard. 103 124 .45G.1Igi 10246 508 .23

Ogretmen 357 121 .50 Toplam 120.54 510

Toplam 511 121 48

Miidiir 51 1.66 .52 G. Arasi 24 2 12 23 .79
M. Yard. 103 1.60 .73 G.lci 270.73 508 .53

Ogretmen 357  1.66 .75 Toplam  270.98 510

Toplam 511 165 .72

1-Okul Paydaslar1 Baskisi

2-Sosyal Cevre Baskist

3-Biirokratik Baski

Tablo 9’da okul yoneticileri ve dgretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olcegi
puanlarinin gorev degiskenine gore anlamh bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek yonli varyans analizi sonuclarn
sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve dgretmenlerin sosyal cevreye hesap
verme ve biirokrasiye hesap verme alt Olcek puanlarinda gorevlerine gore anlaml
bir farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; okul paydaslarma hesap verme alt 6lgeginde
anlamli  bir farkhilik saptanmistir [F=5.18; p<.05]. ANOVA sonrasi
gerceklestirilen Levene’s testi ile grup dagilimlar varyanslarinin homojen oldugu
tespit edildiginden [p>.05], hangi gruplar arasi fark oldugunu bulmak icin
homojen varyansh grup dagilimlarina uygun ve Alpha tipi hataya karst duyarl
olan Scheffe ¢oklu kargilagtirma teknigi kullanilmistir. Bunun sonucunda miidiir
yardimcisi grubuyla 0gretmen grubu arasinda miidiir yardimcisi grubu lehine
istatistiksel olarak [p<.05] diizeyinde anlaml bir farklilik saptanmustir.

Tablo 10°da okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin Akademik Performans
Baskilar1 Olgegi puanlarimin brang degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek yonli varyans
analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin
hesap verebilirlik baskilarina iligkin gorislerine iliskin okul paydaslar: baskast,
sosyal cevre baskist ve biirokratik baski alt dlgeklerinde branglarina gore anlaml
bir farklilik saptanmamistir [p>.05].

128



School Accountability Pressures and Teacher Responses

Tablo 9
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olgek Puanlanimin Gérev Degiskenine Gore Tek Yonlii
Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglar

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan

Alt Olcek Gorev n X S Var. K. KT. SD K.O. F »p

Miidiir 51 239 .74 G.Aras 5.49 2 274 518 .00
1-Okul Paydaglarina HesagM. Yard. 103 233 .78 G.igi 269.23 508 0.53
Verme Ogretmen 357 213 .70 Toplam 274.73 510

Toplam 511219 .73

Midiir 51 145 .71 G.Aras 2.02 2 1.01 274 .06
2-Sosyal Cevreye Hesap M. Yard. 103 138 .60 G.lgi 187.37 508 .36
Verme Ogretmen 357 127 .59 Toplam 189.39 510

Toplam 511 131 .60
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Midiir 51 402 .72 G. Afam 23 2 A1 2478
Verme M. Yard. 103 402 .63 G.Ii 249.79 508 49

Ogretmen 357 398 .71 Toplam 250.03 510

Toplam 511399 .70
Tablo 10

Akademik Performans Baskilan Alt Olcek Puanlannin Brans Degiskenine Gore
Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuclar

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan

Alt Olgek Brang n X S  Vark. KTI. SD K.O. F p
Sinif 161  1.64 .55 G.Arasi 2.50 6 41 139 21
Tiirkge/Edebiyat 57 173 .66 G.igi 150.28 504 .29
Sosyal Bilimler 47 1.67 .51 Toplam 152.79 510

1-Okul Paydaslar1 Matematik 45 171 .55

Baskist Fen Bilimleri 44 1.67 .63
Meslek Dersleri 44 151 37
Diger 113 1.54 49
Toplam 511 1.63 .54
Siif 161 122 50 G.Arasi 2.38 6 39 1.69 .12
Tiirkge/Edebiyat 57 131 .52 G.igi 118.16 504 23
Sosyal Bilimler 47 115 .34 Toplam 120.54 510
Matematik 45 132 .66

2-Sosyal Cevre Baskist g pitimleri 4 127 54
Meslek Dersleri 44 118 .36
Diger 13 112 .39
Toplam 511 1.21 48
Sinif 161 154 .66 G. Arasi 6.62 6 110 210 .05
Tiirkge/Edebiyat 57 186 .74 G.ici 264.36 504 52
Sosyal Bilimler 47 164 .69 Toplam 270.98 510

