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Abstract

Problem Statement: In social open systems, there are basically two
determinants of organizational behavior: “organizational” and “personal.”
The former is mostly related to the aim of the organization, the necessities
of the work, whereas the latter is concerned with the traits of the
employee. Various studies have focused on the traits of the employee
along with their different dimensions. One of these is the locus of control,
which can be measured and evaluated as a dimension of personal trait.
Although there are some studies that were carried out with students,
teachers, and principals regarding locus of control, so far no research has
been done with educational supervisors who are crucial actors in the
current educational process.

Purpose of Study: The purpose of this study is to determine the locus of
control of educational supervisors.

Methods: The research consisted of 340 educational supervisors working in
18 cities, which are located in the fourth and fifth educational service
regions of Turkey. The data collection tool consists of two parts. The first
is “General Information Form,” which aims to collect personal information
concerning educational supervisors. The second part is the 29-item
Rotter’s Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (I-E-LOC Scale), which
aims to determine the locus of control of educational supervisors. In data
analysis, techniques such as Kolmogorov Smirnov test, independent
sample t-test, one way ANOVA, and Scheffe test were used.

Findings and Results: According to the results, there was no significant
effect of variables such as field, faculty, education level, teaching tenure,
and incentives (p>.05) on locus of control of the participants. However,
supervisory tenure did have a significant effect on locus of control (p<.05).

Conclusions and Recommendations: 1t was determined that educational
supervisors had a tendency to internal locus of control (M=9.09). Having
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an internal locus of control for an educational supervisor may contribute
to the task performance, which is determined by legal regulations and
ethical principles of the profession. In addition, it can create an
environment that reinforces the tendency of having internal locus of
control for the target population. To enable supervisors to have more
internal locus of control, mainly two things can be suggested. First,
applicants for supervisory positions should be chosen among already
internal locus of control teachers and/or administrators. To realize this,
some practices must be abolished. These practices are about the
perceptions of unjust processes in which proficiency is not a criterion to be
selected and appointed, and which can be manipulated and predictable.
Second, another perception of supervisors may be changed. It is the
perception that they play a role that is heavily dependent on external
supervision during their task performances, in terms of authority they
have. This perception can be positively changed during pre-service or in-
service periods.

Keywords: Locus of control, internal external LOC, I-E-LOC, educational
supervisor

Man, born with limited qualifications, has to acquire new knowledge, skills, and
attitudes at the least to exist in the world. School is the place where this is the most
systematically achieved. School is an open system that gets the majority or all of
inputs from the environment, and gives the majority or all of output to the
environment. It is also a social system since a human being determines the quality of
the output.

In systems where both main input and output are human, he/she is the crucial
element of the socially open system. It is the behaviors of employees towards the aim
that determines the quality of output and there are different determinants of these
behaviors. In fact, in almost all organizations, there are two determinants of observed
organizational behaviors. One is related to the aim of the organization and the
necessities of the task, while the other is concerned with personality traits of an
employee. The former is described as “organizational dimension”, while the latter is
“personal dimension” (Aydn, 2010).

Organizational dimension means expected behaviors of the employee in the
position that she/he holds. Employees are expected to behave and make
contributions according to their positions in the workplace, and the aim of their
institution. Organizations are careful when employing those who are willing to make
contributions to the organizational aim. They get them to work wherever needed.
Every position requires behaviors for the position itself. Any attempt to show the
needed behaviors is considered as a determinant of organizational behavior. It is
more or less under the control of the organization and can be directed through
changes or improvements by organizational powers.
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However, the “personal” side of organizational behavior is not as open to the
effect and control of the organization as the “organizational” side of it is. The
personal side is more like a trait that is made up of necessities and expectations of the
person. Personality traits are one of the main factors explaining the different
organizational behaviors of employees who are in similar positions and have similar
role expectations. For this reason, it may be misleading to assess the organizational
contribution of the employee by not taking the trait into account.

