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Abstract

Problem Statement: Principals are known as important actors in effective
schools. So it is important to know which variables influence principals’
success. One of these predictors can be self-efficacy. However, there is
very few research about principals' sense of efficacy.

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research was to test the
psychometric properties of the Turkish version of the Principal Sense of
Efficacy Scale (PSES-T).

Method: Confirmatory and Exploratory factor analysis were conducted in
order to determine the factor structure of the scale. Two independent
samples of school administrators were used for this analysis. The
relationship between social support and PSES-T were also examined in
order to test the concurrent validity of the scale. Finally, internal
consistency of scale was tested by using Cronbach alpha.

Findings: Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were performed using
maximum likelihood estimations, in order to assess the structural validity
of the Turkish version of PSES. The model indices were y2/df= 2,80,
CFI=.873, TLI=.87, RMSEA= 100, SRMR=.064, suggesting an unacceptable
fit of the model to the data. Concluding that 3 factor 18-item PSES did not
fit the data obtained from a Turkish sample, an exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was conducted to further explore the factor structure of the 18-item
PSES that better represented the sample data. EFA results showed strong
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evidence for a single factor structure of scale. Total variance explained by
a single factor was 41% and factor loadings ranged from .50-.74 (M=.64).
Based on the results of the EFA, the single factor model with 18 items was
tested on a second sample by using CFA with the maximum likelihood
method. Results indicated that single factor PSES met goodness-of-fit
criteria; y2/df= 1.6, CFI=.95, TLI= .94, RMSEA= .06, and SRMR=.04. As to
the reliability results, Cronbach's Alpha was calculated as .94 for the
whole scale. Also, low to moderate correlations were found between social
support, and PSES was evidence for concurrent validity of scale.

Conclusion and Recommendations: The overall findings of the present study
provide evidence for the validity and reliability of the PSES with a Turkish
sample. Validation and reliability studies of the PSES within different
cultural contexts and samples are crucial for the generalizability of the
scale. The current study is important in terms of bringing this scale into
Turkish literature.
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Introduction

Principals are known as important actors in effective schools. So it is important to
know which variables influence principals’ success. One of these predictors can be
self-efficacy. Previous research suggests that there is a relationship between
principals’ self-efficacy and effectiveness (Anderson, Krajewski, Goffin, & Jackson,
2008; Judge & Bono, 2001; McCullers & Bozeman, 2010; Ramchunder & Martins,
2014). Given the importance of better understanding self-efficacy, further research is
needed in different samples and cultures. Since valid and reliable measures are
perquisites of doing culturally responsive research, the aim of this study was to
examine psychometric qualities of PSES in a Turkish sample.

Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is embedded within social cognitive theory and developed its roots
from the social learning theory. Bandura (1986) indicates that self-efficacy is a
concept resulting from the interaction of behaviors, environmental variables, and
personal variables.

Self-efficacy is defined as “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to produce
designated levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect their
lives” (Bandura, 1994, p.1), “beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and execute the
courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p.3), or
“beliefs in one's abilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses
of action needed to meet situational demands” (Wood & Bandura, 1989, p.48). Self-
efficacy is commonly used as a domain-specific construct rather than being a general
trait (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy can be generalized for similar situations; however,
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it can be low in another field while one’s self-efficacy is high in a certain field
(Bandura, 1982).

According to Bandura (2012) there are four factors that determine self-efficacy: (1)
mastery experiences, (2) vicarious experiences, (3) verbal persuasion, and (4)
physiological arousal. Mastery experience has been identified as the most powerful
variable of self-efficacy. Mastery experiences are stated as prior experiences
concerning a given task (Milner & Hoy, 2003; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2007).
While successful experiences increase one’s self-efficacy beliefs, unsuccessful
experiences negatively affect these beliefs. Vicarious experiences result from learning
by modeling and observing others (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2007). Bandura
(1994) explains that people observe others who are similar to them and who are
successful in their jobs; in this regard people enhance a belief that they can be
successful, too. Verbal persuasion is a kind of feedback concerning one’s success in a
given task (Bandura, 1986). Bower and Hilgard (1981) state that people who are
persuaded about their personal skills put forth more effort, proceed in their efforts
even if they make mistakes, and take responsibility when they face with problems.
Individuals often associate their stress and tension with their lack of abilities (Milner
& Hoy, 2003).