. . Matematik 45 171 .69

3-Burokratik Baski - g, Bilimleri 44 183 88
Meslek Dersleri 4 167 71
Diger 113 159 .75
Toplam 511 1.65 .72

Tablo 11’de okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi
Olgegi puanlarimin brang degiskenine gore anlamh bir farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonli varyans analizi
sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin okul
paydaslarina hesap verme, sosyal cevreye hesap verme ve biirokrasiye hesap verme
alt Olcek puanlarinda branglarina gbére anlamli bir farkliik saptanmamigtir

[p>.05].
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Tablo 11
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olcek Puanlarimin Brans Degiskenine Gore Tek Yonlii
Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglar

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
Alt Olcek Brang n X S Var.K. K.T. SD K.O. F p
Simf 161 217 .72 G. Arasi 70 6 121 97
Tiirkge/Edebiyat 57 221 .72 G.id 274.02 504 54
Sosyal Bilimler 47 226 .65 Toplam 274.73 510
1-Okul Paydaglarina ~ Matematik 45 225 .77
Hesap Verme Fen Bilimleri 44 223 78
Meslek Dersleri 44 213 81
Diger 113 218 .71
Toplam 511 219 .73
Sinif 161 130 .62 G. Arast 115 6 d9 5179
Tiirkce/Edebiyat 57 135 .62 G.igi 188.24 504 37
Sosyal Bilimler 47 129 .49 Toplam 189.39 510
2-Sosyal Cevreye Matematik 45 125 .60
Hesap Verme Fen Bilimleri 44 134 58
Meslek Dersleri 44 144 .67
Diger 113 129 .61
Toplam 511 131 .60
Sinuf 161 398 .73 G. Arasi 516 6 .86 177 .10
Tiirkge/Edebiyat 57 385 .70 G.ldgi 244.86 504 48
Sosyal Bilimler 47 421 .55 Toplam 250.03 510
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Matematik 45 4.00 .69
Verme Fen Bilimleri 44 389 .78
Meslek Dersleri 44 415 57
Diger 113 396 .70
Toplam 511399 .70

Tablo 12°de okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin Akademik Performans
Baskilar1 Olgegi puanlarnin okul kademesi degiskenine gore anlamli bir
farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonlii
varyans analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve
O0gretmenlerin sosyal ¢cevre baskist ve biirokratik baski alt 6lgek puanlarinda okul
kademesine gore anlamli bir farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; okul paydaslan
baskisi alt Olceginde anlamh bir farkhilik saptanmistir [F=2.70; p<.05].
ANOVA sonrast gerceklestirilen Levene’s testi ile grup dagilimlari
varyanslarinin homojen oldugu tespit edildiginden [p>.05], hangi gruplar arasi
fark oldugunu bulmak i¢in homojen varyansh grup dagilimlarina uygun ve
Alpha tipi hataya karsi duyarli olan Scheffe ¢oklu karsilastirma teknigi
kullanilmigtir. Bunun sonucunda meslek lisesi grubuyla ortaokul grubu arasinda
ortaokul grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak [p<.05] diizeyinde, meslek lisesi
grubuyla fen ve anadolu lisesi grubu arasinda fen ve anadolu lisesi grubu lehine
istatistiksel olarak [p<.05] diizeyinde anlamli bir farklilik saptanmustir.
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Tablo 12
Akademik  Performans Baskilann Alt Olgek Puanlarmun  Okul Kademesi
Degiskenine Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglan

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan

Alt Olgek g:(‘i‘lmesi n X S Vark KI. SD KO. F p
Tlkokul 195 161 .54 G.Arasi 3.19 4 79 270 .03
Ortaokul 125 170 .52 G. 1gi 149.59 506 29

1-Okul Paydaglari  Genel Lise 9 151 .40 Toplam 152.79 510

Baskisi Fen/Anadolu 82 172 .69
Meslek Lisesi 100 150 .42
Toplam 511 1.63 .54
Tlkokul 195 121 52 G.Arasi 32 4 08 34 .85
Ortaokul 125 121 .41 G.idi 120.22 506 23

2-Sosyal Cevre Genel Lise 9 1.03 .11 Toplam 120.54 510

Baskist Fen/Anadolu 82 123 .50
Meslek Lisesi 100 1.22 .50
Toplam 511 121 .48
Tlkokul 195 155 .67 G. Arasi 3.45 4 86 1.63 .16
Ortaokul 125 176 .74 G.ici 267.53 506 52

. . Genel Lise 9 1.57 .80 Toplam 270.98 510

3-Birokratik Baski - g A nadolu 82 167 75
Meslek Lisesi 100 1.68 .77
Toplam 511 165 .72

Tablo 13’te okul yoneticileri ve dgretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Olcegi
puanlarinin  okul kademesi degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonlii varyans analizi
sonuclar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin okul
paydaslarnina hesap verme, sosyal cevreye hesap verme, biirokrasiye cevap verme alt 6lgek
puanlarinda okul kademesine gore anlam bir farklilik saptanmamustir [p>.05].