Personality traits with various dimensions have been the subject of several
studies (Day, Schleicher, Unckless & Hiller, 2002; Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 1994;
Judge, Bono, Ilies & Gerhardt, 2002; Judge, Piccolo & Kosalka, 2009; Lord, De Vader,
& Alliger, 1986; Nahrgang, Morgeson & Ilies, 2009; Peterson, Smith, Martorana &
Owens, 2003; Silverthorne, 2001; Stewart, 2001; Snyder & Monson, 1975; Zaccaro,
Foti & Kenny, 1991; Zaccaro, Gilbert, Thor & Mumford, 1991; Zanna, Olson & Fazio,
1980). One of these is locus of control, which was proved to be a personality trait that
can be measured and used in many cases, as a result of a great deal of empirical
research designed to determine the relationship with various variables, for different
individuals, and in different research areas from health to education, from principal
to student, from stress to problem solving (Arlotto, 2002; Armstrong, 2001; Baglum,
2000; Dibekoglu, 2006; Dilekmen, Alver, Ada, & Akgay, 2009; Jooa, Lima & Kimb,
2013; Hodges & Winstanley, 2012; Konan, 2013; Lindstréma & Rosvalla, 2012;
Ozdemir, 2009; Yesilyaprak, 2004). Locus of control, examined as a personal trait in
researches, is considered as a tendency of taking the life-affecting events, good or
bad, as a result of his/her skills, qualities and behaviors or as a result of luck, fate,
and other powers. It is indicated that the ones who believes that life-affecting events
are within their control area have internal locus of control, whereas the ones who
believe that they are the results of other powers rather than himself/herself have
external locus of control (Rotter, 1966).

The first researches on measuring locus of control were done by Phares and
James. Following these attempts, several scales were developed to measure the locus
of control. The locus of control scale developed by Rotter is definitely the most well-
known. His scale, “internal-external locus of control” (I-E-LOC Scale) is the most
commonly used scale of all (Dag, 1991).

By means of this scale, locus of control of human resources in educational settings
has been a research subject for several studies. While some studies about locus of
control focused on students (Ageel, Masood, Muhammad & Nabiha, 2010; Arslan,
Dilma¢ & Hamarta, 2009; Daniel, 1993; Dilmag, 2008; Gan & Shang, 2007; Ruibyte,
2007; Williams & Andrade, 2008; Wu & Elliott, 2008; Yasar, 2008), teachers (Akca &
Yaman, 2010; Arogundade & Itua, 2010; Canbay, 2007; Kapikiran, 2007; Munir &
Sajid, 2010; Rose & Meadway, 1981) and principals (Dibekoglu, 2006; Dilekmen,
Alver, Ada & Akgay, 2009; Klein & Wasserstein-Warnet, 2000) in different countries
at different teaching levels, no research has yet been found that focused on
educational supervisors who are crucial in the educational process.
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Educational supervisors are those who do the supervision in which the aim is to
improve the teaching-learning process. Although it is being practiced in different
ways in different institutions in different countries, the supervision is universal
regardless of its aim and institution, and a necessity for any institution (Basaran,
2006). For educational institutions it is irreplaceable (Aydin, 2000; Aydin, 2005; Basar,
2000; Taymaz, 2005). Supervision in educational settings focuses on determining the
accomplishment of organizational aim, and reasons for failure to accomplish the aim,
and above all, it focuses on being efficient and productive as an entire unit.

In the Turkish education system, according to article 42 of the constitution of the
Turkish Republic, teaching and learning are performed under the control and
supervision of the state. The National Ministry of Education (MoNE) is responsible
for this control and supervision of the whole process on behalf of the state (MoNE,
1973). The Ministry carries out this responsibility with a supervisory board at
elementary and high school education levels. In every province, as responsible to the
National Ministry Directorate, there is an Elementary School Supervisory
Department consisting of a president, a vice president, educational supervisors,
assistant supervisors, and a supervisory bureau (MoNE, 1999). Educational
supervisors and assistant supervisors working at the Elementary School Supervisory
Department carry out tasks such as guidance, on-the-job training, supervision,
assessment, examination, investigation, and inquiries for any formal and informal
educational institutions at various levels in addition to National Ministry
Directorates for the province and its counties (MoNE, 2011).

Educational supervisors, while performing the supervision, may be in a position
in which they may teach, inspire, question, judge, and dispense justice by playing
various roles such as a teacher, principal, or sometimes a leader. One of the critical
determinants while performing these responsibilities efficiently is legal regularities of
the job itself, the other is his/her personality traits. Thus, research is needed on locus
of control, a factor of educational supervisors’ personality traits, being one of the
effective constituents during supervision processes.

On the basis of this rationale, the aim of the present research is to examine the
locus of control of educational supervisors in terms of some variables.

To this end, answers to the following questions were sought:

1. Do educational supervisors’ locus of control scores significantly differ in

terms of field?

2. Do educational supervisors’ locus of control scores significantly differ in

terms of faculty?

3. Do educational supervisors’ locus of control scores significantly differ in

terms of education level?

4. Do educational supervisors’ locus of control scores significantly differ in

terms of teaching tenure?

5. Do educational supervisors’ locus of control scores significantly differ in

terms of supervisory tenure?