Bandura (1997, p.3) stated that self-efficacy influences: (1) which behavior people
choose to pursue, (2) how much effort they spend, (3) how long they will persevere
in the face of obstacles and failures, (4) their resilience to difficulties, (5) whether
their thought patterns are self-hindering or self-aiding, and (6) how much stress or
anxiety they experience in coping with environmental demands. Similarly, Gist and
Mitchell (1992) propose that self-efficacy is a very important motivational structure
that affects personal preferences, goals, emotional reactions, effort, coping, and
resistance.

Within educational literature there are many studies that show teacher and
student self-efficacy beliefs can be associated with learning and teaching. Studies on
students” self-efficacy indicate that: self-efficacy has a role in enhancing the
motivation to learn, students with high self-efficacy endeavor more to succeed, and
there is a strong relationship between self-efficacy and success (Altun & Aykoc, 2009;
Isinsal, 2002; Pajares, 1996).

There are many studies intended to determine teachers’” and teacher candidates’
self-efficacy in different areas such as use of computer (Orhan, 2005), science
teaching (Hamurcu, 2006; Yalcin, 2011), maths teaching, (Dede, 2008), and teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs (Babaoglan & Korkut, 2010; Kiilekci, 2011). Furthermore, there are
studies that investigate the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and student
success (Allinder, 1995; Bandura, 1993; Copraro, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006;
Gaddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000; Schunk, 1989; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). These
studies indicate that teachers who have strong self-efficacy beliefs are more
successful in increasing students’ success and motivation. As a result of Bandura’s
(1993) research, being taught by teachers with low self-efficacy decreases students’
self-efficacy and performance expectations.
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|
Principal self-efficacy

The principal is regarded as a key agent, initiating change by raising the level of
expectations for both teachers and students (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004).
Leadership self-efficacy is important because it affects followers’ attitudes and
performance (Chemers, Watson, & May, 2000; Lehman, 2007). Principal self-efficacy
can be defined as a kind of leadership self-efficacy that is related to the level of self-
confidence, ability, and skill to act as a leader among other people (Hannah, Avolio,
Luthans, & Harms, 2008). Principal self-efficacy is a perception related to planning,
organizing and executing tasks and relationships with other people and
organizations (Federici & Skaalvik, 2011).

Especially within the last decade, principal self-efficacy has emerged as a
significant issue and is of interest to researchers after the development of instruments
assessing this subject (e.g., Principals Self-Efficacy Scale, Dimmock & Hattie, 1996).
Of these instruments, the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES; Tschannen-Moran
& Gareis, 2004) has received much attention (Brown, 2010; Lockard, 2013; McCullers
& Bozeman, 2010; Moak, 2010; Versland, 2009; Watts, Kolsun, Cline, & Williams,
2011; Williams, 2012). Validation and reliability studies of the PSES within different
cultural contexts and samples are crucial for the generalizability of the scale.
Therefore, the aim of the present study was to examine psychometric qualities of
PSES in a Turkish sample.

Method

The aim of this study is to conduct validity and reliability analysis of the Turkish
version of the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES-T)

Participants

Two independent samples of school administrators from Turkey were used for
this study: (a) Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) sample, and (b) Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) sample. The first sample contained 150 school principals (11%
women, and 89% men). Their principal seniority ranged from 1 to 33 years (M = 9.8,
SD = 7.9). All participants were either principals (60%) or assistant principals (40%).
The second sample contained 150 school principals (10% women, and 90% men).
Principal seniority ranged from 1 to 37 years (M =8, 6, SD = 7.01). Of them, 57% were
principals and 43% were assistant principals.

Measures

Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES). The PSES (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis,
2004) is an 18-item scale that assesses a principal’s belief about his/her management
skills. Respondents rate their confidence on a 9-point Likert-type scale from 1 (none
at all) to 9 (a great deal). The PSES consists of three subscales (Efficacy for
Management, Efficacy for Instruction, and Efficacy for Moral Leadership).
Respectively, sample items include “prioritize among competing demands of the
job”, “facilitate student learning in your school”, and “promote ethical behavior
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among school personnel”. Scores can range from 18 to 162, with higher scores
reflecting a higher sense of principal efficacy. Construct validity was supported by
negative correlation with work alienation and positive correlation with trust in
teachers. The scale has good internal consistence with alphas of .91 for the total scale
and .86 to .89 for the subscales.