Tablo 13

Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olgek Puanlanmin Okul Kademesi Degiskenine Gore
Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglar

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
Alt Olcek Okul Kademesi n X M Var. K. KT. SD K.O. F p
Tlkokul 195 216 .73 G. Arasi .36 4 .09 .17 .95
Ortaokul 125 220 .69 G.lgi 27436 506 54
1-Okul Paydaglarina  Genel Lise 9 217 .95 Toplam 27473 510
Hesap Verme Fen/Anadolu 82 223 75
Meslek Lisesi 100 222 .75
Toplam 511 219 .73
Tlkokul 195 129 .62 G.Arasi .70 4 A7 47 5
Ortaokul 125 130 .58 G.igi 188.69 506 37
2-Sosyal Cevreye Genel Lise 9 148 .76 Toplam 189.39 510
Hesap Verme Fen/Anadolu 82 130 .53
Meslek Lisesi 100 137 .64
Toplam S11 131 .60
Tlkokul 195 398 .70 G. Arasi 3.16 4 79 162 .16
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Ortaoku‘l 125 388 .70 G.lg 246.86 506 48
Verme Genel Lise 9 388 .82 Toplam 250.03 510
Fen/Anadolu 82 410 .70
Meslek Lisesi 100 407 .65
Toplam 511 399 .70
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Tablo 14’te okul yoneticileri ve oOgretmenlerin Akademik Performans
Baskilar1 Olgegi puanlarinin egitim durumu degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gOsterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek yonli varyans
analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin okul
paydagslan baskist ve sosyal cevre baskist alt 6lgek puanlarinda egitim durumuna
gore anlamli bir farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; biirokratik baski alt olcek
puaninda anlaml bir farklilik saptanmistir [F=3.69; p<.05]. ANOVA sonrasi
gergeklestirilen Levene’s testi ile grup dagilimlari varyanslarinin homojen oldugu
tespit edildiginden [p>.05], hangi gruplar arasi fark oldugunu bulmak icin
homojen varyansli grup dagilimlarina uygun ve Alpha tipi hataya karsi duyarl
olan Scheffe coklu karsilastirma teknigi kullanilmistir. Bunun sonucunda lisans
grubuyla On lisans grubu arasinda lisans grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak [p<.05]
diizeyinde anlamli bir farklilik saptanmustir.

Tablo 14 )
Akademik Performans Baskilant Alt Olgek Puanlarvun  Egitim  Durumu
Degiskenine Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglan

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglar
Alt Olgek Egitim Durumu  n X §  Var. K K.T. SD K.O. F p
Lisans 416 1.64 .55 G. Arasi .26 2 13 44 .64
1-Okul Paydaslar1 On-lisans 63 1.58 54 G.idi 151.69 504 .30
Baskist Lisanstisti 28 1.57 44 Toplam 151.96 506
Toplam 507 1.63 54
Lisans 416 1.21 49 G. Arasi .02 2 .01 .04 .95
On-lisans 63 1.21 A7 G.Ici 12033 504 .23
2-Sosyal Qevre Baskist 5 Giistii 28 119 .44 Topfam 12035 506
Toplam 507 1.21 48
Lisans 416 1.69 74 G. Arast 3.90 2 195 3.69 .02
. . On-lisans 63 1.44 57 G.Ici 26593 504 52
3-Burokratik Basla ;o it 28 152 .78 Topfam 269.83 506
Toplam 507 1.65 73

Tablo 15’te okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi
Olgegi puanlarmin egitim durumu degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonli varyans
analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin
okul paydaslarina hesap verme, sosyal cevreye hesap verme ve biirokrasiye hesap
verme alt Olgek puanlarinda egitim durumuna gore anlamli bir farklilik
saptanmamustir [p>.05].