6. Do educational supervisors’ locus of control scores significantly differ in

terms of incentives for the last three years in a supervisory position?
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Method

Research Design

The study is a descriptive research since it aims to determine the present status of
locus of control for educational supervisors with regard to some independent
variables such as field, faculty, educational level, teaching tenure, supervisory
tenure, and incentives within the last three years of supervisory service.

Research Group

The research group of the study is comprised of 340 educational supervisors
working in 30 provinces that are in eastern and southeastern Anatolia, which are
classified as 4t and 5% service regions of Turkey in which there are
socioeconomically less developed cities, in 2010-2011 academic year. Eighteen
provinces were randomly chosen, 9 from the 4t» and 9 from the 5t service regions of
Turkey. These educational supervisors, who filled out the data collection tools
voluntarily and according to the instructions, are working in 18 provinces
(Adiyaman, Agri, Batman, Diyarbakir, Elazig, Erzincan, Erzurum, Giimiishane,
Hakkari, Igdir, Kahramanmaras, Kastamonu, Mus, Mardin, Siirt, Sivas, Sanliurfa and
Van).

Research Instruments

General information form. The form, developed by the researcher, consists of 6
items aiming to determine the participants’ personal characteristics (field, faculty,
educational level, teaching tenure, supervisory tenure, and incentives within last
three years as a supervisor).

Internal-external locus of control scale. To determine the level of internal-external
locus of control for educational supervisors, 29-item Internal-External Locus of
Control (I-E-LOC) was used. It was developed by Rotter (1966) and then Dag (1991)
adapted it into Turkish and performed validity and reliability tests. The scale’s
Spearman-Brown and KR reliability coefficients range from .65 and .79, with split
half techniques using the data obtained from four different samples with the size of
2,100 subjects; also from various samples test-retest reliability coefficients that range
from .49 to .83 (Rotter, 1966).

In the scale, each item has two alternatives, identified as “a” and “b”. The
respondent is asked to choose the most suitable sentence for himself/herself and
then to choose it. During scoring, 6 items out of 29 (1, 8, 14, 19, 24, 27) were excluded
since they are just filling items so as to conceal the aim of the scale. Out of the
remaining questions, for numbers 2, 6, 7, 9, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25, and 29 the
alternative “a” gets 1 point, while for the rest, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 22, 26, and 28
the alternative “b” gets 1 point. Thus, the respondent can acquire points from 0 to 23.
The higher the point is, the more the person’s external locus of control.

In Turkey, Dag (1991) tested the validity and reliability. Test-retest reliability
coefficient of I-E-LOC Scale was found as .83. Reliability coefficient of scale, using
KR-20 technique is .68; Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is .70. For convergent validity
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of the scale, Pearson correlation value was reported as .69 between the mean score of
LOC - interview and I-E-LOC Scale. Just like the original one, the Turkish version of
the I-E-LOC scale has also adequate reliability coefficient value and acceptable
validity indicators (Dag, 1991), thereby it is used in a considerable number of studies
in Turkey.

To evaluate model-data relationship concerning one-factor scale structure, CFA
was done. CFA analysis was done using Lisrel 8.71 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 2004). In
analysis maximum likelihood technique was used. The results of CFA are as follows:

X2=382.32, SD=229, Z%d =1.66, GFI:.90, AGFIL.0.88, RMSEA:0.046, RMR:.014 and

SRMR: .061. In evaluation of goodness of fit, some accepted criteria within the

literature were used. It is accepted as perfect goodness of fit to be 2 or lower * Z%d "

ratio, “.95” or above GFI, AGFI results, and “.05” or lower RMSEA, RMR and SRMR
results. However, it is taken as acceptable goodness of fit to be 2-5 “ Z%d " ratio,

“.90” or above GFI, AGFI results, and “.08” or lower RMSEA, RMR and SRMR
results (Brown, 2006, Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Simsek, 2007;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As a result of these findings, it may be said that model-
data fitness is within acceptable limits, and the scale is a valid and reliable one to
measure educational supervisors’ locus of control.

Procedure

The researcher himself or educational supervisors in Educational Administration
and Supervision who hold a master’s degree and were already informed about
administrating the scale carried out the data collection procedure. A total of 340
educational supervisors who completed the information form and the scale
according to the instructions were taken as the sample of the study, while 16 forms
due to missing info or mistakes were not included in the analyzing process. Each
educational supervisor personally answered the data collection tools and it took
about 14 minutes to complete the forms.

Data Analyses

Normality test was performed for scores of locus of control using Kolmogorov
Smirnov normal distribution formulas. In the study, independent sample t-test, One-
Way-ANOVA and Scheffe test were used to compare groups. All calculations were
done using SPSS 17.0. For all analysis, significance level was taken as .05
(Bliytikoztiirk, 2010).

