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Abstract

This study, through quantitative approach, aims to determine the level of Greek school prin-
cipals’ self-efficacy (SE) beliefs regarding their new role as evaluators of their teaching
staff. It also aims to examine how these principals’ specific evaluative efficacy (SEE) re-
lates to their: a) general self-efficacy (GSE), b) generalized leadership efficacy (GLE), and
¢) evaluation’s expected results (EER). The sample of the study consisted of 151 principals
working in the Primary and Secondary Education of a large region in Athens, in the autumn
of 2014. The survey’s results show that the principals report a quite high level of GSE and
GLE but a lower level concerning SEE. The principals’ educational level raises the per-
ceived SEE. The survey’s variables are positively correlated with each other. Finally, GSE
compared to GLE, constitutes a better predictor model for SEE. Results are discussed along
with implications and suggestions for further research and for enhancing efficacy.

Keywords: School principal, teacher evaluation, general & specific self-efficacy, general-
ized leadership efficacy, expected results

Oz

Yunanistan Egitiminde, okul miidiirleri 6gretmenleri degerlendirecek kadar kendilerine gii-
venmekte midir? Bu arastirma nicel bir yaklagimla, okul miidiirleri igin yeni olan dgretim
kadrosunu degerlendirme rollerini de goz Oniinde bulundurarak, okul miidiirlerinin 6z-
yeterlik (OY) inanglarinin diizeyini belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Arastirma ayni zamanda
okul miidiirlerinin 6zgiil degerlendirme yeterlikleri (ODY) ile (a) genel 6z-yeterlikleri
(GOY), (b) genellestirilmis liderlik yeterlikleri (GLY) ve (c) degerlendirmenin beklenen
sonuglar1 (DBS) arasinda nasil bir iligkinin oldugunu incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Arastir-
manin 6rneklemi, 2014 Giiz doneminde Atina’nin biiyiik bir bolgesinde yer alan ilkogretim
ve ortadgretim kurumlarinda galisan 151 okul miidiiriinden olusmaktadir. Olgeklerden elde
edilen bulgulara gore, okul miidiirlerinin GOY ve GLY diizeyleri yiiksek iken, ODY diizey-
leri diisiiktiir. Okul miidiirlerinin egitim seviyesi arttik¢a algilanan ODY artmaktadir. Olgek-
te yer alan degiskenler birbirleriyle pozitif yonlii iliskilidir. Son olarak GOY GLY ile kiyas-
landiginda, ODY’yi daha iyi yordayan bir model olusturmaktadir. Sonuglar, gelecek aras-
tirmalar ve yeterligi gelistirmek i¢in yapilan ¢ikarimlar ve Onerilerle birlikte tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Okul midiirii, 6gretmen degerlendirme, genel & ozgiil 6z-yeterlik,
genellestirilmis liderlik yeterligi, beklenen sonuglar
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Introduction

Principals of contemporary Greek schools face unprecedented challenges as they
are called to evaluate teachers. They struggle to adapt to increasing changes regarding
the upgrade of the provided educational quality. Quality, in the latest years, as a re-
quest and priority, appears to accompany every public discourse in the Greek educa-
tional setting. However, from the fall of dictatorship and the restoration of democracy
in 1974 until the present day, the many educational reform attempts and the numerous
laws and regulatory acts appear to be quite fragmentary and conflicting. The educa-
tional planning that has occasionally happened is deprived of a long term development
horizon and mainly lacks the terms and conditions of educational quality and efficien-
cy. For over 30 years, since the abolishment of the “Institution of Inspector’? in 1982
(Andreou & Papakonstantinou, 1994), governments have kept the many institutional-
ized laws and practices regarding evaluation of teaching work in abeyance (Athana-
soula-Reppa, 2005, as cited in Papakonstantinou & Anastasiou, 2013). While laws are
passed in parliament, they are never implemented in the school system due to continu-
ous pressure exerted by teachers’ trade unions against governments. These unions
characteristically claim that the outdated method of Inspector’s evaluation has such
“burdened heredity” that they denounce any effort for educational evaluation as an
unacceptable incarnation of the spirit of the authoritarian state. For decades, Greek
teacher evaluation seems to be so difficult to implement that it resembles a Sisyphean
task or a Herculean challenge. However, once the economic crisis struck the country,
political authorities, as being supervised by the European Commission (EC) and the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) through Memorandums of Understanding (MOU),
were obliged to override the abundance of inactive laws and to directly implement in
practice a standardized form of educational evaluation.

Thus, under the concern for improving the quality of provided public education,
the indirect pressure from international organizations (EU, UNESCO, OECD) (Dimi-
tropoulos, 2002), the direct pressure exerted by the EC and the IMF, and according to
contemporary educational theories, the Odyssey of teacher evaluation resulted in the
introduction and implementation of the supplementary/illustrative Presidential Degree
152/2013: “Teacher evaluation of primary and secondary education”. According to
its legislative framework, administrative evaluation — called “Official Consistency and
Efficiency - is part of teachers’ overall evaluation and is carried out by the school
principal. He is responsible to evaluate teachers in three dimensions: (a) typical staff
case obligations, (b) participation in school unit’s operation and its self-evaluation, (c)
communication and cooperation with parents and stakeholders. Excellent information,

? “Institution of Inspector” is the most criticized method of teachers’ evaluation in the Greek
educational history. It has been denounced for cruelty, unfairness, political interweaving, and
non-pedagogical orientation.



Journal of Teacher Education and Educators 211

knowledge, skills, and the appropriate training concerning evaluative issues are pre-
requisites for principal’s effectiveness. Is that enough? The initials questions that
caused research interest refer to “whether Greek school principals feel confident
enough to evaluate teachers” and “how they perceive their new role in the school
context”.

As mentioned above, teacher evaluation comes at extremely difficult socio-
economic conjunctures and political upheavals for Greece with strong elements of
restructuring, dispute, and therefore, disruption even in educational setting. As the
resistance to change is given (Fullan, 2007) especially when change is imposed upon
teachers not only by the central political authority but also by external forces or insti-
tutions (EU, OECD), the role of the school principal as evaluator has been strongly
criticized by many people from inside and outside educational sector, even by princi-
pals themselves. Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin and Bernstein (1985) mention
that one of the major problems in assessment practices is the conflict of roles that
principals may experience. Making things more complex, the implemented standard-
ized evaluation system (P.D. 152/2013), despite the strong declaration of its formative
nature and orientation (Matsagouras, Gialouris & Kouloumparitsi, 2014), definitely,
incorporates features of summative assessment regarding grading and salary stagna-
tion or promotion, including dismissal or removal from teaching profession. There-
fore, school principals, inevitably, are expected to successfully cope with a number of
different and perhaps conflicting areas of functioning, challenging not only their
knowledge and skills but perhaps even more importantly, the self-conceptualizations
of their leadership capabilities and psychological resources to respond to the ever in-
creasing demands of their roles (Avolio & Luthans, 2006).

Empirical studies (i.e., Fisher, 2014; McCullers & Bozeman, 2010; Savvides,
2008) claim that the way school leaders are acting is guided by their beliefs of effica-
cy. Sense of efficacy is a central factor in motivational, learning, and self-regulative
processes that govern performance on complex tasks. Self-efficacy (SE) is defined as
people’s judgments of their capabilities to “organize and execute courses of action
required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391).

Efficacy has been broadly analyzed and explored in depth in various fields (i.e.,
Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Painter, 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). However,
empirical studies and research evidence in the Greek hierarchical and deeply central-
ized educational system are few. Moreover, principal efficacy regarding teacher eval-
uation is a rather unexplored field. This study contributes to the inexistent or limited
body of research on Greek principal efficacy beliefs and seeks to discover how they
affect effective evaluation and thus, teacher improvement.