Interpersonal social support. Interpersonal social support was measured through
questions related to principals’ received support following the study by Tschannen-
Moran and Gareis (2007). Interpersonal social support was measured directly by
asking participants to rate the level of support they receive from the superintendent,
central office, teachers, school staff, parents, and students (e.g., How would you rate
the quality of support you receive the central office in your school principal tasks?)
on a 5-point scale ranging from the lowest quality to the highest. Exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) was conducted to explore the factor structure of the interpersonal
social support questions. Two factors emerged with eigenvalues over 1.0 (3.0-1.1),
which accounted for 70% of shared variance. The questions related to social support
within the school (staff, teachers, parents, and students) had factor loadings that
ranged from .77 to .82; social support out of he (superintendent and central-office
staff) had factor loadings of .83 and .89. The results of these analyses were similar to
Tschannen-Moran and Gareis’s (2007) findings.

Procedures

The study was conducted after obtaining permission from Tschannen-Moran and
Gareis. The translation process was done in two stages: first, the original form was
translated to Turkish by the authors; second, back translation was made by two
language experts and back translated versions were compared with the original
version by a native English speaker. In addition to this application to assess language
appropriateness, a sample of twelve school administrators was consulted. After
feedback from the sample, item wordings and instructions were revised.

Participants of the study were school principals who were drawn from a
population of about 420 schools in the central region of Turkey. The names of the
schools were obtained from the Konya Provincial Education Directorate. Packets of
instruments, along with an explanatory letter, a demographic information sheet, a
written consent form, information about anonymity, and a postage paid self-
addressed envelope were mailed to the participants. Of the 420 packets of
instruments and forms, 324 were returned, with a return rate of 77.1%. After
checking for the missing responses and validity item (which forced respondents to
mark “3” for that rating), 24 respondents were not included in the analyses.

Analysis

The psychometric characteristics of the instrument were analyzed through
studies of reliability (internal consistency; by Cronbach’s Alpha, corrected item-total
correlations, and means difference between upper 27% and lower 27%), confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA), and exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which was conducted to
examine the factor structure. Finally, the correlations between PSES and
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organizational support were examined in order to test the convergent validity of the
scale.

Pearson correlations, EFA, t-test, and Cronbach’s Alpha analyses were conducted
with SPSS version 15 for Windows. Confirmatory factor analyses with maximum
likelihood (ML) estimation and fit statistics were done with AMOS 16.0.

Results

Prior to analysis, statistical assumptions were evaluated to ensure normal
distribution and multivariate analysis for both samples. The skewness and kurtosis
values range from -.35 to -1.07 and -.26 to -1.15, respectively. This clearly suggests
that the items conform to the assumption of confirmatory factor analysis for this
sample. Table 1 displays descriptive data of the PSES-T for both samples.

Table 1.
Descriptive Data for the PSES-T for Samples 1 and 2

Items Sample 1 (n=150) Sample 2 (n=150)

M SD M SD
1 6.8 1.4 6.6 14
2 6.9 1.5 7.1 1.3
3 7.2 1.3 7.3 1.3
4 7.3 1.3 74 1.3
5 7.4 1.3 7.5 1.3
6 7.5 1.3 74 1.3
7 6.9 1.6 6.8 1.6
8 6.6 1.9 6.8 1.8
9 7.5 1.3 74 1.3
10 7.7 1.3 7.8 1.2
11 7.2 1.6 74 1.5
12 6.9 1.5 7.1 14
13 7.3 1.4 7.4 14
14 7.8 1.3 7.9 1.2
15 7.5 1.6 7.7 14
16 7.9 1.2 7.9 1.2
17 6.9 1.6 7.1 1.7
18 74 1.4 7.6 1.3

Structural Validity

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were performed using maximum likelihood
estimations in order to assess the structural validity of the Turkish version of PSES.
These analyses were performed using the AMOS statistical package. In order to
assess the model fit, we used the 2, x2per degree of freedom (x2/df), the goodness of
fit index (GFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square error of
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approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and
the comparative fit index (CFI). Cutoff levels for determining the model fit were:
x2/df < 3, CFI, TLI 2.90, RMSEA, and SRMR< .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999, Schreiber,
Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006). The model indices were 2/df= 2,80, CFI=.873,
TLI=.87, RMSEA= .100, and SRMR=.064, suggesting an unacceptable fit of the model
to the data.