Results

The study aimed to determine the relation between educational supervisors’
internal-external locus of control and the independent variables such as field, faculty,
educational level, teaching tenure, supervisory tenure, and incentives within the last
three years of supervisory service. The findings are as follows:
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The results of the t-test performed to determine whether there is any significance
between locus of control mean scores of educational supervisors in terms of field
variable are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
T-test Results, according to Field for Scores of LOC Scale for Educational Supervisors

Field n M SD Df t P
Classroom Teacher 212 9,29 3,907 338 1.212 226
Field Teacher 128 8,76 3,904

As can be seen in Table 1, it was found that mean score of locus of control scale
for educational supervisors whose field is classroom teacher was 9.29, while it was
8.76 for educational supervisors who were field teachers. From the table, it can be
said that field causes no significant difference [¢(338)=1.21, p>.05] on the scores of
locus of control scale for educational supervisors.

The results of the t-test performed to determine whether there is any significance
between locus of control mean scores of educational supervisors in terms of faculty
variable are presented in Table 2.

Table 2
T-test Results, according to Faculty, for Scores of LOC Scale for Educational Supervisors

Institution n M SD Df t 2
Education Faculty 275 9.12 3.882 338 .300 .765
Other Faculties 65 8.95 4.048

It was found that mean score of locus of control scale for educational supervisors
who graduated from Education Faculty was 9.12, while it was 8.95 for educational
supervisors who graduated other faculties. From the table, it can be said that faculty
causes no significant difference [£(338)=.30, p>.05] on the scores of locus of control
scale for educational supervisors.

The results of the t-test performed to determine whether there is any significance
between locus of control mean scores of educational supervisors in terms of
education level variable are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3

T-test Results, according to Education Level, for Scores of LOC Scale for Educational
Supervisors

Education Level n M SD Df t 2
Undergraduate 267 9.13 3.860 338 .340 734
Graduate 73 8.95 4.106

In Table 3, it can be seen that mean score of locus of control scale for educational
supervisors who graduated from a faculty was 9.13, while it was 8.95 for educational
supervisors who completed graduate school. Also, according to education level, no
significant difference [¢(338)=.34, p>.05] was found on the scores of locus of control
scale for educational supervisors.

The results of One-Way ANOVA performed to determine whether there is any
significance between locus of control mean scores of educational supervisors in terms
of teaching tenure variable are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

ANOVA Results, according to Teaching Tenure, for Scores of LOC Scale for Educational
Supervisors

Locus of Control Sum of df Mean F P
ANOVA Results squares square

Between Groups 36.932 2 18.466 1.210 299
Within Groups 5142.421 337 15.259

Total 5179.353 339

As can be seen from Table 4, the mean score of locus of control scale for
educational supervisors whose teaching tenure is 10 years or less is 8.86, and it is 9.37
for educational supervisors whose teaching tenure is 11 to 15 years, and it is 8.58 for
educational supervisors whose teaching tenure is 16 years or more. From ANOVA
results it can be said that teaching tenure causes no significant difference [F(2-
337)=1.21, p>.05] on the scores of locus of control scale for educational supervisors.

The results of One-Way ANOVA performed to determine whether there is any
significance between locus of control mean scores of educational supervisors in terms
of supervisory tenure variable are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5

ANOVA Results, according to Supervisory Tenure, for Scores of LOC Scale for Educational
Supervisors

Locus of Control Sum of df Mean F P Significant
ANOVA Results squares square differences
Between Groups 131.912 2 65.956 4404 .013* 1-2
Within Groups 5047 .440 337 14.978

Total 5179.353 339

As can be seen from Table 5, the mean score of locus of control scale for
educational supervisors whose supervisory tenure is 2-5 years is 9.66, more than that
of educational supervisors’ whose teaching tenure is 1 year or less, 8.23. Analysis
results indicate that there is significant difference on the scores of locus of control
scale for educational supervisors in terms of supervisory tenure [F(2-337)=4.40,
p<.05]. In other words, locus of control of educational supervisors changes
significantly with relation to supervisory tenure. According to Scheffe test results,
done to determine the difference between groups, it was found that there was a
significant difference between those whose supervisory tenure is 2-5 years and those
whose supervisory tenure is 1 year or less.

The results of the t-test performed to determine whether there is any significance
between locus of control mean scores of educational supervisors in terms of
incentives variable are presented in Table 6.