Theoretical Framework

Successful leadership behavior relies upon an array of skills, knowledge, as well
as intentions, dispositions, and motives, the organization of which revolves around
efficacy beliefs. The concept of SE derives from Albert Bandura’s (1986) social cog-
nitive theory (SCT), which integrates social/environmental and cognitive elements in
specific behaviors through self-regulatory mechanisms (Luthans, 2008). Bandura
(1986) determined four sources that contribute to SE formation: (a) mastery experi-
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ence and performance attainment, (b) vicarious experience and modeling, (¢) symbolic
experience through social/verbal persuasion, and (d) physical and psychological
arousal.

Specific vs General Self-efficacy

Scholars distinguish efficacy beliefs in a specific or a general dimension. Specific
self-efficacy (SSE) relates to Bandura’s original (1986) portrayal of SE (Luthans,
2008), and is considered to be a momentary state or a situational product subjected to
transient influences and tailored to a specific task and context (Bandura, 1997).

Instead, general self-efficacy (GSE) refers to how well people think they can
manage things in their everyday lives (Luszczynska, Scholz & Schwarzer, 2005). GSE
has been conceptualized as a trait-like, global and de-contextualized belief with a cor-
responding stability over time and across situations (Eden & Zuk, 1995). GSE re-
searchers state that efficacy can be viewed from both a specific and a general aspect.
According to Hannah, Avolio, Luthans & Harms (2008, p. 675), “efficacy is neither
dichotomously specific nor general, but generalizable and can therefore be portrayed
along a continuum”.

Chen, Gully & Eden (2001) claim that an important effect of individual’s GSE is
SSE. Shelton (1990) indicates that there is a positive correlation between GSE and
SSE. Hence, the tendency people have to feel effective in various general tasks or
situations diffuses to other particular/specific cases. Scholars (e.g., Shelton, 1990;
Chen et al., 2001) propose that one of the key antecedents of GSE is the accumulation
of prior experiences (successes or failures) in different contexts and task domains.
GSE influences the general set of behaviors and expectations that individuals carry
with them when they encounter new situations or roles (Sherer, Maddux, Mercandan-
te, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs & Rogers, 1982). Eden and Aviram (1993) claim that SSE
predicts specific performances or outcomes of human action, while Eden (1988), and
Eden and Zuk (1995) claim that GSE predicts performances in general situations. Ac-
cording to Hannah et al. (2008, p. 675), “unfortunately, very little research is availa-
ble that has assessed both general and self-forms of leader efficacy in the same
study”. To address this challenge in the present study, first, an already existing valid
measurement scale (“GSE” by Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) for measuring princi-
pals’ perceived general efficacy was used, and then, two measurement scales were
constructed: one, for measuring principals’ generalized leadership efficacy (Hannah et
al., 2008) regarding their everyday duties in Greek public schools; and the other, for
measuring principals’ SSE (Bandura, 1997) regarding their role as evaluators. There-
after, all forms of principals’ efficacy (general, generalized-leadership and specific-
evaluative) were tested and correlated with each other, and their ability to predict ef-
fective evaluation performance was examined.
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Principal self-efficacy

From the perspective of SCT, school principals are described as those who en-
gage themselves in self-regulation processes in a complex and ever changing educa-
tional environment. In many cases, the effectiveness of school organizations depends
on the ability of their leaders to be self-directed in an intense, prolonged, and often
differentiated pursuit of achievement on organizational goals (Savvides, 2008). Ac-
cording to McCollum and Kajs (2009), school principals should have three essen-
tial/vital characteristics: current knowledge, relevant skills and SE. Analyzing each
time the work principals have to perform, they weigh their competitiveness against
their weaknesses or commitments. Subsequently, they result in SE judgments, which
in turn are closely related to the performance outcome expectations (Smith, Guarino,
Strom & Adams, 2006). Therefore, principals with the same knowledge and skills may
perform poorly, well or excellent in evaluating teachers, depending on the fluctuations
in the thought of efficacy (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).

Surveys support the view that principals should have confidence about their abili-
ties as evaluators to effectively evaluate or supervise their teaching staff (i.e., Daly,
Der-Martirosian, Ong-Dean, Park & Wishard-Guerra, 2011; Kalule & Bouchamma,
2014; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; McCullers & Bozeman, 2010; Murphy & Torff,
2012). Painter (2000) argues that principals’ knowledge concerning the procedural and
legal aspects of teacher evaluation is not enough to explain their behavior on evalua-
tion practices. Regardless of focus, most of SE researches have examined the effect of
personal or school demographic characteristics on SE with mixed, inconsistent and
unclear results. About effective principal preparation programs, Kimball and Mi-
lanowski (2009) argue that the lack of proper training is one of the pitfalls in teacher
evaluation process. Mitgang (2012) warns that the introduction of a new evaluation
system (such as the P.D. 152/2013) requires from school leaders to learn how to iden-
tify and analyze the data, to use rubrics and tools based on specific criteria, and to give
effective feedback to teachers. According to Pashiardis, Savvides and Tsiakkiros
(2005), one of the basic principles on which an evaluation system should be based, is
the further education or training of school leaders or even better the acquisition of a
post-graduate degree at administrative and staff appraisal subjects.

Purpose of the study

This research was conducted in autumn of 2014, just before teacher evaluation
was programmed to start, that would be just after the completion of the process of
educational executives’® evaluation, in early 2015*. The basic objective of the study
was to capture principals’ perceived specific efficacy as evaluators at an early prepara-
tory phase. Based on literature review and through the development of valid (in terms
of structure) and reliable (in terms of internal consistency) scales for measuring re-

® Directors of Education, School Advisors/Counselors and School Principals

* However, the rise of the Coalition of the Radical Left (SYRIZA) party in the governance of
Greece, in January 2015, overturned all previous government regulations and immobilized the
evaluation process in order the institutional framework of P.D. 152/2013 to be reviewed on a
more democratic base.
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search variables, the main purpose of the study was to determine school principals’
level of perceived efficacy [general self-efficacy (GSE), generalized-leadership effica-
cy (GLE) and specific-evaluative efficacy (SEE)]. It also aimed to examine how prin-
cipals’ specific-evaluative efficacy (SEE) relates to their: (a) general self-efficacy
(GSE), (b) generalized-leadership efficacy (GLE), and (c) evaluation’s expected re-
sults (EER). Finally, significant differences in principals’ level of SEE were sought in
terms of variables such as personal and school characteristics. Schematically, as
shown in Figure 1, the main axis of the research starts from a general level of efficacy
and ends up with a quite specific task domain.

Research Questions

The under investigation research questions are formed as following:

Do personal demographic characteristics influence principal SEE?
Do school demographic characteristics influence principal SEE?
Is GSE positively correlated with SEE?

Is GLE positively correlated with SEE?

Is SEE positively correlated with EER?

Do GSE & GLE constitute predictor factors for SEE?

oM~

General Generalized Specific Evalua-
Self- Leadership tive Efficacy

Efficacy Efficacy (GLE) (SEE)
(GSE)

Evaluation’s Expected
Results (EER)

Figure 1: Main axis of the research

Methodology

Research design

In order to address the above questions, an exploratory study was designed to de-
termine to what degree Greek school principals believe they can effectively evaluate
teachers and how these beliefs are related to their general or leadership efficacy beliefs
and the evaluation outcomes. This research adopted the quantitative methodological
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approach with the use of a structured self-report questionnaire with closed questions
(Likert-type) of 7 or 9-degree of hierarchical classification. According to Cohen, Man-
ion and Morrison (2007), three prerequisites for a survey’s design are to determine the
exact objective of the investigation, the population to which it is addressed and the
available resources. With clearly imprinted the purpose of the investigation, the under
examination population and the inexistent resources, this study is a descriptive and
correlative survey, designed to examine relationships between principals’ general and
specific SE. It also uses proceedings of developing and validating of the newly con-
structed measurement scales.