Tablo 16’da okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin Akademik Performans
Baskilar1 Olgegi puanlarmin iiye olunan sendika degiskenine gére anlamli bir
farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonli
varyans analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve
O0gretmenlerin okul paydaglart baskisi, sosyal cevre baskist ve biirokratik baski alt
Olceklerinde iiye olunan sendikaya gore anlamli bir farklilik saptanmamistir
[p>.05].
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Tablo 15
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olcek Puanlarnmin Egitim Durumu Degiskenine Gore
Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuclan

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
- Egitim -
Alt Olgek n X N Var. K. KT. SD KO. F p
Durumu
Lisans 416 219 .72 G. Arasi 91 2 45 85 .42
1-Okul Paydaslarina On-lisans 63 212 .73 G.igi 270.53 504 53
Hesap Verme Lisansiistii 28 234 .85 Toplam 271.45 506
Toplam 507 219 .73
Lisans 416 130 .59 G. Arast 1.31 2 .65 179 .16
2-Sosyal Cevreye Hesap On-lisans 63 130 .56 G.lgi 184.94 504 36
Verme Lisansiisti 28 152 .87 Toplam 186.26 506
Toplam 507 131 .60
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap I:isar}s 416 399 .68 G. A¥a51 .05 2 .02 .05 .95
Verme O.n-hsans 63 396 .72 G.Ici 24795 504 .49
Lisansiisti 28 400 .83 Toplam 248.00 506
Toplam 507 399 .70
Tablo 16

Akademik Performans Baskilan Alt Olgek Puanlanmin Uye Olunan Sendika
Degiskenine Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuglan

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
Alt Olgek geyrf dﬁf“a“ n X S Vark KT. SD KO. F p
Egitim Sen 13 1.69 .63 G.Arasi 1.00 5 20 .65 .65
Egitim Bir Sen 147 161 .52 G.ligi 147.10 484 .30
Tirk Egitim Sen 138 1.68 .57 Toplam 148.10 489
1-Okul Paydaglari Baskist Egitim Ig 18 148 .50
Diger 29 170 .65
Uye Degil 145 161 .52
Toplam 490 1.64 .55
Egitim Sen 13 133 .59 G.Arasi 94 5 A8 76 .57
Egitim Bir Sen 147 120 .44 G.ligi 118.77 484 24
Tirk Egitim Sen 138 1.21 .45 Toplam 119.71 489
2-Sosyal Cevre Baskist Egitim Is 18 1.24 46
Diger 29 137 .70
Uye Degil 145 120 .51
Toplam 490 121 .49
Egitim Sen 13 180 .78 G. Arasi 47 5 .09 17 97
Egitim Bir Sen 147 1.65 .74 G.ligi 263.22 484 54
Tirk Egitim Sen 138 1.64 .76 Toplam 263.69 489
3-Biirokratik Bask1 Egitim Is 18 161 .71
Diger 29 161 .72
Uye Degil 145 167 .70
Toplam 490 1.65 .73

Tablo 17°de okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi
Olgegi puanlarinin iiye olunan sendika degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonli varyans
analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin
okul paydaslarina hesap verme ve biirokrasiye hesap verme alt Olceklerinde iiye
olunan sendikaya gore anlaml bir farklilik saptanmazken [p>.05]; sosyal cevreye
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hesap verme alt Olgek puaninda anlamli bir farklilik saptanmistir [F=2.59;
p<.05]. ANOVA sonras1 gergeklestirilen Levene’s testi ile grup dagilimlari
varyanslarinin homojen oldugu tespit edildiginden [p>.05], hangi gruplar arasi
fark oldugunu bulmak icin homojen varyansh grup dagilimlarina uygun ve
Alpha tipi hataya karsi duyarli olan Scheffe ¢oklu karsilagtirma teknigi
kullamlmistir. Bunun sonucunda Egitim-Is grubuyla Tiirk-Egitim-Sen grubu
arasinda Egitim-Is grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak [p<.05] diizeyinde, Egitim-Is
grubuyla iiye degil grubu arasinda Egitim-Is grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak
[p<.05] diizeyinde anlaml bir farklilik saptanmustir.