Concluding that 3 factor 18-item PSES did not fit the data obtained from a
Turkish sample, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to further
explore the factor structure of the 18-item PSES-T that better represented the sample
data. The adequacy of the data for factor analysis was supported by Kaiser’s measure
of sampling (KMO) value of .88 and Barlett test of sphericityy2 = 1207.0 (p <.001). A
principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted. Based on
the results, factors 1, 2, and 3 had eigenvalues of 7.39, 1.46, 1.16 and accounted for 41,
8, and, 6.4% of variance, respectively. Although three factors have eigenvalues above
1, examination of the scree plot and the second and the third factors made a weak
contribution to the total of variance, suggesting a strong single factor structure
(Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010). Factor loadings in single factor
structure ranged from .50- .74 (M=.64).

Based on the results of the EFA, a single factor model with 18 items was tested on
the second sample by using CFA with the maximum likelihood method. Results
indicated that single factor PSES-T met goodness-of-fit criteria; y2/df= 1.6, CFI=.95,
TLI= .94, RMSEA= .06, and SRMR=.04.

Concurrent Validity

Due to previous theories (Bandura, 1997) and researches (Kruger, 1997; Pati &
Kumar, 2010; Tschannen-Moran, & Gareis, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, &
Hoy, 1998; Ozdemir, 2010) suggesting that self-efficacy may be related with social
support, potential associations between PSES-T scores and perceived social support
were examined (see Table 2).

Table 2.
Correlation between PSES-T and Social Support
2 3 4 5 6 7

1. PSES-T .187* .185* .383** .350%* .286** .303**
2. Central-office 549%* 270%* 134 .314%* 211**
3. Superintendent .320%* .268** .308** .285**
4. Teachers .693** A82%* A81**
5. School staff A493** A418**
6. Parents .688**
7. Students -

*p <.05,*p <.01

As expected, PSES-T scores had low positive correlations with social support
from superintendent and central-office staff and moderate positive correlations with
social support from staff, teachers, parents, and students.
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A multiple regression test was conducted to determine whether or not
demographic variables (years of administrative experience, years at school, socio-
economic status of students, and school level) were significant predictors of PSES
(see Table 3).

Table 3.
Multiple Regression: Prediction of Principal Sense of Efficacy
Criterion R? F Ui Predictor Beta Sig.
205 Years of experience 221" .002
w079 Years at school .032 .644
PSEST 115 6.22 .003 Socio-eco status 202 .004
.002 School level 101 142

*p< .01, **p < .001

Demographic variables explain approximately 12% of variance in PSES-T (R2=.12,
F (6.22) = 5.02, p <.001). PSES-T was significantly related to years of experience (p=
.22, p= .002) and the socio-economic status of students (= .20, p < .01). Years at
school and school level were not significantly related with PSES-T.

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency estimates using Cronbach’s alpha suggested high reliabilities
for the total scale PSES-T= .94. In addition, a t-test was conducted to determine the
significance of difference between the average item scores of the upper and lower
27% groups and the correlation of the item total score was calculated. Results are
given in Table 4.

Table 4.
Item Analysis Results
CIT. Mean CIT. Mean
tem upper  lower t Item upper lower t
%27 %27 %27 %27

1 .61 7.6 52 10.3* 10 .64 8.6 6.3 10.8*
2 .70 8.2 5.4 129 11 .56 8.3 6.0 8.9%
3 .58 8.2 59 10.9* 12 .78 8.3 5.6 12.7*
4 .58 8.5 6.0 12.0 13 .59 8.3 5.8 9.7*
5 .67 8.4 6.0 11.5* 14 .65 8.7 6.5 10.6*
6 .75 8.4 6.0 12.5% 15 .53 8.3 6.3 7.3*%
7 .60 7.7 52 7.5% 16 .66 8.6 6.7 9.3*
8 51 7.8 5.0 8.0% 17 71 8.1 5.6 9.4*
9 72 8.6 6.0 13.0* 18 .67 8.3 6.0 9.5%

*p < 05

1Corrected Item-Total Correlation
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As seen in Table 4, for all items in the scale, item-total correlations vary between
.51 and .78 and all items presented a significant difference at p<.05 within the lower
and upper groups.

Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the reliability and validity of a
Turkish version of PSES among school principals. Primarily, the construct validity of
the 3-factor PSES-T was investigated with CFA. Findings from CFA yielded an
unacceptable fit to the data. To our knowledge, no other studies conducted CFA to
test PSES’s construct validity. In the next stage, exploratory factor analysis was
conducted in order to determine the structure of the PSES with another sample.
Although principal component analysis gave similar results with Tschannen-Moran,
Gareis (2004) and Nye (2008), a one-factor structure was accepted because the EFA
yielded a unidimensional result and CFA did not support a three-factor model.

In keeping with Tschannen-Moran and Gareis’s (2007) findings that there was a
high level of correlation between social support within school (staff, teachers,
parents, and students) and principal self-efficacy (r=.42, p<.01), a medium level of
correlation between social support from out of school (superintendent and central-
office staff) and principal self-efficacy (r=.34, p<.01), the concurrent validity of the
PSES was supported by low positive correlations with social support from the
superintendent and central-office staff and moderate positive correlations with social
support from staff, teachers, parents, and students. To provide further evidence for
the validity of the PSES, the relationship between demographic variables and PSES
was examined. Results showed that there were no significant relations between years
at school, school level, and PSES. These findings are similar with the other research
examining the potential associations of PSES with years at school (Costa-Hernandez,
2010; Tschannen- Moran & Gareis, 2004) and school level (Dimmock & Hattie, 1996;
Santamaria, 2008). Contrary to the results of other research (Costa-Hernandez, 2010;
Tschannen- Moran &Gareis, 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2007), but parallel
with the theory, we found a significant relationship between years of experience
(Santamaria, 2008; Dimmock & Hattie, 1996), the socio-economic status of students,
and PSES. According to Bandura, an individual’s successful past experiences -
namely mastery experiences - are the prominent factors that determine self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1997).

The results of this study show that the total scale of PSES-T demonstrated good
consistency (.94). To provide further evidence for the reliability of the PSES-T, a
comparison was made between the average scores of the participants included
within the upper and lower groups. Entire items were found to be significant at level
p < .05. These findings provide evidence to support the reliability of a Turkish
version of PSES.

In conclusion, the present study provided psychometric support for the Turkish
version of the PSES. However, this study has some limitations. First, test-retest scores
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were not conducted; thus, the stability of the PSES’s parameters and the consistency
of participants” responses could not be established. Second, we used single questions
to measure participants’ perceived social support, but using a scale and measuring
interpersonal social support indirectly would give more accurate results. Further
research would examine the structure of the PSES with similar populations in other
cultures.
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Ozet

Problem Durumu: Basarili liderlerin basarili okullar igin anahtar o6ge oldugu
bilinmektedir. Bu noktada basarili liderlerin hangi 6zelliklere sahip oldugu sorusu
onem kazanmaktadir. Bu soruya verilebilecek cevaplardan biri de liderin ya da
yoneticinin  6z-yeterligi olabilir. Yonetici 6z-yeterligi konusunda {tilkemizde,
yoneticilerin “genel ©z-yeterlik” inanglarini ve yonetici aday1 Ogretmenlerin
“dgretmenlik 6z-yeterlik inanclarmm” konu alan c¢alismalar olmasma ragmen
“yonetici 6z-yeterlik” inancina iliskin az sayida calisma bulunmaktadir.

Aragtirmamin Amaci: Bu arastirmanin amaci Yonetici Oz-yeterlik Olgeginin Tiirkge
versiyonunun psikometrik 6zelliklerinin test edilmesidir.

