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Abstract Although the development of educational administration has remained on
the agenda for over a half century, it is apparent that the field has encountered a num-
ber of problems in Turkey. Strategies, legislative regulations, and various practices
over school administrators’ training and assignment have long been debated, and
problems encountered in school administration as long-term policies on the train-
ing and assignment of school principals could not be developed. This study focuses
on the historical development of school administrators’ training and assignments in
Turkey and on school administrators’ behaviours from Hofstede’s cultural perspec-
tive. Finally, a centralist approach in public administration and the understanding that
teaching is the basis for being a school administrator which denotes that no formal
in-service education is required for being appointed as a school administrator are
two main factors that inhibit the development of school administration as a profes-
sional field in Turkey. Furthermore, the fact that school administrator practices have
changed repeatedly in an inconsistent manner and that the common public opinion
that exams for assignment of school administrators are far from objectivity come
under criticism for a considerable amount of time in Turkey. On the other hand, in
the context of Hofstede’s culture dimensions, it is possible to argue that the schools
accept a large degree of power distance and feel uncomfortable with uncertainty. It
is also reasonable to suggest that school administrators build stronger and healthier
ties with other staff in the dimensions of collectivity, femininity, and indulgence.
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Introduction

In the second half of the last century, educational administration became a schol-
arly field (Dimmock and Walker 1998a; Evers and Lakomski 1994; Gunter 2003).
According to Hallinger and Leithwood (1996), recent years ‘have been a time of
questioning and introspection in the field of educational administration’ (p. 98). As
for Dimmock and Walker (1998b), the field ‘as a field of research and practice has
grown impressively over the last few decades.’ (p. 379) and has been developing its
theories and ethos.

While the field has been trying to construct a place for itself, there also have
been different issues on the agenda of scholars in the field of educational adminis-
tration. For example, English (2002), in his challenging article entitled ‘The Point
of Scientificity, the Fall of the Epistemological Dominos, and the End of the Field
of Educational Administration’, uses various symbols to refer to the issues in the
field. Similarly, Maxcy (2001) points out that ‘No one much cares about a science of
educational administration anymore’. Besides, Leithwood and Duke (1999) report
that the scholars of the field have remarkably concentrated extensively on leadership
and school leaders. Of them, principal/leadership preparation is one of the most dis-
cussed issues among scholars in different contexts. Donmoyer (2001) and Beycioğlu
(2012) speculated that some have been in search of a ‘Holy Grail’ to find a new way
of leadership preparation or as Maxcy (2001, p. 575) explained, to find a ‘solution
to the errors of past theoretical systems’. In the end, we can claim that it is widely
accepted that principal leadership is a key factor in schools and school effectiveness
that begs the question of leadership preparation. The related literature provides us a
summary of what is known about the preparation of principals from a range of educa-
tional settings, and educational researchers have emphasised that context matters in
leadership preparation (Beycioğlu and Wildy 2015). As Middlewood (2010) argues,
what principals can do depends on what they may do and this, in turn, is shaped by
the educational system in which they work and by the local context (Huber andWest
2002; Lumby et al. 2009; McCarthy 1999; Smylie and Bennett 2005).

In this chapter, we aim to provide a brief historical overview of the Turkish
field, which is generally regarded as a field under the influences of Anglo-American
perspectives, and the dominant leadership preparation approaches and practices in
Turkey. We also aim to determine to what extent the culture and values of society
affect the preparation of educational leaders based on Hofstede’s (2001) cultural
dimension theory that claims that cultures have various effects on organisations
and individuals. By doing this, with the benefits of cross-cultural and cross-context
studies of principal preparation in mind, the aim of this chapter is to contribute to
the field from the perspective of the Turkish context as a Muslim and relatively a
‘secular’ country.
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A Brief History of the Emergence and Development
of Educational Administration in Turkey