Table 6

T-test Results, according to Incentives, for Scores of LOC Scale for Educational Supervisors

Incentives n M SD Df t 2
Received 105 9.16 3.698 338 239 811
Not Received 235 9.06 4.007

It was found that mean score of locus of control scale for educational supervisors
who received an incentive was 9.16, while it was 9.06 for educational supervisors
who did not receive any incentives. From Table 6, it can be said that incentive causes
no significant difference [#(338)=.23, p>.05] on the scores of locus of control scale for
educational supervisors.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

One of the significant elements is the supervision subsystem that makes and
maintains a system characteristic to education. There is a need to focus on an
effective and productive supervision of education, which determines each and every
contribution to the general aim, when found not adequate, and reveals the possible
causes and finds solutions, and intends to develop the process as a whole.
Educational supervisors are the critical agent to make supervision effective and
productive. They are expected to behave according to legal regularities and in the
light of professional ethical principles. It is not realistic to expect educational
supervisors to behave without the influence of personal traits while doing what they
are expected to do. In this respect, the fact that educational supervisors’ personality
trait may influence the supervision process should not be ignored. Attitudes and
behaviors of educational supervisors during supervision may be affected by locus of
control, which is a dimension of personality trait.

In this research, 340 educational supervisors’ locus of control was examined in
terms of several variables. This group was working in the 4th and 5t service regions
in which there are 30 socioeconomically less developed provinces, mostly in eastern
and southeastern Anatolia. Eighteen provinces were randomly chosen, 9 from the 4th
and 9 from the 5th service regions of Turkey. According to the results, there was no
significant effect of variables such as field, faculty, educational level, teaching tenure,
and incentives (p>.05) on locus of control of the participants. However, supervisory
tenure had a significant effect on locus of control of the participants (p<.05).

According to Scheffe test results, done to determine the difference between
groups, it was found that there was significant difference between those whose
supervisory tenure is 2-5 years and those whose supervisory tenure is 1 year or less.
That is, locus of control for beginners in educational supervision is mostly internal.
When compared with the first year of supervisory tenure, the second group (2-5
years) of supervisory tenure has a tendency towards external locus of control.

The reason for this is that educational supervisors may be affected by previous
positions, such as teacher and principal, rather than a newly appointed position,
especially in the first year. In researches done in Turkey, mean scores of locus of
control for teachers range from 6.34 to 8.70 (Canbay, 2007; Cetin, Caglayan &
Erkmen, 2008; Colak, 2006; Demirtas, 2006; Erdogan & Ergtin, 2011; Erkmen & Cetin,
2007; Kiictikkaragéz, 1998; Ttimkaya, 2000; Sarikaya, 2007), and mean scores of locus
of control for school principals range from 6.94 to 10.72 (Akca & Yaman, 2009;
Dibekoglu, 2006; Dilekmen, et al., 2009; Ozdemir, 2009; Ttirkoglu, 2007).

Those who have higher internal locus of control scores have an upward tendency
(Solmus, 2004; Yesilyaprak, 2004) while at the same time, to accomplish this goal,
they have upper level academic success compared with the ones who have higher
external locus of control (Dilmag, 2008; Yesilyaprak, 2004). This leads to an
expectation that scores of locus of control for teachers and principals who intend to
become educational supervisors should come near internal locus of control. In view
of this expectation, teachers and principals who intend to be educational supervisors
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or to realize it are expected to have internal locus of control. This can be an
explanation for the score of those whose supervisory tenure is 1 year or less having
significantly lower (internal LOC) than those whose tenure is 2-5 years.

The finding that mean score of locus of control for educational supervisors is 9.09
can be compared with the findings of the researches in which participants are
Turkish teachers (Canbay, 2007; Cetin, et al., 2008; Colak, 2006; Demirtas, 2006;
Erdogan & Ergiin, 2011) and principals (Ak¢a & Yaman, 2009; Dibekoglu, 2006;
Dilekmen, et al., 2009; Ozdemir, 2009; Tiirkoglu, 2007), in view of the fact that scores
of locus of control may differ in various cultures. According to the findings of these
researches, mean score of locus of control for teachers was 8.08, while it was 8.43 for
principals. In the researches done in Turkey, mean score for teachers is 8.08 and
mean score for principals is 8.43, whereas mean score of locus of control for
educational supervisors is 9.09. These findings suggest that educational supervisors
have more external locus of control scores than teachers and principals. Considering
the fact that the ones who have higher internal locus of control scores have an
upward tendency (Solmus, 2004; Yesilyaprak, 2004) while at the same time, to
accomplish this goal, they have an upper level of academic success compared with
the ones who have higher external locus of control (Dilmag, 2008; Yesilyaprak, 2004),
it can be expected that teachers and principal with internal locus of control should
become educational supervisors, thereby educational supervisors would have less
locus of control scores. Yet, this finding of the research is not supported by the
findings of the literature. The reason for this may be two-sided. First, due to
perceptions of unjust processes in which proficiency is not a criterion to be selected
and appointed, teachers and principals with internal locus of control do not think of
becoming an educational supervisor. The perception of a process that can be
manipulated and predictable makes it appropriate for those with external locus of
control instead of those with internal locus of control. Second, it may be the result of
the perception of educational supervisors towards their own profession. They may
think that they play a role that forces them to use external control while they exercise
their authority. This perception towards their position may be a cause of higher score
of locus of control for educational supervisors than that of teachers and principals.
Both possible reasons do not justify that educational supervisors should have higher
scores (external) than teachers and principals.