Aragtirmamin Yéontemi: Yonetici Oz-yeterlik Olgeginin  (YOO) Tirk kiiltiiriine

uyarlamasinin yapildigi bu calismada 6lcegin yapr gecerligini belirlemek amaciyla
acimlayict ve dogrulayict faktor analizleri yapilmis, her iki analiz igin okul
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yoneticilerinden olusan birbirinden bagimsiz iki 6rneklem grubu almnmustir.
Acimlayicr faktor analizi igin kullanilan ilk 6rneklemde %111 kadm % 89'u erkek
olmak tizere 150 okul yoneticisi yer almaktadir. Okul yoneticilerinin yarisindan
fazlas1 (%60) okul miidiirti olarak gorev yapmaktadir ve kidemleri 1 ile 33 yil
arasinda degismektedir (X = 9.8, Ss = 7.9). Dogrulayic1 faktor analizi igin kullanilan
ikinci 6rneklemde ise 150 okul yoneticisi bulunmaktadir (%10 kadin, %90 erkek).
Okul yoneticilerinin % 57’si okul mudiirii %43’t ise muidiir yardimcisi olarak gorev
yapmaktadir, kidemleri ise 1 ile 37 y1l arasinda degismektedir (X = 8,6, Ss = 7.01).

Arastirmanin veri toplama araglarini Tschannen-Moran ve Gareis (2004) tarafindan
gelistirilen Yonetici Oz-yeterlik Olgegi ile birlikte, yoneticilerin aldigi kisilerarasi
sosyal destege iliskin sorular ve katilimcilarin yas, cinsiyet, egitim durumlari, mesleki
kidemleri gibi bilgilerini iceren kisisel bilgi formu olusturmaktadir. Yoénetici 6z-
yeterlik 6l¢egi orijinal formu 18 maddeden ve 3 alt boyuttan olusan 9'lu likert tipi bir
olgektir. Olgekten 9 ile 162 arasinda puan alinmaktadir ve yiiksek puanlar yiiksek 6z-
yeterligi gostermektedir. Orijinal 6lgegin genelinin cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayist
.91, alt boyutlari ise .86 ile .89 arasinda degismektedir. Arastirma kapsaminda ayrica
yoneticilerin algiladiklar1 sosyal destek, katilimcilara denetcilerden, il milli egitim
miudirligiinden, 6gretmenlerden, velilerden ve 6grencilerden aldiklar1 destege
iliskin sorular yonetilerek (Orn; Yéneticilik gorevinizi yaparken ogretmenlerden
aldiginiz destegin kalitesi ne diizeydedir?) dl¢tilmiistiir. Katiimcilardan aldiklar
destegi 1- cok diistik kalitede, 5-¢cok yiiksek kalitede olmak tizere derecelendirmeleri
istenmistir. Kisileraras: sosyal destek sorularmn faktor yapisini belirlemek amaciyla
yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda, Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2007)in
calismasina benzer sekilde olgegin 6z degeri birden biiyiik (3.0, 1.1 ) iki faktérden
olustugu ve bu faktorlerin toplam varyansm %70'ini agikladigi gorilmiistiir. Olgegin
okul ici destek boyutunu (6gretmen, veli ve 6grenci) olusturan sorularmn faktor
yiikleri .77. ile .82, okul dist destek boyutunu olusturan (il milli egitim ve denetgiler)
sorularin faktor ytikleri ile .83 ve .89’dur.

Arastirmada veri analizi amaciyla Pearson korelasyon, agimlayict faktor analizi
(AFO), t- testi ve Cronbach Alpha analizleri SPSS 15.00 ile, en biiyiik olabilirlik
kestirimi ve uyum degerleri ise AMOS 16.00 ile yapilmustir.