Tablo 17
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olcek Puanlarimn Uye Olunan Sendika Degiskenine
Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuclar

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
Alt Olgek Sendika n X N Var. K. KT. SD K.O. F p
Egitim Sen 13 217 .79 G. Arasi 4.77 5 9 177 .11
Egitim Bir Sen 147 220 .72 G.igi 260.47 484 53
1-Okul Paydaglarina Tirk Egitim Sen 138 2.18 .76 Toplam 265.25 489
Hesap Egitim Is 18 265 .73
Verme Diger 29 234 19
Uye Degil 145 214 .69
Toplam 490 220 .73
Egitim Sen 13 133 .49 G. Arasi 4.90 5 .98 259 .02
Egitim Bir Sen 147 132 .63 G.Igi 183.12 484 .37
Tirk Egitim Sen 138 1.28 .59 Toplam 188.02 489
f/‘e Sr‘r’rfzal Cevreye Hesap paiin g 18 181 .64
Diger 29 138 .72
Uye Degil 145 128 59
Toplam 490 132 .62
Egitim Sen 13 418 .82 G.Aras 1.42 5 28 58 71
Egitim Bir Sen 147 399 .64 G.Igi 237.08 484 .49
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap Tirk Egitim Sen 138 3.93 .69 Toplam 238.51 489
Verme Egitim Is 18 413 .68
Diger 29 403 .76
Uye Degil 145 400 .73
Toplam 490 399 .69

Tablo 18de okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin Akademik Performans
Baskilar1 Olcegi puanlarinin kidem degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek yonlii varyans
analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin
okul paydaslart baskisi, sosyal cevre baskist ve biirokratik baski alt Olgeklerinde
kideme gore anlamli bir farklilik saptanmamugtir [p>.05].

Tablo 19°da okul yoneticileri ve 6gretmenlerin Okul Hesap Verebilirligi
Olgegi puanlarinin kidem degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonli varyans analizi
sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Buna gore, okul yoneticileri ve Ogretmenlerin okul
paydaslarina hesap verme, sosyal cevreye hesap verme ve biirokrasiye hesap verme
alt 6lceklerinde kideme gore anlamli bir farklilik saptanmamustir [p>.05].
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Tablo 18
Akademik Performans Baskilan Alt Olgek Puanlanmin Kidem Degiskenine Gére
Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuclan

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan

Alt Olgek Kidem n X N Var.K. K.T. SD  K.O. F p
1-5 93 1.60 A48  G. Arasi .52 4 13 43 78
6-10 92 1.62 56 G.lci 152.26 505 .30

1-Okul Paydaglar1 ~ 11-15 105 1.59 .53 Toplam 152.79 509

Baskist 16-20 88 1.69 .58
21 + 132 1.64 .56
Toplam 510 1.63 .54
1-5 93 1.16 42 G. Arasi 37 4 .09 38 81
6-10 92 1.22 52 G.lci 120.12 505 .23

2-Sosyal Cevre 11-15 105 1.22 .53 Toplam 120.49 509

Baskist 16-20 88 1.21 44
21 + 132 1.24 48
Toplam 510 1.21 .48
1-5 93 1.80 78 G. Arasi 4.85 4 121 230 .05
6-10 92 1.59 68 G.lci 266.12 505 52

. . 11-15 105 1.58 .69  Toplam 270.98 509

3-Biirokratik Bask1 16-20 88 176 80
21 + 132 1.57 .68
Toplam 510 1.65 72

Tablo 19
Okul Hesap Verebilirligi Alt Olcek Puanlanimin Kidem Degiskenine Gore Tek
Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonuclan

n, X ve S Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglan
Alt Olgek Kidem n X S  Var.K. KT. SD K.O. F p
1-5 93 2.12 .64  G. Arasi 1.44 4 36 67 .61
6-10 92 213 76 G.lgi 272.92 505 .54
1-Okul Paydaglarina 11-15 105 221 .67 Toplam 274.37 509
Hesap Verme 16-20 88 2.25 75
21 + 132 224 .80
Toplam 510 219 .73
1-5 93 1.23 .55 G. Arasi 2.08 4 52 140 .23
6-10 92 1.23 56 G.lgi 187.21 505 .37
2-Sosyal Cevreye Hesap ~ 11-15 105 1.33 .66 Toplam 189.29 509
Verme 16-20 88 1.36 .59
21 + 132 1.38 .63
Toplam 510 1.31 .60
1-5 93 4.00 .72 G. Arasi 92 4 23 46 75
3-Biirokrasiye Hesap 6-10 92 4.03 67 G.lgi 248.85 505 .49
Verme 11-15 105 3.97 .74 Toplam 249.77 509
16-20 88 4.05 .65
21 + 132 3.93 .70