If it is appropriate for people who have internal locus of control to perform
supervisory jobs (Spector, 1982), educational supervisors are expected to have more
internal locus of control than teachers and principals do. Considering personality
traits of people having a tendency of internal locus of control, it can be realized how
vital it is for educational supervisors to have these characteristics. Researches
(Ciiceloglu, 1993; Dag, 1991; Donmez, 1983, 1984, 1986; Yesilyaprak, 2004) suggest
that there are some common personality qualities for internal locus of control when
compared with external locus of control. According to these researches, people with
internal locus of control are more at peace with themselves and society, inclined to
make changes in their environment, to join social and political activities, and to help
others, and are more comfortable and successful in personal activities. On the other
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hand, they are less liable to conform to pressure of others, rely more on their
judgment, give more positive reactions in the face of blocking, react harshly to
limiting freedom, and prefer to be independent, less dependent to outer
surroundings, and self-sufficient. At the same time, they are the people who spend
more time on intellectual and academic pursuits, make efficient use of time, have
high academic achievements, have outstanding success especially on competitive
occasions, are success-oriented, risk-lovers, self-confident, have a creative sense of
self, are resistant, organized, systematic, have auto-control, are trustworthy, more
objective and consistent. They can concentrate more on what they do or problems
they encounter, accept difficulties easily, and they are self-assertive when it comes to
long-term planning, realizing and choosing different alternatives. They can perceive
and evaluate easily hints and environmental stimulus in solving problems. Since they
have more of a sense of responsibility, they see others from the point of their
responsibility. Not only do they seek responsibility, but they do not avoid giving
responsibility as well. They are the ones who perceive themselves as more
influential, trustworthy, and self-directed, having a highly positive sense of self-
esteem, are venturesome, undertakers, active, combative, healthy and balanced
emotionally, use fewer defense mechanisms, are more comfortable in interpersonal
relations, self-assured, peacemakers, have high motivation, job satisfaction and
organizational commitment, low alienation, and are more productive and creative.
The fact that educational supervisors should be internal locus of control may
contribute to what is necessary in their tasks, which are the results of legal
regulations and professional ethical principles, and also may create an environment
in which they make targeted people more internal locus of control. This may spark
an output effect contributing to developing the educational system as a whole.

Although educational supervisors have higher mean scores of locus of control
then teachers and principals, their score (M=9.09) may be interpreted from a different
point of view. Rotter’s internal-external locus of control scale scores range from 0 to
23 points and having a higher score means external locus of control. However, in
some researches (Ak¢a & Yaman, 2009; Colak, 2006; Saracaloglu, Serin & Bozkurt,
2005; Sulu, 2007; Tokat, Kara & Ulkgi’m, 2007) scores between 0 and 11 indicated
internal locus of control, while scores between 12 and 23 indicated external locus of
control. Taking this point into account, it can be said that mean score (M=9.09) of
educational supervisors shows that they have internal locus of control.

For educational supervisors who are a crucial element in the educational process,
playing an effective role is parallel with being internal locus of control. That's why
some measures should be taken for educational supervisors to have more internal
locus of control. To achieve this goal, two suggestions can be offered. First, the
process of selection of educational supervisors can be restructured in order to choose
people with high internal locus of control. The practices that are based on the
perceptions of unjust processes in which proficiency is not a criterion to be selected
and appointed, and which can be manipulated and predictable must be carefully
eliminated. As a result of this, teachers and principals who have internal locus of
control may think of becoming an educational supervisor and can make it a reality.
Second, another perception of educational supervisors must be changed. It is the
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perception that they play a role that is heavily dependent on external supervision
during their task performances, in terms of authority they have. Essentially, when it
comes to authority and responsibility of educational supervisors, the source of which
comes from legal regulations and professional ethical principles, it means having
those people work, who do their duties without any external supervision. The
paradigm shift in perception towards their job can be carried out during either pre-
service or in-service training. As a result of such training, behavior of an educational
supervisor that is objective, consistent, success-oriented, encourages new practices, is
supportive and confidential rather than fault-seeking, argumentative, oppressive,
and penalizing will improve, thereby creating an environment in which perception
of internal locus of control for teachers and principals will develop.
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Egitim Denetmenlerinin Denetim Odag
Ataf:
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(Ozet)