It can be argued that the development levels of countries are related to the education
systems they have as the quality of the education system of a country affects its
economic growth, cultural development and political prestige in the international
arena.As amatter of fact,most people base their countries’ breakthroughs in different
fields of education. The success of the economist who manages the economy or the
politician who governs a country is directly proportional to the quality of education
provided in this country. In this context, the improvement of the quality of education
depends on the good administration of the system. The better the system is managed,
the more the quality of education is expected to increase. In this regard, it can be said
that although someadvances have beenmade in the area of educational administration
in Turkish Education System, the efforts on specialisation initiatives in the field
are inadequate. It may be stated that the tendency can be summarised as ‘being a
teacher is the basis in the profession’ restricts the development of the educational
administration field.

Developments in the field of administrative studies have been reflected in the field
of educational administration which is a sub-field and have led to the change of this
field. Especially, with globalisation since the last quarter of the twentieth century,
developments such as the information society, neoliberalism, multiculturalism, and
standardisation have forced the field of educational administration to change. These
developments have led to the creation of new expectations about the knowledge and
skills of education and school leaders. This situation obliges the institutions training
the education leaders to reorganise not only the curriculum but also the scope and
methods of teaching (Balcı 2011). It can be stated that Turkey, which models the
advancedWestern countries in their founding philosophies, has also been affected by
this development and change efforts. Moreover, it can be said that much research and
many meetings for the development of educational administration are on the agenda.
As stated in the literature, it is clear that some important decisions and practices
taken by the authorities in the development process of educational administration
are related to the results of such studies (Şimşek 2002; Üstüner and Cömert 2008).

There are debates as to whether or not educational administration will be an
academic field (Balcı 2008; Örücü and Şimşek 2011). Balcı (2008) argues that edu-
cational administration is an academic field within the scope of the discussions in
the literature. According to the author, the departments and the units of the field at
universities, requiring expertise, conducting scholarly research, the presence of aca-
demic journals, and the organisations of members working in the field are indicative
of educational administration as an academic field. However, Balcı points out that the
discussion of whether educational administration in Turkey is a profession or an aca-
demic field is hidden in the historical roots of the field. As a matter of fact, the estab-
lishment of the Educational Administration Research and Development Association
(EARDA), the TrainingManagers and Specialists Association (TMSA), the National
Educational Administration Congresses (since 2001), and the National Council of
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Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA) meetings and reports can be
evaluated as the indicators of the formation of an academic organisation in the field
(Örücü and Şimşek 2011). According to Şimşek (2002) who categorises educational
administration as a practice-oriented academic discipline, educational administration
is a field of application of educational organisations’ intended policies and decisions
taken by using human and material resources effectively in accordance with the
determined targets.

Policies and practices for the training of school administrators in Turkey have been
the focus of a series of research projects (Acar 2002; Aksoy 2002; Ayral 2016; Balcı
and Çınkır 2002; Balyer and Gündüz 2011; Işık 2002; Süngü 2012; Şimşek 2002;
Şişman and Turan 2002). Research draws attention to the lack of continuity in the
training and assignment policies of educational administrators in Turkey (Karabatak
2015). It can be clearly seen that concrete and coherent policies towards the training
and assignment policies or practices of school administrators are not followed in other
contexts either (Çelik 2002; Çınkır 2002; Özmen 2002; Şişman and Turan 2002).
On the other hand, despite Turkey having a well-established management tradition
of public administration, it is difficult to claim that it has a systematic structure for
training and assignment of education/school administrators (Acar 2002; Balcı 2002;
Şimşek 2002). Beycioğlu and Dönmez (2006) identified the problems that have been
experienced in the field of educational administration in Turkey to be the lack of
an effective consensus on the production of theoretical knowledge, of boundaries
between the theories, of theories with practical applications, of sufficient theoretical
resources, and of a disconnection between academicians. Most of the initiatives for
training and assignment of school administrators are constantly being changed in
line with the ideological aims of the dominant powers that hold enforcement. This
finding verifies that although there are many different applied models for training
and assignment of administrators in Turkey to the present time, there is not a national
policy for the training of professional administrators (Baş and Şentürk 2017). As a
matter of fact, the research conducted in this subject mostly refers to the training
and assignment policies and practices of educational administrators in the developed
countries (Balcı 2011; Pehlivan Aydın 2002; Çınkır 2002; Özmen 2002; Şişman and
Turan 2002).