Participants

The population of the research consisted of principals working in the public pri-
mary and secondary education of B’ Directorate of Athens, Greece (September-
November 2014). Out of 249 schools, through simple random sampling, 158 schools
were selected. Finally, 151 fully completed questionnaires formed the survey sample
(N = 151). This sample is equivalent to a percentage of 60.64% of the overall popula-
tion of the under examination area, which was deemed sufficiently representative (Co-
hen et al., 2007).

In particular, 59.6% of the 151 respondents are male and 71.5% are above 45
years old. This is consistent with the corresponding percentage of 60.9% that has over
20 years of tenure. More than half of principals (53%) hold a master's degree, while
few of them (19.2%) have specialization in educational administration and even less
(9.9%) hold a doctorate degree. Regarding managerial experience, more than half of
principals (63.6%) fell within the bracket of one to four years’ managing experience,
whilst the rest (36.4%) are quite experienced principals with five or more years of
service in managing position. Finally, most of the “novice” principals (58.3%) have
been employed at their school, simultaneously with the adoption of their managerial
role.

Principals of primary schools constituted 53.7% of the sample, while the second-
ary school principals make up 42.4%. The remaining 4% refers to pilot schools, eccle-
siastical, intercultural or special-needs schools. Regarding school size, 78.2% of
schools had over 160 students and the 65.6% had over 20 teachers. This is associated
with the large urban region in which the research was conducted.

Instrumentation

The first section of the research questionnaire consists of variables that refer to
demographic information about the principal and the school unit: gender, age, educa-
tional level (master, master on educational administration and doctorate), overall years
of tenure, years of tenure as school principal, years of tenure in the current school,
school type, size of school (number of students) and number of in-service teachers.
The next four sections consist of the following scales:

Principal GSE is measured by the “General Self-Efficacy - GSE” scale developed
by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995). Principals were called to rate their confidence for
their behavior and feelings at performing in different situations in everyday life. Alt-
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hough Schwarzer and Jerusalem recommended as a response format of GSE scale a 4-
point classification, in the present research, a 7-point classification was selected from
1 (not at all true) to 7 (exactly true) in order to capture the magnitude and strength of
principals’ belief (Bandura, 1997). It is a unidimensional scale of 10 items. The coef-
ficient of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) is a. = .92. Examples of items are: “T
can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort” or “When I am confronted
with a problem, I can find several solutions”.

Principal GLE is measured by the “Generalized Leadership Efficacy scale —
GLEs”. The items addressing GLEs are based on the ‘“Principal Self of Efficacy Scale
(PSES)” of Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) and cover aspects of administrative,
educational and moral leadership which are consistent with the Greek legislative
framework of principal everyday school duties (Katsaros, 2008). The items taken from
PSES (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004) were translated and modified in order to
reflect Greek reality. All items begin with the phrase: “As school principal, I believe |
can....” Respondents rated their confidence for performing different skills on adminis-
trative, educational and moral duties on a 9-point scale from 1 (none at all) to 9 (in a
very large extent). In contrast with the initial three dimensional form of PSES
(Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004), factor analysis of GLEs led to a unidimensional
scale of 18 statements. When one factor is extracted by the principal axis factoring, all
items load on this factor with loadings ranging from .50 to .85. The internal consisten-
cy (Cronbach’s alpha) of this scale is a = .94. The items and the factor structure are
given in the Appendix (Table 1).

Principal SEE is measured by the "Specific Evaluative Efficacy scale — SEEs”.
The items addressing SEEs were designed by the authors mostly on the basis of Ban-
dura's SCT and the institutional framework of P.D. 152/2013. SEEs considers how
confident participants are about their capability to evaluate teachers. Following Ban-
dura’s (1997) recommendations for constructing an efficacy scale, SEEs items refer to
evaluative issues that are challenging for principals and are phrased in terms of “I
can...” rather than “7 will...” in order to reflect principals’ subjective belief and not
intention. All items begin with the phrase: “As school principal, regarding teacher
evaluation, I believe I can...” Respondents rated their confidence as evaluators on a 9-
point scale from 1 (none at all) to 9 (in a very large extent). Factor analysis of SEES
led to a two-dimensional scale of 15 items with Cronbach’s o= .96. When two factors
are extracted by principal axis factoring and direct oblimin rotation, then: (a) 9 items,
relating to the dimension of “objectivity” that derives from the practical application of
evaluation’s legislative framework (SEEs F1) (a = .94), load on the first factor with
loadings ranging from .62 to .98, and (b) 6 items, relating to the dimension of “subjec-
tivity” that derives from evaluator’s emotion (SEEs_F2) (a0 = .95), load on the second
factor with loadings ranging from .70 to .95. There are no cross-loadings between the
factors. The items and the factor structure are given in the Appendix (Table 2).
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Expected results from the execution of the evaluative role are measured by the
“Evaluation’s Expected Results Scale — EERs”. The items addressing EERs were de-
signed by the authors mostly on the basis of literature and the institutional framework
of P.D. 152/2013. All items begin with the phrase: “As school principal, | believe that
teacher evaluation will....” Respondents rated their expectations on a 9-point scale
from 1 (none at all) to 9 (in a very large extent). Factor analysis of EERs led to a
three-dimensional scale of 29 items (o = .97). When three factors are extracted by
principal axis factoring and direct oblimin rotation, then: (a) 15 items, relating to the
dimension of “interpersonal relationships, processes and school climate” (EERs F1)
(o =.975), load on the first factor with loadings ranging from .51 to .99, (b) 11 items,
relating to “potential improvements and benefits” (EERs_F2) (a = .975), load on the
second factor with loadings ranging from .78 to .92, and (c) 3 items, relating to “tim-
ing and financial requirements” (EERs _F3) (o = .724), load on the third factor with
loadings ranging from .52 to .67. There are no cross-loadings between the factors. The
items and the factor structure are given in the Appendix (Table 3).

Method of data processing and analysis

The analysis of quantitative data was performed using the statistical program
SPSSv21. After recoding the negative worded items of the EER scale, then, an EFA
was conducted for the newly constructed scales. The internal consistency (Cronbach's
alpha) and the regularity of variables (test Shapiro-Wilk) were sequentially checked.
Methods of descriptive statistics were used for the presentation and description of
numerical data (such as means, medians, standard deviations), as well as methods of
inferential statistics to data interpretation and research question testing (such as non-
parametric tests Mann-Whitney (U) and Kruskall-Wallis, Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficient and linear regressions).

Results

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics

Variables (N=151) M SD Min Max
GSE 54,76  8.70 7 70
GLEs 134,75 16.69 18 162
SEEs 88.73 25.95 15 135
SEEs_F1 51.55 16.01 9 81
SEEs _F2 3719 1142 6 54
EERs 14430 52.64 29 261
EERs F1 68.82 32.33 15 135
EERs_F2 62.26 24.78 11 99

EERs_F3 13.22 512 3 27
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Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations for research variables and their
dimensions. Considering the minimum and maximum total scores, principal GSE (M
= 54.76 with min = 7 and max = 70) and GLE (M = 134.75 with min = 18 and max =
162) are recorded at a rather high level. Instead, the score that principals recorded at
SEE (M = 88.73 with min = 15 and max = 135) was marginally between moderate and
high level. Notably, at the variable of EER, principals recorded quite a moderate aver-
age score (M = 144.30 with min = 29 and max = 261).