Problem Durumu

Toplumsal agik sistemlerde sistemin ¢iktisinin niteligini belirleyen temel etmen,
calisanlarin amaca yonelik davranislaridir. Bu davraruslarin farkli belirleyicileri
bulunmaktadir. Ancak, hemen her orgiitte, calisanin orgiitte, orgiite iliskin olarak,
gozlenen davranisinin temelde “kurum” ve “birey” olmak tiizere iki belirleyicisi
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vardir. Bunlardan ilki, daha ¢ok, 6rgiitiin amaci, yapilacak islerin niteligi ile ikincisi
ise, daha ¢ok, ¢alisanin kisilik 6zellikleriyle iligkilidir. Kurum boyutu, 6rgiitiin az ya
da ¢ok kontroliindedir ve orgiitsel giigler tarafindan degistirilerek, gelistirilerek
yonlendirilebilir. Oysa orgiitsel davranisin “birey” boyutu, oOrgiitiin etkisine,
kontroliine, “kurum” boyutu kadar agik degildir. “Birey” boyutu, daha ¢ok, bireyin
gereksinimleri ve beklentilerinden olusan bir kisilik 6zelligi niteligindedir. Kisilik
ozellikleri, ayn1i konumda bulunan ve aymni rolii yerine getirmesi beklenen
calisanlarin birbirlerinden farkli 6rgiitsel davranisini agiklayan temel etmenlerden
biridir. Bu nedenle, calisanin 6rgiite yaptig1 katkinin kisilik 6zelliklerinden yalitilmis
olarak degerlendirilmesi yaniltict olacaktir. Kisilik ozellikleri, farkli boyutlariyla,
bir¢ok arastirmanin konusu olmustur. Bunlardan biri de, bir kisilik boyutu olarak
olgultip degerlendirilebilen, denetim odagidir. Denetim odagi arastirmalar1 farl
iilkelerde ve farkli 6grenim diizeylerinde 6grencileri, 6gretmenleri ve yoneticileri
konu edinmisken, kritik bir dge olan egitim denetmenlerini konu edinen higbir
arastirmaya rastlanmamustir. Egitim Denetmenlerinin isgoriilerini etkili bigimde
yerine getirebilmede belirleyici olan dgelerden biri gérev alaninin yasal dayanaklar:
ise digeri de kisilik ozellikleridir. Bu nedenle, denetim uygulamalarinda etkin olan
o6nemli ogelerden birinin de egitim denetmenlerinin kisilik 6zelliklerinin bir
boyutunu olusturan denetim odag olmasi arastrma konusu edilmesini
gerektirmistir.

Arastirmanmin Amact

Bu arastirmanin temel amaci Egitim Denetmenlerinin i¢ten- distan denetim odag; ile
bransi, en son tamamladigi o6grenim kurumu, 6grenim diizeyi, 6gretmenlik
meslegindeki toplam hizmet siiresi, egitim denetmenligindeki toplam hizmet siiresi
ve egitim denetmenligindeki son ii¢ yilda herhangi bir 6diil almasi arasindaki iligkiyi
belirlemektir.

Arastirmanin Yontemi

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, Tiirkiye'nin cografi olarak daha ¢ok dogu ve giiney
dogu; sosyo-ekonomik olarak da daha az gelismis illerinin bulundugu dérdiincii ve
besinci hizmet bolgesinde yer alan 18 ilde (Adiyaman, Agri, Batman, Diyarbakir,
Elazig, Erzincan, Erzurum, Giimiishane, Hakkari, Igdir, Kahramanmaras,
Kastamonu, Mus, Mardin, Siirt, Sivas, Sanliurfa ve Van) gérev yapan 340 egitim
denetmeni olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada egitim denetmenlerine iliskin kisisel
bilgileri toplamak amaci ile arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan “Genel Bilgi Formu” ve
egitim denetmenlerinin i¢ dis denetim odaklarinmn diizeylerini belirlemeyi
amaglayan, toplam 29 maddelik Rotter'm i¢ Dis Denetim Odagi Olgegi (I-E LOC
Scale) kullanilmistir. Veriler, Kolmogorov Smirnov Normal Dagilima Uygunluk testi,
fliskisiz Orneklemler T- Testi (Independent Sample T-Testi), iliskisiz Orneklemler
fcin Tek Faktorliic Varyans Analizi (One-Way ANOVA) ve Scheffe Testi ile
degerlendirilmistir.