It can be reported that Turkey, which has 60 years of tradition for training and
assignment policies of educational administrators, has prepared many legal texts
(Beycioğlu and Wildy 2015) including advisory reports, regulations, and training
programmes for educational administrators. With the establishment of the Repub-
lic of Turkey, one of the main focuses of Atatürk’s era, who made great strides
in terms of economic and political development, was education. Indeed, the first
great revolution of the Founding President Atatürk who wants to adopt advanced
Western educational practices in was Act no. 430 ‘Unification of the Educational
System’. Later, the establishment of the ‘Secondary Teacher Training School’ (Gazi
Education Faculty) in 1926 constituted a step in the specialisation period in educa-
tion. In addition, Atatürk invited John Dewey, an important American educator, and
requested him to prepare a comprehensive report about the Turkish education system.
Some issues about the training of school administrators were addressed in this report
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which included several findings such as the budget of the education system, training
practices, teacher training, and curriculum practices. In subsequent periods, an insti-
tution, the Public Administration Institute for Turkey and Middle East (PAITME),
was founded in order to follow the developments in the field of public adminis-
tration in Turkey and conduct research on the management of public institutions
(Beycioğlu and Wildy 2015; Recepoğlu and Kılınç 2014). For example, the reports
of PAITME’s Central Government Organization Research Project (MEHTAP) and
Public Administration Research Project (KAYA) produced decisions and proposed
solutions in all areas of public administration (education, health, culture, etc.) which
are among the important milestones on administrative issues in Turkey. In addition,
there were some decisions made about training educational administrators during the
IV National Education Council, an advisory authority that produces proposals for
solving problems in the Turkish Education System. Decisions and revised practices
concerning the training and assignment of educational administrators in legal texts
are very important in revealing the state of educational administration. In this con-
text, it is necessary to address these extensive studies and practices for the training
and assignment of education/school administrators (KAYA 1991; MEHTAP 1963).

In Dewey’s Education Report on the restructuring of the education system of
the Republic of Turkey, there is not an enlightening explanation for the training of
educational administrators. However, it was emphasised that requiring budgetary
expenditure from the upper-level ministry units for record keeping, building/facility
maintenance, and repair expenses under the school principals’ responsibility rather
than training the school administrators causes unnecessary time and wastes energy.
Therefore, this situation prevents school principals from spending energy on teaching
tasks. Meanwhile, in order to resolve this problem, the assignment of two different
principals, one for education and the other for administrative duties, in the schools
especially in large cities was recommended (Dewey 1939).

It is clear that some of the recommendations in the MEHTAP, an advisory report
on the training of educational administrators in Turkey, have been put into prac-
tice. This report’s findings regarding qualifications of educational administrators at
various levels of the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) are remarkable. The
report documents the majority of administrators who work for state schools and are
professionally trained teachers. They are expected to play important roles because
of a lack of expertise in educational administration, educational policies, and eco-
nomic goals. Therefore, educational administrators whowork in these positions need
to be experts in the field. In this respect, it is not absolutely necessary for them to
come from the teaching profession; however, it may be important to have teach-
ing experience to be a school administrator at many levels of school. Ultimately, it
was proposed that education faculties and departments in this area of expertise were
opened to train educational administrators who would work in many positions of
MoNE (MEHTAP 1963). Following the publication of this report, education fac-
ulties (Ankara University Faculty of Educational Sciences) and departments which
train educational administrators (Hacettepe University, Department of Education)
were opened (Eğitim-Bir-Sen 2017).
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In the PAITME’s KAYA report (1991) on the current status of the national educa-
tion system, it was proposed that legal arrangements for the employment of experts
and administrators working in teaching services were made. Accordingly, it is nec-
essary to make arrangements for major branches (educational administration, edu-
cational psychology, educational planning, measurement and evaluation, curriculum
development, etc.) which have arisen in the field. According to the report, these
regulations will clarify the status, duties, and authorities in the field (1991). On the
other hand, although there are various opinions on the training of the educational
administrators in some national education, the training has become the main agenda
item in the IV National Education Council (Eğitim-Bir-Sen 2017). In the council,
it is proposed to increase the power of administrators and qualifications in edu-
cational administration, hierarchical progress, and promotion in the profession. In
this context, it was decided that the cooperation with universities in the training of
existing educational administrators and admission of the persons who have educa-
tional administration qualifications should be considered (Decisions of IV National
Education Council 1993).