Research Questions testing

Principal Specific Evaluative Efficacy regarding principal and school demo-
graphic characteristics (research questions 1 & 2): Table 5 shows that holding or not
a doctoral degree has statistically significant difference on principal SEE (U =
697.000, p = .044) and on the second dimension of subjectivity (U = 682.500, p =
.036). Furthermore, holding or not a master’s degree on educational administration has
statistically significant difference on the second dimension of SEEs (U = 1345.500, p
= .045). Table 6 reveals that principals holding a doctorate have statistically signifi-
cant higher medians (116 and 42 for SEEs and SEEs_F2, respectively) than those who
do not have (109 and 41 for SEEs and SEEs_F2, respectively). Similarly, principals
holding a master’s degree in educational administration have statistically significant
higher medians at SEEs_F2 than those who do not have (44 vs 41, respectively).

Table 5: Results of non-parametric tests regarding the influence of principal and
school unit demographics on SEESs (and its dimensions)

SEEs SEEs F1  SEEs_F2

Variables : . ; test

sig sig sig
Gender 400 .228 .614 Mann-Whitney (U)
Age 791 .629 .820 Kruskal-Wallis
Master 712 532 .658 Mann-Whitney (U)
Master on Ed. Admin. 110 190 .045* Mann-Whitney (U)
Doctorate .044* .052 .036* Mann-Whitney (U)
Years of tenure 180 103 .559 Kruskal-Wallis
Years of tenure as principal AT7 784 232 Kruskal-Wallis
vears of tenure at the cur- g 129 279 Kruskal-Wallis
rent school
Type of school .626 423 .599 Kruskal-Wallis
Number of students 571 460 704 Kruskal-Wallis
Number of teachers .948 .665 .678 Kruskal-Wallis

*Statistical significance at the level of 95% or p<0.05
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Table 6: Means and medians of sees and sees_f2 in regard with doctorate and master
on educational administration

SEEs SEEs F2
Yes Megn 116.2667 43.9333
Median 116.0000 42.0000
Doctorate
No Megn 100.4706 37.4926
Median 109.0000 41.0000
ves Megn - 41.4828
Master on Educational Median - 44,0000
Administration No Mean - 37.3361
Median - 41.0000

Principal General Self-Efficacy with Principal Specific Evaluative Efficacy (re-
search question 3): A Spearman's rank-order correlation was run to determine the
relationship between principal GSE and SEE. Table 7 shows that there is a statistically
significant, positive and strong correlation between GSE and SEEs [rho = .666, N =
151, p < .001]. This means that the more GSE increases, the more SEE also does and
vice versa. It should also be noted that statistically significant, positive but moderate
correlations exist between GSE and both SEEs dimensions, i.e., [rho = .642, N = 151,
p < .001] for SEEs_F1 (objectivity) and [rho = .639, N = 151, p < .001] for SEEs_F2
(subjectivity).

Principal Generalized Leadership Efficacy with Principal Specific Evaluative Ef-
ficacy (research question 4): Table 7 shows that there is a statistically significant posi-
tive and moderate correlation between GLEs and SEEs [rho = .555, N = 151, p <
.001]. This means that the more GLE increases, the more SEE also does and vice ver-
sa. It should also be noted that statistically significant, positive and moderate correla-
tions exist between GLEs and both SEEs dimensions, i.e., [rho = .467, N=151, p <
.001] for SEEs_F1, and [rho = .621, N=151, p < .001] for SEEs_F2.
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Table 7: Correlations among research variables (N=151)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 GSE 6897 666 .6427 639" 483 466 439  .085
2 GLEs 5557 4677 6217 485" 428" 486  .103
3 SEEs 967" 876 7277 6727 6887 224"
4 SEEs_F1 7537 6997 6477 6777 2437
5 SEEs_F2 6537 6247 5647 164"
6 EERs 926 820"  .454"
7 EERs_F1 5787 461"
8 EERs_F2 170"
9 EERs F3

*Statistical significance at the level of 95% or p<0.05
**Statistical significance at the level of 99% or p<0.01

Principal Specific Evaluative Efficacy with Evaluative Expected Results (re-
search question 5): Table 7 shows that there is a statistically significant, positive and
strong correlation between SEEs and the EERs [rho = .727, N = 151, p < .001]. Sta-
tistically significant positive correlations are also observed between all dimensions of
SEEs and EERs dimensions, one by one. Analytically, statistically significant, positive
and strong correlations are observed between:

SEEs and EERs_F1 (interpersonal relationships, processes and school cli-
mate) [rho = .672, N=151, p <.001].

SEEs and EERs_F2 (potential improvements and benefits) /rho = .688, N =
151, p <.001].

SEEs_F1 and EERSs [rho =.699, N = 151, p <.001].

SEEs_F1 and EERs_F2 [rho =.677, N =151, p <.001].

Statistically significant, positive and moderate correlations are observed between:

SEEs_F1and EERs_F1 [rho = .647, N =151, p <.001].
SEEs_F2 and EERs [rho = .653, N = 151, p <.001].

SEEs_F2 and EERs_F1 [rho = .624, N =151, p <.001].
SEEs_F2 and EERs_F2 [rho =.564, N =151, p <.001].

Statistically significant, positive and weak correlations are observed between:

SEEs and EERs_F3 (timing and financial requirements) /rho = .224, N =
151, p =.009].

SEEs_F1 and EERs_F3 [rho =.243, N =151, p = .003].

SEEs_F2 and EERs_F3 [rho = .164, N = 151, p = .044].
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Principal General and Generalized Leadership Efficacy as Predictors of Princi-
pal Specific Evaluative Efficacy (research question 6): The significant positive and
strong correlation between GSE and GLEs [rho = .689, N = 151, p < .001] (Table 7)
predisposes to a multicollinearity problem when both variables are simultaneously
used as predictors of the variable SEEs in a multidimensional linear model. According
to Roussos and Tsaousis (2011), on a multicollinearity phenomenon, the multiple re-
gression equation may not give reliable results. Therefore, through simple linear re-
gression, the linear models of the dependent variable SEEs with the independent vari-
able GSE and then with the independent variable GLEs are sequentially examined, so
that the best model be selected. Table 8 presents the regression analyses of Models A
and B (computed in SPSS with the “enter” method) which examine how GSE and
GLE beliefs, respectively, predict specific evaluative behavior.

Model A: Linear regression model between GSE (independent variable) and
SEEs (dependent variable)

The regression line fits the data quite well (r* = .416, Standard Error of the Esti-
mate = 19.898). This means that 41.6% of the variability of the dependent variable
SEEs is explained by the variability of the independent variable GSE (Gnardellis,
2013; Roussos & Tsaousis, 2011). The Standard Error of Estimate, that essentially
indicates the Standard Deviation of SEEs predicted by GSE, is used as an indicator of
how successful the prediction model is. The smaller the value is, the more successful
the predictive model is. Moreover, a validation and comprehensive evaluation of the
effectiveness of that model is done by analysis of variance (ANOVA) of simple re-
gression. The model is deemed appropriate [F (1,149) = 106.173, p<.001]. This
means that the independent variable GSE contributes significantly to the interpretation
of the score achieved by principals in variable SEEs. Finally, there is a significant
correlation between the two variables ($=.645, p<.001). In this analysis, the more
efficacious principals believe they are, regarding their personal capabilities, the higher
perceived efficacy they have as evaluators.