Arastirmamn Bulgulan

Yapilan analizler sonucunda; bransin, égrenim kurumunun, 6grenim diizeyinin,
ogretmenlikteki kidemin ve 6diil alma degiskenlerinin egitim denetmenlerinin
denetim odaklari tizerinde anlamli bir farkliliga neden olmadig1 saptanmuistir (p>.05).
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Denetmenlikteki kidemin ise egitim denetmenlerinin denetim odaklar1 tizerinde
anlamli diizeyde bir farkliliga neden oldugu belirlenmistir (p<.05).

Arastirmann Sonuclart ve Onerileri

icsel denetim odag1 inanci yiiksek olan kisilerin yiikselme egilimlerinin daha tist
diizeyde olduklari, bu amagclarini gergeklestirebilmek agisindan da, dissal denetim
odag1 inanci yiiksek olanlara kiyasla daha tist diizeyde bir akademik basariya sahip
olduklar1 dikkate almacak olunursa, daha ¢ok i¢ denetim odag1 y6nelimli 6gretmen
ve okul yoneticilerinin egitim denetmeni olmalari, dolayisiyla egitim
denetmenlerinin 6gretmen ve okul yoneticilerinden daha az denetim odag:
ortalamasma sahip olmalar1 beklenirdi. Oysa arastirma sonucu ulasilan bu bulgu
alanyazindaki bulgularla desteklenmemektedir. Tiirkiye’de yapilan arastirmalarda,
ogretmenlerin denetim odagi ortalama puani1 M=8.08, okul miidiirlerinin denetim
odag1 ortalama puani ise M=8.43 olarak belirlenmisken, egitim denetmenlerinin
denetim odag1 ortalama puani M=9.09 olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu durum egitim
denetmenlerinin 6gretmen ve okul miidiirlerinden daha dis denetim odag1 inancina
sahip olduklarmi gostermektedir.

Egitim denetmeninin i¢ denetim odag: egilimli olmasi, hem yasal diizenlemeler ve
meslegin gerektirdigi etik ilkelerden kaynaklanan gorevinin gereklerini yerine
getirmesine katki saglayacak, hem de hedef kitlesindeki kisilerin i¢ denetim odag:
egilimli olmasina ortam yaratabilecektir. Egitim denetmeninin i¢ denetim odag:
egilimli olmasmi saglamak amaciyla temelde iki yol onerilebilir. Bunlardan ilki,
egitim denetmenligine yeni atanacaklarm secimine yonelik olarak yapilacak
diizenlemelerle gerceklestirilebilir. Egitim denetmenligine secilme ve atanmada
yeterligi esas alan bir siirecin olmadigi, sonucu onceden kestirilebilen ve dis
etmenlerin kontroliinde bir siire¢ oldugu algisina dayanak olusturan uygulamalarin
ozenle ortadan kaldirilmasi gerekir. Bunun sonucunda i¢ denetim odag: yonelimli
6gretmen ve okul yoneticilerinin egitim denetmeni olmay: diistinmeleri ve bunu
gerceklestirmeleri miimkiin olabilir. ikincisi ise, egitim denetmenlerinin yasal
diizenlemelerle kendilerine verilen yetkilerini kullanirken, gérevlerinin geregi olarak
daha ¢ok distan denetimi gerceklestiren bir rolii yerine getirdikleri algismn
degistirilmesi ile gerceklestirilebilir. Egitim denetmenlerinin, yasal diizenleme ve
mesleki etik ilkelerden kaynaklanan goérev ve sorumluluklarmin 6ziinde, hedef
kitlelerindeki herkesin kendi gorev ve sorumlulugunu distan bir denetime gerek
duymadan yerine getirebilecek biling diizeyine ¢ikarmak yer almaktadir. Egitim
denetmenlerinin gorevlerine iliskin bu alg1 degisikligi, gerek hizmet 6ncesi egitim,
gerekse hizmetici egitim yoluyla gerceklestirilebilir. Bunun sonucunda acik arayan,
elestirici, baskici ve cezaci bir denetim uygulamas: yerine objektif, tutarli, basar:
yonelimli, yeni uygulamalar1 6zendiren, destekleyici ve giiven veren egitim
denetmeni davraniglarmin artacagi, bunun da Ozellikle 6gretmen ve okul
yoneticilerinin icten denetim algisinin gelismesi {izerinde etkili olabilecegi
beklenebilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Denetim odagi, i¢ dis denetim odagi, kontrol odagi egitim
denetmeni,