As a result, it can be said that educational administration in Turkey startedwith the
MEHTAP report. Due to the report’s recommendations, educational administration
started to be established as an academic discipline at state universities. Undergraduate
programme training students in Educational Administration, Supervision, Planning
andEconomicswere closed in1997 (Recepoğlu andKılınç 2014;Üstüner andCömert
2008). Şimşek (1997, 2002) indicates that the field in Turkey, which was created
with great effort, cannot keep up with contemporary developments in the world,
thereby remaining weak because of a centralised view of education, the traditional
gap between theory and practice, and communication and cooperation problems
between universities. Today, the field is represented by a course entitled ‘The Turkish
EducationSystemandSchoolAdministration’ given at the undergraduate level (Balcı
2011).

One Step Forward Two Steps Back: The Preparation
and Appointment of School Leaders in Turkey

School organisations have to reform themselves according to the need for change that
arises due to academic developments. Indeed, with the emergence of the concept of
school effectiveness or improvement or achievement (keeping inmind that the mean-
ings of conceptsmay differ fromone culture to another and herewe use effectiveness)
traditional school understanding has given way to contemporary school approaches.
Besides having good teachers, one of the other dominant factors, for many schol-
ars, in the effectiveness of schools is the school administrator. In this respect, the
fulfilment of expected roles and duties from school administrators depends on the
quality of education they had. Within this scope, the training of education and school
administrators in the context of educational administration expertise in the Turkish
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education system is ignored or not considered an important field by political mak-
ers (Balcı 2011). Because of this, the practices in selecting and assigning school
principals have been a subject of constant debate. The relations between those who
have been assigned as education/school administrators and the government have
significant influences in the assignment process which results in poor management
by non-specialist school administrators. However, contemporary education/school
administration is a challenging field of study requiring expertise (Balcı 2008).

A number of solutions have been proposed for the training and appointment of
school administrators in many studies conducted in Turkey. The suggestions in most
of these have similar features: providing in-service training and graduate education
programmes for school principals, curriculum development studies for the training
of educational administrators, establishment of cooperation between academics and
experienced managers in the training and assignment of administrators, develop-
mental leadership after teaching experience, counselling, organisational structuring,
effective organisation, implementation of curriculum in staff development areas, the
inclusion of the candidates selected according to the results of written and oral exam-
inations conducted by an academic committee in-service training programmes, an
assignment system based on examination, the requirement of professional qualifica-
tions, and leadership traits and merit (Ezgün 2011; Aslanargun 2011; Altınay 2013;
Aktepe 2014; Balcı and Çınkır 2002; Balyer and Gündüz 2011; Çelik 2002; Çetin
and Yalçın 2002).