Model B: Linear regression model between GLEs (independent variable) and
SEEs (dependent variable)

The coefficient of determination (r* = .228, Standard Error of the Estimate =
22.883) appears lower than in Model A (r* = .416). This means that 22.8% of the vari-
ability of SEEs is explained by the variability of GLEs, as opposed to the 41.6% of the
variability of SEEs explained by the variability of GSE. The Standard Error of Esti-
mate (22.883) is larger than in Model A (19.898). Furthermore, the validation of this
model, through analysis of variance (ANOVA), revealed that the model is appropriate
and therefore, the existence of a linear relationship between the two variables [F
(1,149) = 43.936, p<.001] is accepted. Finally, there is a significant correlation be-
tween the two variables ($=.477, p<.001). In this analysis, the more efficacious prin-
cipals believe they are as school leaders, the higher perceived efficacy they have as
evaluators.
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Table 8: Simple linear regression models
Model A: Coefficients of regression model of SEEs on GSE

Variable B SEB Beta (B) t p
Constant -16.611 10.351 -1.605 111
GSE 1.924 187 .645 10.304 .000

r* = .416, Standard Error of the Estimate = 19.89825
F(1,149) = 106.173, p < .001

Model B: Coefficients of regression model of SEEs on GLEs

Variable B SEB Beta (B) t p
Constant -11.264 15.201 - 741 460
GLEs 742 112 477 6.628 .000

r’ = .228, Standard Error of the Estimate = 22.88366
F(1,149) = 43.936, p < .001

The control of these two linear models reveals that both independent variables
GSE and GLEs are predictors of the dependent variable SEEs. However, due to: (a)
better coefficient of determination r?, (b) lower price of the Standard Error of Estima-
tion, (c) higher F value of ANOVA, and (d) higher price of regression coefficient (be-
ta), the linear regression equation of the dependent variable SEEs with the independent
variable GSE appears to be a better model.

Discussion

The statistical analysis of the research data revealed that Greek school principals
declared high levels of general and generalized leadership efficacy. However, they
reported moderate levels of specific evaluative efficacy, demonstrating less confidence
for handling their new role. Considering Bandura’s (1997) sources of efficacy, the
absence of previous experience as evaluators and the general educational/economic
turmoil may justify this lower SEE. Without mastery or vicarious experiences, with
negative symbolic experiences (controversial/negative social persuasion), and with
low psychological arousal caused by economic crisis (more work obligations, lower
salaries, taxes, continuous pressure, uncertainty, memorandums), principals feel less



Journal of Teacher Education and Educators 223

confident to effectively manage the new task. Indeed, principals felt uncertain that
they would be able to handle the procedure of teacher evaluation objectively, as well
as to control the potential intermediation of the subjectivity of their emotion. For ex-
ample, it seemed difficult for them, not only to count on their knowledge, but even to
evaluate with no emotional bias. This uncertainty/anxiety reveals, in some way, their
concern for morality and for making proper use of power. Principals’ concern on the
intermediation of emotion may potentially ensure the effective management of the
legal, political and social factors that protects their teachers (Painter, 2000). Therefore,
it is expected that in the future, with the proper training and self-improvement, princi-
pals’ SSE will have a positive effect on evaluation policies. Besides, according to
Machida and Schaubroeck (2011), this lower efficacy, especially during the preparato-
ry evaluation phase, is not discouraging as it may be transformed to an important mo-
tive for principals in order to pertain to the task. The self-correcting cycle of changes
in SE will ensure high performance and avoid complacency or demoralization.

Along with SEE beliefs, outcome expectations of the evaluation are formulated
with the mean score of the declared expected results to move very close to the mean
value of the scale. A quite moderate attitude was observed as well as a divergence of
views and a bifurcation in principals’ consciences about the expected results of the
evaluation. Principals seem almost divided. Half of them believed that teacher evalua-
tion will bring positive results at the operation of the school unit (such as intensifica-
tion and improvement of teachers’ work regarding their typical official duties) and
will not affect negatively interpersonal relationships, processes and school climate.
The other half believed the opposite. The nature of the expected results (positive or
negative) is of great importance, as it determines the level of the commitment to the
task. High levels of SE associated with expectations of positive results will likely en-
courage high commitment, while high SE associated with negative results will proba-
bly cause complaint or protest (Smith et al., 2006). These conflicting beliefs of the
principals may possibly imply, along with different views on improving educational
quality, extremely opposite political views (adjacent to conservative and liberal or
center-right and socialist parties vs left-radical or communist parties), which typically
and phenomenologically affect attitudes, opinions and behaviors in Greece and reflect
the general educational upheaval regarding educational planning or educational evalu-
ation.

Finally, the examination of the research questions leads to results which are fully
consistent with the existing literature. The unclear scenery regarding the effect of de-
mographic characteristics on principal efficacy is still there and reinforces previous
research results, enhancing Bandura’s (1986) conceptualization of the occasional
character of SE. The present research showed that principal high level training (i.e.,
holding a doctoral degree or a master on educational management) seems to raise SE
levels (Pashiardis et al., 2005). A remarkable fact is that both degrees raise the level of
the dimension of subjectivity and reduce the intermediation of evaluator’s emotion.
Similarly, other researches (Brama & Friedman, 2007; Friedman & Brama, 2010, as
cited in Fisher, 2014) have shown that Israeli principals’ preservice studies affect their
SE. Instead, Murphy and Torff (2012) reported that educational level does not affect
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SE. Moreover, GSE as a product of personality feature (Eden & Zuk, 1995), and GLE
as a leader’s competence (Hannah et al., 2008) are positively correlated with SEE as a
product of intra-personal cognitive resources related to a context-specific task (Ban-
dura, 1986, 1997). SSE is, sequentially, strongly related to motivation of EER (Ban-
dura, 2000). Finally, both GSE (trait-like) and GLE (state-like) constitute predictor
factors of SEE. However, GSE turned to be a better predictor model (Eden, 1988;
Eden & Zuk, 1995; Sherer et al., 1982). This probably happens because GSE appears
stability over time and across situations, while GLE is influenced by the interaction of
internal and external factors (such as leadership styles, expectations of educational
region, personal and organizational support, legislative regulations, etc.).

In conclusion, even if efficacy is not a stable personality trait, this does not mean
that SSE judgments never generalize (Bandura, 1997). Instead, regardless stability of
situations, general personal efficacy judgments may generalize to other contexts, de-
pending on the situation, the task and the individual (Hannah et al., 2008). Based on
this theoretical distinction of SE, the present research concluded that (a) Greek school
principals’ GSE, as a characteristic of their personality, is transferred to the specific
task of teacher evaluation, and (b) school principals’ belief for being generally good
leaders, makes them to determine that they are capable enough of evaluating teachers,
although they feel quite insecure and uncertain with both the procedural part of the
evaluation and the potential intermediation of emotion.

Implications/Suggestions

The results from the newly constructed scales provide some evidence of content
and structure validity and reliability for internal consistency. However, the scale
measuring generalized leadership efficacy (GLEs) in comparison with the PSES of
Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) displays a different structure when used in Greek
reality. As Tschannen-Moran and Gareis, mention, “the issue of how to capture effica-
cy beliefs as a context-specific construct in a way that will nonetheless allow for com-
parisons across contexts is a thorny one” (p. 580). Thus, further research should test
its structure validity, especially, in the Greek centralized educational system where
evaluation is, generally, absent. Furthermore, these self-referential measurement scales
could contribute to the development of principals’ self-evaluation culture and take the
form of self-criticism leading to judgments of self-awareness.

Moreover, enhancing principal SE for both their well-being and accomplishments
in different tasks should be an important objective for those responsible for improving
the quality of leadership in schools (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Configuring
the appropriate principal training programs regarding not only the cognitive-
procedural aspect of teacher evaluation but also the part of motivation, stimulation, SE
and self-regulation should be a priority. SCT provides guidance regarding practical
implications for principal professional preparation and development. Training can be
set up around each of the sources of efficacy which are considered to be highly malle-
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able and changeable. Besides this “pragmatic training”, Bandura (2000) proposes a
more “sophisticated way” of enhancing SE, with categorizing it into three areas; guid-
ed mastery, cognitive mastery modeling and development of self-regulatory compe-
tences (Luthans, 2008).