Toplam 510 3.99 .70

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Elde edilen bulgulara gore, 6grencilerin akademik basarisini artirma yOniinde
ogretmenler ve okul yoneticileri ne okul paydaslarindan ve sosyal ¢evrelerinden ne
de biirokrasiden gelisim baskisi gormektedir. Velilerden, ogrencilerden ve
O0gretmenlerden, yerel toplum ve mesleki kuruluslardan, okul yoneticilerinden, il ve
ilce milli egitim miudirliiklerinden ve miifettislerden gelen basar1 baskilari
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neredeyse yok denecek kadar azdir. Bu sonuglar, Bakioglu ve Salduz’'un (2014)
calismasiyla da desteklenmektedir. Onlara gore okullarin iirettigi basariyr okul
midirt, st yOnetim, mifettisler, medya ve sivil toplum kuruluslart ¢ok
sorgulamamakta; Ogrenci ve veliler ise digerlerine kiyasla daha c¢ok
sorgulamaktadir. Anglo-Sakson iilkelerde ise, NCLB ve NAPLAN gibi basarinin
Ol¢tilmesi, ilani, 6diillendirilmesi veya cezalandirilmasi gibi politikalarin bir sonucu
olarak, 6gretmenler ve okul yoneticileri tizerlerinde basariy: artirma yoniinde giiglii
bir baski hissettikleri bildirilmektedir (Holbein ve Ladd, 2015; Ikeler, 2010; Nichols
ve Harris, 2016; Thompson, 2013).

Ogretmen ve okul yoneticileri iizerine yonelen akademik basar1 baskilar1 okul
tird, brans, sendika ve kideme gore farklilasmazken; cinsiyet, gorev, okul kademesi
ve egitim durumu degiskenlerine gore farklilasmaktadir. Tlk olarak, veli ve dgrenci
kaynakl hissedilen ve ¢ok diisiik diizeyde olan bagar1 baskisini kadinlar erkeklere,
Ogretmenler yoneticilere, meslek liselerinde gérev yapan 6gretmen ve yoneticiler ise
ortaokul, anadolu ve fen liselerinde gorev yapanlara kiyasla daha da az diizeyde
hissetmektedir. Kadmlarin erkeklere kiyasla daha diisiikk diizeyde basari baskisi
hissetmeleri, veli ve 0grencilerin bayan 6gretmenler tizerinde uyguladiklar1 dusiik
baski seviyesinden kaynakladigr dusiiniilmektedir. Kiiltiirel kodlarimizdaki
bayanlara karsi daha nazik ve saygili davranmaya zorlayan toplumsal kurallar kadin
ogretmen ve yoneticiler iizerindeki diisiik baskinin nedeni olarak gosterilebilir. Ote
taraftan, yoneticilere kiyasla Ogretmenler iizerinde veli ve Ogrencilerin disiik
diizeyde baski uygulamalari, onlarin 6gretmenlerden cekindigi iddiasini giindeme
getirmektedir. Okul miisterileri olan veli ve dgrencilerin basariya iligskin sikayetleri
ve isteklerinin Ogrenci menfaatine zarar gelmesin disiincesi ile Ogretmenlere
dogrudan yapamadiklari, bunun yerine sikayet ve isteklerini daha ¢ok okul midiirii
ve yardimcilarina yonlendirdikleri diigiiniilebilir. Veli ve 6grencilerin farkli okul
tiirleri Gizerindeki performans baskilarinin farklilasmasinin, okullar {izerinde olusan
farkli beklentilerin, izlenen farkli 6gretim programlarinin ve uygulanan o6grenci
segme ve yerlestirme smavlarmin varhigindan kaynaklandigi iddia edilebilir.
Ogrenciler ve veliler daha iyi gelir getiren ve prestijli bir meslek beklentisi icinde
olduklarindan, hayal ettikleri meslek ve gelecek yasantisi icin dnlerindeki YGS ve
LYS smavlarinda bagarili olmalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu sinavlari gegmek icin ise,
akademik programlar izleyen basarili liselere yerlesmelidirler. Bu liselere girmek
TEOG gibi bir sinavda basarili olmalarini saglayacak iyi bir ortaokula devam etmeyi
gerektirmektedir. Dolayisiyla, veli ve 6grencinin bdyle bir gelecek beklentisi dogal
olarak ortaokullar ile fen ve anadolu liseleri 6gretmen ve yoneticileri tizerinde baski
yaratmakta, onlari elinden gelenin en iyisini yapma konusunda zorlamaktadir. Diger
taraftan, mesleki programlar izleyen ve beceri egitimine odaklanan meslek
liselerine kayit hakki kazanan Ogrenciler ve velilerinde bdyle bir kaygmin diger
akademik program izleyen ortaokul ve liselere kiyasla cok yiiksek oldugu
diisiiniilemez. Bu anlamda; diisiik akademik beklenti, mesleki 6gretim programi ve
yiikksekOgretime smnavsiz gecis hakki meslek liseleri Ogretmen ve yoneticileri
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iizerinde akademik basariya iliskin diisiik veli ve 6grenci baskisinin nedeni olarak
gosterilebilir.