The training and assignment of school administrators have also been included
in the legal regulations. The statement, ‘Only the teachers and supervisors shall be
assigned to the vocational services of the Ministry of National Education and school
administrations’ in the 18th article of the Act on the Organisation of the Ministry
of National Education (1926) showed for the first time that school administration
is not accepted as a profession, and those assigned to these positions are teachers
or educators. This has been one of the obstacles to the professionalisation of edu-
cational administration in Turkey, hindering its development in the next periods,
partly because educational administration has been perceived to be a temporary task
(Eğitim-Bir-Sen 2017). The assignment of school administrators in the Turkish Edu-
cation System has been determined by a number of regulations issued regularly from
1998 to 2018. Despite the criteria for determining the importance of knowledge,
skill, and merit in their assignment, the general social tendency is that objectivity is
ignored in the assignments.

In Turkey, the specialisation and examination practices to become an administra-
tor in educational institutions came into force with the regulation on assignment and
relocation of the administrators of educational institutions affiliated to the Ministry
of National Education in 1998; in this context, objective evaluation criteria have been
introduced in the assignment of school administrators requiring that teachers have at
least five years of teaching experience to apply to the selection examination. Candi-
dates who succeeded in the examination participated in a 120 h administrator training
course which included theories of Westernised and/or Anglo-American perspectives
on training school principals. On the other hand, according to the regulation, teach-
ers who have at least five years of teaching experience and have graduated from the
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department of educational administration or PAITME public administration gradu-
ate programmes were exempted from the candidate selection test and taken directly
into the courses. Candidates who succeeded in the assessment test after administra-
tor training were entitled to be appointed as school administrators (Official Gazette
1998).

Vice principals who needed to be assigned according to the examinations and
some career steps of school principals were determined as well. Regulation in Offi-
cial Gazette (2004) stated that the duties of the administrators who have completed
the four-year period of office cannot be administrator in the same educational insti-
tution with the same title for more than eight years. In the evaluation form appended
to the regulation, there are seven different evaluators for the educational adminis-
trators, whose period of office will be extended, consisting of the district director
of national education, department chief who is responsible for human resources in
the directorship of national education, department chief who is responsible for the
educational institution to be evaluated, the most senior teacher in the educational
institution, the teacher who has the least seniority in the educational institution, two
teachers to be selected by the teachers’ council, the president and vice president of
the parent–teacher association, and the president of the student council.

Official Gazette (2007) can be considered as one step back because with the
arrangements, the examination process in the selection of the school principal was
cancelled and completing the candidateship of the teachers was seen enough in order
to be assigned as a school principal. With the amendments published in the Offi-
cial Gazette (2008), the administrator evaluation form was redesigned governing the
appointment of school principals. Official Gazette (2009) reinstated the examination
process and required at least eight years of teaching experience as a condition for
assignment as a school principal. With the amendment made in the previous regula-
tions, the duration of an appointment was limited to eight years and the condition of
compulsory relocation depended upon the decision of the principal (Official Gazette
2004, 2007, 2008, 2013).

In addition, in the regulation on the appointment and relocation of administrators
working in educational institutions affiliated to theMinistry of National Education in
2014 it was required that administrative duty is carried out within the scope of laws
no. 657 and no. 652. Some conditions were required for those assigned as admin-
istrators: graduation from higher education, working as a teacher in the Ministry’s
institutions, having the required qualifications to be assigned as a teacher at the date
of appointment, and being not suspended from his administration duty as a result of
a judicial or administrative investigation in the previous four years of the assignment
date. Moreover, those who will be appointed are required to have at least one of these
conditions: served as principal or principal chief assistant for at least two years; as
a founding principal, principal chief assistant, assistant principal or teacher having
principal authorisation for a total of three years in the same or multiple positions; as
department chief apart from the Ministry’s education and training services or supe-
rior positions; or as tenured teacher in the Ministry for at least eight years (Official
Gazette 2014).
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Differently from the previous regulation, by 2007 at least four years of teaching
was required for the appointment of administrators working in educational institu-
tions affiliated to the Ministry of National Education. It was aimed to appoint the
principal candidates based on written–oral examinations and an administration eval-
uation form. Written examination weights in the regulation are listed as information
about regulations, analytical thinking and ability to perform analysis, the level of
representability and merit, reasoning power and understanding skill, communication
skills, self-confidence and ability of persuasion, liberal education, Ataturk’s princi-
ples and reforms. The minimum passing score in the oral assessment was set at 60.
Finally, in the 2018 regulation, at least one year of experience as a principal, assis-
tant principal, or teacher having principal authorisation or experience as a department
chief or superior positions in the central organisation of the ministry was required
(Official Gazette 2017, 2018).