Although the importance of principals’ confidence is broadly recognized; to date
in Greece, there have been few attempts to measure and research the proposition
drawn from SE theory. This proposition refers to the strong positive impact that prin-
cipals’ efficacy has on teachers and school performance outcomes. Lack of experience
of Greek principals as evaluators, makes SE training of great importance and the po-
tential for the future seems unlimited. Undoubtedly, when the expectations and the
standards change, Greek school principals should receive the needed support to meet
the new expectations, implement the changes and attain high performances. When
improved performances are expected, evaluation should be a reciprocal process and
investments should be done in developing skills, knowledge, and SE of those who are
expected to have improvement.

Ozet

Girig

Cagdas Yunan okullarinin miidiirleri, esi benzeri goriilmemis bir zorlukla yiiz-
lesmektedir. Ciinkii onlardan Ogretmenleri degerlendirmeleri istenmektedir. 30 yili
askin bir siiredir, dig baskilar (Andreou & Papakonstantinou, 1994; Dimitropoulos,
2002) 6gretme siirecinin degerlendirilmesine yonelik kurumsallasmig yasa ve uygula-
malarin uygulanmamasinda hiikiimetleri zorlamistir (Athanasoula-Reppa, 2005, akt.
Papakonstantinou & Anastasiou, 2013). Ancak ekonomik kriz Yunanistan’1 bir kere
vurduguna gore, Avrupa Komisyonu ve IMF (Uluslararasi1 Para Fonu) tarafindan de-
netlenen siyasal otoriteler, etkin olmayan yasalarin bollugundan kurtulmali ve egitim-
sel degerlendirmenin standart bir yontemini bulmalidir (152/2013 Numarali Bagkanlik
Kararnamesi). Yasal cerceveye gore (Matsagouras, Gialouris & Kouloumparitsi,
2014), okul midiirii 6gretmenin yonetimsel degerlendirilmesinden sorumludur. Degi-
sime karg1 bir direnis olsa da (Fullan, 2007), okul miidiiriiniin bu yeni rolii oldukga
elestirilmistir. Degerlendirme uygulamalarindaki biiyiik sorunlardan biri okul miidiir-
lerinin deneyimleyebilecegi rollerin ¢atismasidir (Wise vd., 1985). Bu ¢atisma, okul
miidiirlerinin sadece bilgi ve becerilerini degil, ayn1 zamanda liderlik becerilerini kav-
ramlagtirmalarin1 da zorlamaktadir (Avolio & Luthans, 2006). Ampirik calismalar
(Bkz. Fisher, 2014; McCullers & Bozeman, 2010; Savvides, 2008) okul liderlerinin
davranislarimin yeterlige olan inanglari tarafindan yonlendirildigini 6ne stirmektedir.
Yeterlik bir¢ok farkli alanda kapsamli bir sekilde arastirilmig ve incelenmistir (Bkz.
Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Painter, 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Buna rag-
men Yunanistan’daki ampirik ¢aligmalarin sayis1 yetersizdir. Hatta 6gretmenlerin de-
gerlendirilmesinde okul miidiirlerinin yeterligi neredeyse incelenmemis bir alandir.

Oz-yeterlik (OY) kavrami, Bandura’nin (1986) Sosyal Bilissel Kuramima (SBK)
dayanmaktadir ve insanlarin belirli verim diizeylerine ulagsmak ic¢in bazi eylemleri
diizenleyebilme ve yerine getirebilme becerilerine iliskin yargilar1 olarak tanimlan-
maktadir (Luthans, 2008). Bandura (1986) OY nin olusmasinda dort kaynak belirle-
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mistir: ustalik ve temsili tecriibe, sosyal ikna ve fiziksel/psikolojik uyarilma. Akade-
misyenler yeterlik inanglarin1 6zgiil boyut (Bandura, 1986, 1997) ya da genel boyut
(Eden & Zuk, 1995; Luszczynska vd., 2005) olarak ikiye ayirmaktadir. Hannah ve
digerlerine (2008) gore yeterlik, ne 6zgiil ne de genel olarak ikiye ayrilabilir fakat
genellestirilebilir. Genel Oz-yeterlik (GOY), bireylerin yeni bir durum veya rol ile
karsilagtiklarinda gosterdikleri davranig ve beklentilerin genelini etkiler. Ayni zaman-
da GOY ve OOY (Ozgiil Oz-yeterlik) arasinda pozitif yonlii bir iliski vardir (Chen
vd., 2001; Shelton, 1990; Sherer vd., 1982). Eden (1988) ile Eden & Aviram (1993)
OOY nin insan eylemlerinin &zgiil performans veya ciktilarin1 yordadigini, GOY’iin
ise genel durumlardaki performanslari yordadigini 6ne siirmektedir.

SBK’nin bakis agisindan okul miidiirleri, stirekli degisen ve karmasik bir egitim
cevresinde Oz-diizenleme siiregleriyle karsilasan kigiler olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(McCollum & Kajs, 2009; Savvides, 2008; Smith vd., 2006). Arastirmalar okul mii-
diirlerinin etkili bir sekilde degerlendirme yapmasi ya da 6gretim kadrosuna rehberlik
etmesi icin degerlendirme yapabilme becerilerine giivenmeleri gerektigi goriisiinii
desteklemektedir (Bkz. Daly vd., 2011; Kalule & Bouchamma, 2014; Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2008; McCullers & Bozeman, 2010; Murphy & Torff, 2012; Painter, 2000).
OY arastirmalarinin ¢ogunda okulun veya bireylerin demografik 6zelliklerinin OY’ye
olan etkileri tizerine karisik ve tutarsiz sonuclar elde edilmistir. Etkili okul miidiiri
yetistirme programlart goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda, uygun egitimin verilmemesi
ogretmen degerlendirme siirecinde karsilagilan zorluklardan biridir (Kimball & Mila-
nowski, 2009; Mitgang, 2012; Pashiardis vd., 2005).

Aragtirmanin temel amaci okul miidiirlerinin algiladiklar yeterlik diizeylerinin
belirlenmesidir [Genel 6z-yeterlik (GOY), genellestirilmis liderlik yeterligi (GLY) ve
o6zgiil degerlendirme yeterligi (ODY)]. Ayni1 zamanda ODY ile (a) GOY, (b) GLY ve
(c¢) degerlendirmenin beklenen sonuglart (DBS) arasinda nasil bir iligkinin oldugunun
incelenmesi amaglanmaktadir. Son olarak okul miidiirlerinin ODY diizeyleri ile birey-
sel ve okul 6zellikleri degiskenleri arasindaki anlamli farkliliklara bakilmistir. Aras-
tirma sorulari asagida verilmigtir:

1. Bireysel demografik 6zellikler okul miidiirlerinin ODY lerini etkilemekte mi-
dir?

Okul demografik &zellikleri okul miidiirlerinin ODY’lerini etkilemekte midir?
GOY ile ODY arasinda pozitif yonlii bir iliski var mdir?

GLY ile ODY arasinda pozitif yonlii bir iligki var nudir?

ODY ile DBS arasinda pozitif yonlii bir iliski var midir?