Ikinci olarak, lisans mezunu olanlara kiyasla én-lisans mezunu 6gretmen ve
yoneticiler tizerindeki okul miidiirleri, iist yoneticiler ve miifettislerden kaynaklanan
performans baskilarinin daha diisiik diizeyde olmasinin nedeni algilanan 6gretmen
kapasitesine baglanabilir. On lisans mezunu olarak tammlanan giiniimiiz
ogretmenleri 20 yili agkin hizmet siiresi olan tecriibeli 6gretmenlerdir. Ote taraftan,
degisen teknoloji, 0gretim anlayisi, yontem ve teknikleri konusunda kendilerini
giincellemeye calistiklar1 da bir gercektir. Bunun farkinda olan iist yonetim ve
denetim otoriteleri bu Ogretmen grubu iizerindeki basari baskilarimi onlari
zorlamamak amaciyla diisiik seviyede tuttugu ileri siiriilebilir.

Ogretmen ve okul yoneticileri daha yiiksek ogrenci basarisi igin sosyal
cevrelerine neredeyse hic hesap verme zorunlulugu hissetmezken, okul paydaslarina
disiik diizeyde, biirokrasiye ise yilksek diizeyde hesap verme zorunlulugu
hissetmektedir. Bu sonuglar literatiirdeki bazi c¢alisma sonuglar ile
desteklenmektedir. Bakioglu ve Salduz (2014) ile Tiirkoglu ve Aypay (2015)
Ogretmenlerin Ogrenci ve velilere karsi yiiksek diizeyde hesap verme zorunlulugu
hissettiklerini bildirmektedir. Ote taraftan, Kantos (2010) akademik basari igin
Ogretmenlerin Once {ist yoneticiye, sonra da veli ve Ogrenciye daha cok hesap
vermek zorunda hissettiklerini bildirmektedir. Bakioglu ve Salduz (2014) ise
Ogretmenlerin okul midirii, iist yonetim ve miifettislere karsi diisik diizeyde;
medya, meslek kuruluslar1 ve sendikalara karsi ise neredeyse hi¢c hesap vermek
zorunda hissetmedikleri sonucuna ulagmistir. Birlesik Devletler basta olmak iizere
Ingiltere, Kanada, Avustralya, Hollanda ve Yeni Zelanda gibi iilkeler ise hayata
gecirilen akademik standartlar, standart sinavlar, okul ligleri, sozlesmeli okullar,
ogretim kuponlari, 6zellestirme, vergi destegi, 6diil ve cezalar gibi cesitli biirokratik
ve piyasa mekanizmalari ile okullarin yerel yonetim kurullar1 ve bolge yonetimleri
gibi {ist yonetim otoritelerine; ayni zamanda velilere ve dgrencilere karsi hesap
verme, eylemlerinin dogrulugunu ve hakligini gosterme ve savunma zorunlulugu
icinde tutmaktadir (Hill, 1996; Kuchapski, 2001; Leithwood ve Earl, 2000; McNelis,
1998).