As a result, the assignment of school principals and assistant principals was deter-
mined by the regulations in Turkey. The fact that these regulations have been fre-
quently changed shows that the central government has not developed a healthy and
sustainable policy in the training and appointment of administrators. The common
point in the appointment of directors in all regulations is the requirement of being
a teacher. This is an indication that the concept of ‘being a teacher is the basis in
the profession’ is reflected in the regulations. However, there are ambiguities about
the extent to which examinations measure the qualifications of contemporary school
administrators. In addition, it cannot be said that the public is sufficiently satisfied
with the criteria of the oral examinations and transparency.

Hofstede’s Culture Dimensions and School Principalship
in Turkey: A Quick Evaluation

Culture is expressed as the lifestyles of societies. According to Balcı (2007), it is a
set of premises, beliefs, and values that are applied consciously, semi-consciously,
or unconsciously in a society. Tezcan (1985) refers to culture as a combination of
material and spiritual values that people have created to adapt to the environment
they live in. Hofstede (1997) described culture as a conventional mental software,
viewing it not as heritage, but as acquired later on in life. Culture is the whole set of
meanings that are accepted in a society over a certain period of time. The reflections
of culture are symbols, languages, faiths, rituals, and myths (Hoy and Miskel 2010).

Cultural models such as Schein and Geert Hofstede’s dimensions of the national
culturemodel have been developed in the organisational culture literature (Eren 2004;
Erkmen 2011; Özkalp and Kırel 2000; Şişman 2007). In dimensions of the national
culture model developed through a research carried out with more than 100,000 IBM
employees in more than 40 countries, Hofstede argues that administrative practices
and theories are inevitably tied to national culture since they affect the business
environment. Hofstede used a number of dimension continua to classify national
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organisations: power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism versus collec-
tivism, long-term orientation versus short-term normative orientation, indulgence
versus restraint, and masculinity versus femininity (Hofstede 1997, 2001). Power
distance is about whether the power between employees is distributed equally or not.
Uncertainty avoidance measure shows individuals behave in cases of uncertainty.
Countries with high uncertainty avoidance tend to maintain rigid rules and structures
in order to provide control, whereas those with weak uncertainty avoidance are less
concerned with the structure and they show a greater tolerance for risk taking. Indi-
vidualism versus collectivism focuses on social needs, group belonging, and loyalty,
whereas high individualism attaches importance to individuals with autonomy and
self-confidence. Long-term orientation versus short-term normative orientation is
concerned with the degree of accepting the cultural values of the society. In indul-
gence versus restraint dimension which is the fifth one, cultures are divided into two
as indulgent and restrictive. Finally, in the context of masculinity versus femininity,
males are overwhelmed in the administrative positions in the societies where the
masculinity level is high.