GOY ile GLY, ODY yi yordayici faktorler olusturmakta midir?

ocourwN

Yontem
Arastirmada yapilandirilmis bir 6z-bildirim anketi kullanilarak nicel yontem yak-
lasimi benimsenmistir. Verilerin analizi SPSSv21 paket programi ile yapilmistir. Aras-
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tirmanin orneklemini olusturan Yunanistan’in Atina B’ Midiirliigiine bagl kamu il-
kogretim ve ortadgretim okullarinda (Eyliil-Kasim 2014) gorev yapan 151 okul miidii-
rii basit seckisiz drnekleme yontemi ile belirlenmistir. Orneklem arastirma evreninin
%60.64 oraninda yeterli diizeyde kapsamaktadir (249 okul miidiirii) (Cohen vd.,
2007). Aragtirma anketinin ilk boliimiinde okul miidiiriiniin ve okul birimlerinin de-
mografik 6zelliklerine iliskin degiskenlerin oldugu bilgiler yer almaktadir. Diger dort
bolimde ise asagidaki 6l¢ekler bulunmaktadir:

Okul Miidiirlerinin GOY leri Schwarzer & Jerusalem (1995) tarafindan gelistiri-
len “Genel Oz-yeterlik (GOY) Olgegi” ile belirlenmistir. Olgek 10 maddeden olusan
tek boyutlu bir 6lgektir (o =.92).

Okul Miidiirlerinin GLY leri “Genellestirilmis Liderlik Yeterligi (GLY) Olgegi”
ile belirlenmistir. Olgekte yer alan maddeler Tschannen-Moran & Gareis (2004) tara-
findan gelistirilen “Okul Miidiirlerinin Oz-yeterlikleri Olgegi (OOYO)” temel aliarak
hazirlanmistir ve 6l¢ek Yunanistan’da bir okul miidiiriiniin yasal gercevede yapmasi
gereken giinliik gorevleri kapsayan yonetimsel, egitimsel ve ahlaki liderlik boyutlarini
kapsamaktadir (Katsaros, 2008). GLY o6l¢eginin faktor analizi sonucunda 18 madde-
den olusan tek bir boyut ortaya gikmustir (o = .94).

Okul Miidiirlerinin ODY ’leri “Ozgiil Degerlendirme Yeterligi (ODY) Olgegi” ile
belirlenmistir. Bu dlgekte yer alan maddelerin ¢ogu, Bandura’nin SBK’s1 ve 152/2013
Numarali Bagkanlik Kararnamesinde yer alan yasal gerceve temel alinarak yazarlar
tarafindan hazirlanmistir. ODY Olgeginin faktér analizi sonucunda iki boyuttan olusan
toplam 15 maddelik bir 6l¢ek olusmustur (o = .96): (a) degerlendirmenin yasal cerge-
veye bagli olarak uygulanmasindan kaynaklanan nesnellik boyutunu olusturan 9 mad-
de (ODY& F1) (a = .94) ve (b) degerlendirenin duygu durumundan kaynaklanan &z-
nellik boyutunu olusturan 6 madde (ODY& F2) (o= .95).

Degerlendirici roliin sergilenmesinden beklenen sonug¢lar ise “Degerlendirmenin
Beklenen Sonuglar1 (DBS) Olgegi” ile dlgiilmiistiir. Olgek maddelerinin ¢ogu, alan
yazin ve 153/2013 Numarali Bagkanlik Kararnamesinde yer alan yasal ¢ergeve temek
alinarak yazarlar tarafindan tasarlanmistir. Olgege uygulanan faktor analizi sonucunda
ii¢ boyuttan olusan 29 maddelik bir 6l¢ek elde edilmistir (o = .97): (a) kisilerarasi ilis-
kiler, siiregler ve okul iklimi boyutunu olusturan 15 madde (DBS6 F1) (a = .975), (b)
potansiyel gelisim ve faydalar ile ilgili 11 madde (DBS6_F2) (a = .975) ve (c) zaman-
lama ve mali gereklilikler ile ilgili 3 madde (DBSOF3) (o = .724).

Sonuclar

Betimsel istatistik sonucunda elde edilen sonuglar su sekildedir: GOY (£=54.76;
en diisiik=7, en yiiksek=70), GLY (¥=134.75; en diisiik=18, en yiiksek=162), ODY
(x=88.73; en diisiik=15, en yiiksek=135) ve DBS (¥=144.30; en az=29, en fazla=261).

Aragtirmanin 1. ve 2. sorular1 dogrultusunda yapilan analizler sonucunda, doktora
degiskeni ile okul miidiiriiniin ODY’si (U=697.000, p=.044) ve oznellik boyutu
(U=682.500, p=.036) arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmustur. Ayrica
egitim yonetiminde yiiksek lisans yapmis olma degiskeni ile ODY &lgeginin ikinci
boyutu (U=1345.500, p=.045) arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmus-
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tur. Bu egitim derecelerine sahip okul midiirlerinin ortalamalari, digerlerine gore yiik-
sek gikmugtir.

Arastirmanin 3., 4. ve 5. sorular1 dogrultusunda degiskenler arasindaki iligkileri
belirlemek i¢in Spearman sira-derece korelasyonlari testi kullanilmistir. Analiz sonug-
larmna gore, (a) okul miidiirlerinin GOY’leri ve ODY &lgegine verdikleri cevaplar ara-
sinda [rho=.666, N=151, p<.001], (b) okul miidiirlerinin GLYleri ve ODY &l¢egine
verdikleri cevaplar arasinda [rho=.555, N=151, p<.001] ve (c) okul miidiirlerinin
ODY olgegine verdigi cevaplar ve DBS dlgegine verdigi cevaplar arasinda [rho=.727,
N=151, p<.001] istatistiksel olarak anlamli iligkiler bulunmustur. Bu iliskiler arastir-
manin degiskenleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli ve pozitif yonlii korelasyonla-
rin oldugunu gostermistir.

Aragtirmanin altinc sorusu dogrultusunda, GOY ve GLY inanglarmin 6zgiil de-
gerlendirici davranigini nasil yordadigini belirlemek amaciyla, basit dogrusal regres-
yon testi aracilifiyla iki model incelenmistir. GSE ve GLE arasindaki pozitif yonlii ve
giiclii korelasyon [rho=.689, N=151, p<.001] ¢oklu baglanti problemine yatkin oldu-
gu icin ¢oklu regresyon kullanilmamistir (Gnardellis, 2013; Roussos & Tsaousis,
2011). Model A’nin (GOY bagimsiz degisken ve ODY bagimli degisken durumun-
dayken yapilan dogrusal regresyon) analiz sonuglarina gore, okul miidiirlerinin kisisel
becerileri gbz ontinde bulunduruldugunda, okul midiirlerinin kendilerinin yeterli ol-
duklarma iligkin inanglar arttik¢ca, degerlendirenler olarak algilanan yeterlikleri de
artmaktadir. Model B’nin (GLY bagimsiz degisken ve ODY bagimli degisken duru-
mundayken yapilan dogrusal regresyon) analiz sonuglarina gore, okul midiirlerinin
kendilerini okul lideri olarak gérmelerine iliskin inanglar1 arttikga, degerlendirenler
olarak algilanan yeterlikleri de artmaktadir. Bu iki dogrusal modelin kontrol edilmesi
sonucunda, GOY ve GLY ’nin ikisi de ODY ’nin yordayicilar1 gikmistir. Ancak ODY
bagimli degiskeninin GOY bagimsiz degiskeni ile daha iyi bir dogrusal regresyon
esitliginin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bunun nedenleri su sekildedir: (a) daha iyi determi-
nasyon katsayisi 1* (r°=.416"ya karsilik r* = .228), (b) daha diisiik standart hata tahmini
(19.898’¢ karsilik 22.883), (c¢) ANOVA’da daha yiiksek F degerleri [F (1149=106.173,
p<.-001’e karsihk F149=43.936, p<.001] ve (d) daha yiiksek regresyon katsayisi
(beta) /(B=.645, p<.001) e karsilik (f=.477, p<.001)].