Ogretmen ve yoneticilerin hesap verebilirlik diizeyleri kidem, egitim diizeyi,
calistiklar1 okul kademesi, branglari, okul tiirii degiskenlerine gore farklilasmadigi;
fakat cinsiyet, gorev ve sendika degiskenlerine gore farkhlastigi goriilmektedir. Tlk
olarak; bayan ogretmenler erkeklere, 6gretmenler de miidiir yardimcisina kiyasla,
veli ve Ogrencilere karsi daha disiik diizeyde Ogretim faaliyetlerine iligkin bilgi
verme, eylemlerini aciklama ve hakliligin1 gdsterme zorunlulugu hissetmektedir. Bu
durumun bayan Ogretmenlerin diger Ogretmenlere kiyasla, Ogretmenlerin de
yoneticilere kiyasla daha az bask: altinda olmalarindan kaynaklandig1 séylenebilir.
Dolayisiyla, erkek ogretmenler ve yoneticiler basariya iliskin digerlerine kiyasla
daha cok baski altinda olduklarindan, 6gretim adina yapilanlar ve alinan kararlara
iligkin daha cok acgiklama yapmak ve eylemlerini savunmak mecburiyeti icinde
kaldig1 diigiiniilebilir. Ikincisi; Bakioglu ve Salduz’un (2014) ulastig1 sonuca paralel
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olarak, 6gretmen ve yoneticilerin {ist yonetim otoritelerine ve miifettislere kars
yuksek diizeydeki hesap verebilirlik hissi tiim alt gruplarda da benzer diizeydedir.
Ust yonetimden ve miifettislerden dogrudan vyiiksek diizeyde bir baski
gormemelerine ragmen, okul kiiltiirdi icerisinde olusan miifettis fobisinin ve st
yOneticilerin sahip oldugu yaptirimlarin tim 6gretmenler iizerinde dolayl bir baski
iirettigi, bunun sonucu olarak 6gretmenlerin ve yoneticilerin kendilerini biirokrasiye
karsi her zaman savunulabilir olma gayreti i¢inde olmalarmma neden oldugu
diisiiniilmektedir. Ugiinciisii; yerel topluma, medyaya ve meslek kuruluslarna Tiirk-
Egitim-Sen iiyesi ve sendika iiyesi olmayanlar, Egitim-Is sendikasi iiyesi olan
O0gretmen ve yoneticilere kiyasla daha az hesap verme zorunlulugu hissetmektedir.
Bunu destekleyen veya yanliglayan bir calismaya literatiirde rastlanmamustir.

Tim bu sonug ve tartigma 1s1¢inda, okullarin en temel islevlerinden biri olan
akademik kazanimlarin arzu edilen diizeyde gerceklestirilmesine imkan saglayacak
kontrol giicliniin yeterince olusturulamadigi goriilmektedir. Gelismis iilke egitim
sistemlerinde farkli dig odaklardan okullar iizerinde gii¢li kontrol baskilar
olusturulurken, Tiirkiye’de okullar tizerindeki kontrol baskisi yok denecek kadar
diisiik diizeydedir. Ogretmen ve yoneticiler; okul paydaglarindan, sosyal
cevrelerinden ve biirokrasiden dogrudan bir gelisim baskist neredeyse hig
gormemektedir. Basar1 konusunda okullar iizerindeki kontrol ve gelisim baskisi
disiik diizeyde oldugu gibi, 6gretmen ve yoneticilerin okul paydaslarina ve sosyal
cevrelerine eylemleri hakkinda bilgi verme, eylemlerini aciklama ve kendini
savunma gerekliligi duygular1 da diisik diizeydedir. Dogrudan bir baski
hissetmemelerine ragmen, dgretmenler biirokrasiye cok yiiksek diizeyde hesap
verme zorunda hissetmektedir. Bu acidan bakildiginda, okullarin akademik basariya
iliskin farkli dis odaklarca yeterince uyarilmadigy, beklentilerin siglig1 ve giicsiizliigii
nedeniyle de Ogretrmenler arasinda bir gelisim kiltiri olusturulamadigi
sOylenebilir. Bu anlamda, biirokrasiyi, veliyi ve 6grencileri giiclendiren, okullar
izerinde dogrudan veya dolayli olarak olusturulacak hesap verebilirlik
mekanizmalari ile okullar tizerinde farkh ve giiclii gelisim baskilarinin yaratilmasi
gerekmektedir. Okullar tizerindeki kontroliin giiglendirilmesi icin, okullar iizerinde
menfeatleri olan tiim odaklarin giiglendirilmesi, okul siireclerinin etkili bir sekilde
yiriitilmesi ve basarili sonuglarinin elde edilmesi konusunda okullar1 giigli bir
sekilde kontrol edecek mekanizmalara ihtiyac vardir. Bu arastirma sonucunda,
okullar tizerinde mevcut hangi sosyal mekanizmalarin okullar iizerinde gelistirici
baski iirettigi, hangilerinin ise gelisimi engelledigi sorular1 ¢oziilmesi gereken bir
problem olarak ortaya c¢tkmaktadir. Diinya uygulamalar: 1s18inda okullar tizerinde
kontrol ve gelisim baskis1 yaratmak i¢in icat edilmis mekanizmalar belirlenmelidir.
Ayrica okullar iizerindeki performans baskilarinin okullarin eylemlerine iligkin
hesap verebilirliklerini ne derece etkiledigi tespit edilmeli, cinsiyet, sendika, okul
kademesi gibi degiskenlerin gelisim baskisi ve hesap verme duygularmi nasil
etkiledigi ortaya cikarilmalidir.
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