Turkey’s scores on the Hofstede index are high on power distance and uncertainty
avoidance, moderate in indulgence, masculinity, and long-term orientation, and low
on individualism (Hofstede 2018). One of the aims of education is to transfer the dis-
tinctive culture of the countries to its citizens. Therefore, education and in particular,
training educational administrators should be consistent with the social structure and
culture of the society even in a country that does not provide structured professional
training programs for principals such as Turkey. Şahin et al. (2017) pointed out that
there are cultural differences in the training and appointment of school leaders in
their study about the school leadership research. The culture of the school, which is
a subsystem of education, consists largely of unwritten rules of the school. The val-
ues, norms, traditions, beliefs, and symbols of the school are the basic elements that
make up the school culture (Bursalıoğlu 2010). A strong school culture arises as a
result of the unity of the administrators and teachers around common values, norms,
and beliefs which can also prevent the formation of harmful subcultures. School
administrators can lead school cultures consciously or unconsciously through their
practices. A school administrator who knows the power of school cultures can show a
more successful organisational culture as Hosftede index also classified the culture in
Turkey as a collectivist one that may help principals to create a collaborative school
culture. As culture arbiter, administrators should set a philosophy and vision that
reflects the belief that all learners can learn in schools. This understanding should
not be determined and expressed only by the administrator, it should be done in a
discussion platform, and a compromise must be reached on it (Çelik 2009).

Hofstede relates the low level of power distance and uncertainty avoidance which
are the dimensions of culture to high level of justice among stakeholders, participation
in decision-making processes, and trust and cooperation among employees. It was
found in a number of studies that school administrators are not fair at a high-level
justice inmany researches about the behaviours of school administrators in schools in
Turkey (Ay and Koç 2014; Altınkurt and Yılmaz 2010; Baş and Şentürk 2017; Oğuz
2011; Yılmaz and Taşdan 2009); employees do not have a high level of confidence
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in their administrators (Ercan 2006; Gören and Özdemir 2015; Öksüzoğlu 2012;
Öztürk and Aydın 2012; Taşdan 2012); the participation level of employees is not
at a high level, and they do not go beyond the regulations (Can and Serençelik
2017; Demirtaş and Alanoğlu 2015; Özdoğru and Aydın 2012). This situation can
be explained by school principals tending to exhibit the behaviours of traditional
authoritarian school principals. However, it has been found that school principals
show democratic leadership behaviours in many researches on leadership behaviours
exhibited by school administrators (Bozdoğan and Sağnak 2011; Terzi and Çelik
2016). At this point, the contradictions between the results obtained in organisational
culture research in Turkey have come to light. As a matter of fact, Hofstede (2001)
argued that the low level of power distance and uncertainty avoidance is indicative
of administrators demonstrating democratic leadership behaviours.

It can be concluded that school principals in Turkey give prominence to collective
interest rather than individualism. In many studies, it has found that school principals
exhibit value-based leadership and distributive leadership behaviours and share their
responsibilities with teachers. These results support Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) finding
in analysing cultural dimensions that Turkish society is a collective society. Indeed,
some studies report that school principals in Turkey share decisions, collaborate with
each other, and establish a sincere relationship with their workmates; as a result, the
findings point that educational institutions show characteristics of feminine culture
(Baloğlu 2012;Korkmaz andGündüz2011;Yılmaz andTuran2015).Çelikten (2004)
investigated the small number of female school principals in Turkey and attributed
the reasons to a lack of self-confidence of female principals, not being supported by
the social environment, and an inability to choose between work and family.

Conclusion

In this conceptual paper, the historical development process of training and appoint-
ing school administrators and the behaviours of school administratorswere discussed.
In this context, a great deal of research has been done on the training and appointment
of school principals in Turkey.

Although some have been done by the central government for the training of
school administrators in Turkey, many have not been taken into consideration or
have been delayed in the following periods. As a matter of fact, Dewey’s suggestion
for the training of school administrators remains superficial. However, in National
Education Councils in the following periods and in the reports of MEHTAP and
KAYA projects published by PAITME, it was demonstrated that school administra-
tion is a professional job and the individuals involved should be educated. Some
school administrator training practices have been put into practice in line with the
recommendations of these reports; however, in the following years, these practices
were not maintained due to the understanding that ‘school administration is not a
profession’.
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The selection and appointment of the persons who will be assigned as school
principals and vice principals in Turkey are realised through regulations. The fact
that these regulations are frequently changed shows that the central government
cannot develop a policy for the training and appointment of administrators. The
common point in all regulations in terms of the appointment of administrators is the
requirement of being a teacher. This is an indication that the concept of ‘being a
teacher is the basis in the profession’ is reflected in the regulations. However, it can
be said that there are ambiguities about the extent to which examinations measure the
qualifications of contemporary school administrators. In addition to this, it cannot be
said that the public is sufficiently satisfied with the criteria of the oral examinations
and the transparency of the process.