Tartisma/Oneriler

Aragtirma verilerinin analizi sonucunda, okul miidiirleri genel ve genellestirilmis
liderlik yeterliklerinin yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Ote yandan okul
miidiirleri 6zgiil degerlendirici yeterliklerin orta diizeyde oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bu
da onlara verilen bu yeni rol ile basa ¢ikmada daha az giivene sahip olduklarini gos-
termektedir. Bandura’ya (1997) gore yeterligin kaynaklar1 géz 6niinde bulunduruldu-
gunda, degerlendirici olarak ge¢miste tecriibelerinin olmamasi ve genel egitim-
sel/ekonomik karmasa diisiik ODY’yi aciklamaktadir. Machida & Schaubroeck’e
(2011) gore, 6zellikle hazirlanma asamasinda ODY ’nin orta diizeyde olmasi cesaret
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kirict degildir ¢linkii okul miidiirlerinin gérevlerini yapabilmeleri i¢in bu durum énem-
li bir glidiileyiciye doniistiiriilebilir. Gelecekte uygun bir egitim ve kendini gelistirme
ile OOY nin degerlendirme politikalarina olumlu bir etki yaratacagi beklenmektedir.
Dahas1 okul miidiirleri oldukga 1limli bir tutum sergilemektedir. Bu durum degerlen-
dirmeden beklenen sonuglara iligkin zihinlerinde bir ayrilik ve bir ikilemin olustugunu
gostermektedir.

Bunlara ek olarak, arastirma sorularina iligkin analiz sonug¢lart mevcut alan yazin
ile tutarlilik gostermektedir. Okul miidiirlerinin egitim diizeyinin artmas1 OY diizeyle-
rini artirtyor gibi goriinmektedir. Genel ve 6zgiil yeterlik arasindaki pozitif yonlii iligki
ve hem GOY ve GLY nin ODY ’nin yordayicilar1 oldugu gergegi sunlar ortaya cikar-
mustir: (a) Kisiliklerinin bir 6zelligi olarak, Yunan okul miidiirlerinin GOYleri gret-
men degerlendirme gérevine de aktarilmaktadir ve (b) okul miidiirlerinin iyi liderler
olduklarina yonelik inanglari, 6gretmenleri degerlendirecek kadar yeterli olduklarina
karar vermelerini saglamaktadir fakat okul miidiirleri duygularin siirece katilma potan-
siyeli ve degerlendirmenin siirece iligkin kisimlart konusunda kendilerini giivensiz ve
siiphede hissetmektedir.

Sonug olarak yeni olusturulan 6l¢eklerden elde edilen sonuglar icerik ve yap1 ge-
cerligi ile birlikte i¢ tutarlik i¢in giivenirlige iliskin kanitlar ortaya koymaktadir. Buna
ragmen gelecekte farkli arastirmalarin yapilmasina ihtiyag vardir ¢iinkii Tschannen-
Moran & Gareis’in (2004) OOYO’si ile karsilastirildiginda, genellestirilmis liderlik
yeterligini (GLY) 6lgmek igin kullanilan 6lgek Yunanistan’da farkli bir yap1 goster-
mektedir. Buna ek olarak okul miidiirlerinin OOY lerinin gelistirilmesi okullarda li-
derlik kalitesini gelistirmekten sorumlu kisiler icin nemli bir hedef olmalidir. Islene-
bilir ve degistirilebilir olarak goriilen yeterligin her bir kaynag: i¢in ayr ayri egitim
programlari diizenlenebilir (Bandura, 2000; Luthans, 2008).
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APPENDIX
Table 1: Loadings for GLEs (principal axis factor analysis)

As school principal, I believe I can..... Fa(itor
...manage change in my school. .849
...create a positive learning environment in my school. .845
...generate enthusiasm for a shared vision for the school. 841
...promote school spirit among a large majority of the student population. .837
...motivate teachers. .820
...shape the operational policies and procedures that are necessary to manage my 768
school. '
...facilitate student learning in my school. 127
...raise student achievement on written tests. 125
...promote the prevailing values of the community in my school. .679
...promote acceptable behavior among students. 672
...promote a positive image of my school in society. .656
...handle the time demands of the job. .654
...handle effectively the discipline of students in my school. .628
...maintain control of my own daily schedule. .617
...prioritize among competing demands of the job. .616
...promote ethical behavior among school personnel. .564
...handle the paperwork required of the job. 534
..cope with the stress of the job. .503

Note. Extraction criterion: one factor. Rotation: Oblimin. Loadings below .45 are omitted.

Table 2: Loadings for SEEs (principal axis factor analysis)

Factor 1 Factor 2
Objectivity Subjectivity

As school principal, regarding teacher evaluation, | believe I can....

...count on my knowledge about the process. 981 252
...evaluate unbiased from negative social persuasion. 749 -.132
...handle the overall process. .740 -.150
...compile evaluation reports. .730 -.103

...evaluate without leniency. .669 -.180
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...evaluate without spending much time and effort. .665 -.003
...evaluate by using the legislative descriptive framework and the
. 2 .649 -174
analytical criteria.
...evaluate unbiased from previous teacher’s good performance. .636 -.270
...evaluate without preventing or facilitating teachers’ careers, espe-
A . . .616 -.334
cially in the higher service echelons.
...evaluate unbiased from my previous disputes with a teacher. -.135 -.948
...evaluate unbiased from my personal/friendly relationship with a
.059 -.844
teacher.
...evaluate with no subjective criteria. 128 -.831
...evaluate not subject to my current physical or psychological state. 101 -.813
...objectively evaluate teachers. 154 -721
...evaluate with no emotional bias. 272 -.699

Note. Extraction criterion: two factors. Rotation: Oblimin. Loadings below .45 and two val-

ues cross loadings < .20 are omitted.

Table 3: Loadings for EERs (principal axis factor analysis)

*

As school principal, | believe that teacher evaluation Factors
will... 1 > 3
...disrupt teachers’ relationships. .987 -.003 -.186
...cause conflicts and competition among teachers. 981 .009 -.106
...worsen daily work interactions among teachers. .960 -.025 -.068
...negatively affect the existing school climate. .958 -.035 -.065
...disrupt my relationships with my colleagues. .955 .001 -.104
...bring about my isolation from teachers’ team of my 859 036 006
school.

...negatively affect school culture. .843 -.108 .022

...raise complaints/objections from unsatisfied teachers. .834 -.085 .015
...br1r.1g about negative personal feelings from a low rating 756 -079 103
of an inadequate teacher.

...reduce teachers’ job satisfaction. .676 -.060 .245
limit the time of my engagement with other administra- 647 027 999
tive or educational duties.

...cause conflict with implicit norms, values or traditions 614 171 170

of the school routine.
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...cause conflict with the self-perception of my leadership

role .585 -.202 .283
...degrade the decision-making process of the teachers 581 -084 340
team of my school.

...increase teachers’ formal and informal work obligations. .515 .048 478
...benefit school unit. .010 -.918 105
...benefit educational system. .025 -911 .094
...improve teachers’ typical official duties. -.050 -.898 -.113
...benefit teachers. .095 -.875 .001
...improve teachers’ communication and cooperation with 053 -870 -079
parents and stakeholders.

...enhance teachers’ professionalism. .056 -.867 .090
...maximize the active part|0|patlon of t_eachers in the 070 - 863 170
procedures of school unit’s self-evaluation.

...intensify teachers’ work. -214 -.859 011
... maximize the active par.tlclpat‘lcon of.teachers in the . 095 - 851 153
operation of the school unit as a “learning organization”.

...benefit myself. .051 -.849 .095
...encourage fair competition among teachers. .168 - 779 .057
...Increase costs at regional or state level. -.141 .040 671
...Increase my working hours. 310 .041 .546
...increase costs at school level. 143 -.080 520

Note. Extraction criterion: three factors. Rotation: Oblimin. Loadings below .45 and two
values cross loadings < .20 are omitted.
*Factor 1: interpersonal relationships, processes and school climate

Factor 2: potential improvements and benefits

Factor 3: timing and financial requirements