Finally, the assumption that leadership behaviours of school administrators in
Turkey are influenced by the culture of the community is addressed in the context
of the National Cultural Dimensions of Hofstede. No studies yet have been done
on schools using Hofstede’s dimensions of power distance, associated with justice,
equality and trust, and uncertainty avoidance. In this regard, it can be said that the
level of power distance and uncertainty avoidance is high in the relationship of school
administrators in Turkey. However, many studies have found that school principals
incorporate employees into decision-making, cooperatewith eachother, and establish
a sincere relationship with their workmates. These results can be expressed in terms
of collectivism, femininity, and indulgence from the dimensions Hofstede’s model
includes. When training education administrators is considered, it can be argued that
programmes should be sensitive to cultural dimensions of the country context. As
we previously indicated in this chapter, Turkish education system does not have a
regular training programme for newly appointed educational administrators before
service. They sometimes participate in local trainings that generally do not have core
scopes of developing educational administrators. So, if any programme is provided
in future, the above-debated issues could be considered in a possible curriculum.
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Ankara Üniversitesi Eğitim Bilimleri Fakültesi Yayınları.

Balcı, A. (2007). Örgüt mecazları. Ankara: Ekinoks Yayınları.
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Yönetimi Dergisi, 14(2), 181–209.
Balcı, A. (2011). The changing context of educational administration and its effects on educational
administration postgraduate programmes. Education and Science, 36(162), 197–208.

Balcı, A., & Çınkır, Ş. (2002). Türkiye’de eğitim yöneticilerinin yetiştirilmesi. In C. Elma & Ş.
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Baş, E. A., & Şentürk, İ. (2017). The viewpoints of school administrators about the regulation for
the assignment of principals in education institution associated with the ministry of education
released. Ondokuzmayis University Journal of Education, 36(2), 119–143.
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KAYA (1991). Kamu yönetimi araştırması raporu. http://www.todaie.edu.tr//resimler/ekler/
185a8f8def383a8_ek.pdf. Accesed 09 June, 2018.

Korkmaz, E., & Gündüz, H. B. (2011). Indexing levels of distributive leadership behaviours of
primary school principals. Kalem International Journal of Education and Human Sciences, 1(1),
123–153.

Leithwood, K., & Duke, D. L. (1999). A century’s quest to understand school leadership. In J. Mur-
phy & K. S. Seashore (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational administration (pp. 45–72).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Lumby, J., Walker, A., Bryant, M., Bush, T., & Björk, L. G. (2009). Research on leadership prepara-
tion in a global context. InM. D. Young, G.M. Crow, J.Murphy, &R. T. Ogawa (Eds.),Handbook
of research on the education of school leaders (pp. 157–194). New York: Routledge.

Maxcy, S. J. (2001). Educational leadership and management of knowing: The aesthetics of coher-
entism. Journal of Educational Administration, 39(6), 573–578.

McCarthy, M. M. (1999). The evolution of educational leadership preparation programs. In J.
Murphy & S. K. Louis (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational administration (pp. 17–35).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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Özdoğru,M., &Aydın, B. (2012). The relationship among elementary school teachers’ participation
in decision-making, their desire and motivation levels. Abant İzzet Baysal University Journal of
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değiştirme yönetmeliği. Sayı: 23472 ve Tarih: 23.09.1998. http://mevzuat.meb.gov.tr/html/
23472_0.html. Accessed 11 June, 2018.
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21. Yüzyıl eğitim yöneticilerinin yetiştirilmesi sempozyumu bildirileri kitabı (ss. 307–312).
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