Arastirmamn Bulgulari: Analizden 6nce her iki 6rneklemin normal dagihim gosterip
gostermedigi ve ¢ok degiskenli analizlere uygunlugu test edilmistir. Bu amacla
oncelikle carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilar1 incelenmistir, bu degerler sirasiyla -.35 ile -
1.07 ve -.26 ile -1.15 arasinda degismektedir. Elde edilen degerler 6rneklemin faktor
analizine uygun oldugunu gostermektedir. Verilerin faktoér analizine uygunlugu
ayrica Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) degeri .88 ve Barlett kiiresellik testi 2 = 1207.0 (p
<.001) ile de desteklenmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda oncelikle orijinal 6lgegin 3
faktorlti yapisim1 sinamak amaciyla dogrulayicr faktor analizi yapilmistir. Analiz
sonucunda elde edilen degerler (x2/df= 2,80, CFI=.873, TLI=.87, RMSEA= .100,
SRMR=.064) olcegin Tirkce versiyonu igin 3 faktorlii yapmun iyi uyum
gostermedigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu sonuglara dayali olarak olcegin faktor
yapisint belirlemek amaciyla agimlayici faktor analizi yapilmustir. Yapilan analiz
sonucunda Olcegin 6z degeri birden biiytik 3 faktdrden olustugu bu faktorlerin
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ozdegerlerinin sirastyla 7.39, 1.46 ve 1.16 oldugu goriilmistiir. {lk faktoér toplam
varyansin % 41’ini daha sonraki faktorler ise swrasiyla %8 ve % 6.4'tni
agiklamaktadir. Olgegin 6z degeri birden biiyiik tig faktorii olmasma karsmn, ilk
faktorden sonraki faktorlerin 6z degerlerinde ciddi bir diisiisiin olmas1 ve ikinci ve
t¢tincti faktorlerin toplam varyansa yaptigi katkinin éneminin diisiik olmasi 6lgegin
tek faktorli bir yapi gosterdigine kamut teskil etmektedir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu,
Biuiytikoztiirk, 2010). Sonug olarak dlgegin tek faktorli yapisimin toplam varyansin
%41’ini agikladig1 ve madde faktor ytiklerinin .50-.74 arasinda degistigi gortilmiistiir.
Acimlayic faktdr analizi sonuglarina dayanarak 18 maddeden olusan tek faktorlii
model, maksimum olabilirlik yontemi ile dogrulayici faktor analizi kullamlarak
ikinci 6rneklem tizerinde test edilmistir. Analiz sonucunda elde edilen uyum iyiligi
degerleri (x2/df= 1.6, CFI=.95, TLI= .94, RMSEA= .06, SRMR=.04) tlcegin tek faktorlii
yapisini dogrulamaktadir.

Olgegin giivenirligini belirlemek igin cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayist hesaplamis ve
.94 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica her bir maddeye ait ortalamanin alt-iist %27’lik
gruplarda farklilasip farklilasmadig: t- testi ile sinanmus ve biitiin maddelerde iliskin
tist %27’lik dilimdeki bireyler ile alt %27’lik dilimdeki bireyler arasinda anlaml
diizeyde (p<.05) farklilik oldugu gortilmiistiir.

Oz-yeterlik ile ilgili teori (Bandura, 1997) ve daha 6énceki calismalarm (Kruger, 1997;
Pati & Kumar, 2010; Tschannen-Moran, & Gareis, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Ozdemir, 2010) bulgular1 6z-yeterligin sosyal destek ile iliskili
oldugunu gostermektir. Bu nedenle 6l¢egin olciit bagintili gecerligi stnamak amaciyla
sosyal destek ile olan iliskisi incelenmistir. Analiz sonucunda, okul y&neticisinin
ogretmenler (r= .383), aileler (r= .350) ve ogrencilerden (r= .286) aldigi destegin
yonetici 6z-yeterlik ile orta diizeyde pozitif, Il milli egitim midirligi (r= .187) ve
denetcilerden (r= .185) aldigi destekle dustik diizeyde pozitif iliski gosterdigi
gortilmistiir. Ayrica okuldaki dgrencilerin genelinin sosyo-ekonomik durumu, okul
kademesi gibi okul ile ilgili degiskenler ve okul mudiirtinin kidemi ve okuldaki
calisma stiresi gibi okul midiri ile ilgili degiskenlerin 6z-yeterligi ne diizeyde
yordadig1 belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Analiz sonucunda, kidem (= .221) ve okuldaki
ogrencilerin genelinin sosyo-ekonomik durumumun (= .202) yo6netici 6z yeterligin
anlamli yordayicilart oldugu, okulda calisma siiresi ve okulun kademesi
degiskenlerinin ise 6z-yeterlik tizerinde anlamli etkiye sahip olmadig1 gortilmiistir.

Arastirmamin Sonugclart ve Oneriler: Arastirma sonucunda elde edilen bulgular,
Yonetici oz-yeterlik olgeginin Tiirkce versiyonun gegerli ve giivenilir oldugunu
gostermistir. Ancak arastirmanin bazi sinirliklart vardir. 1k olarak olgegin tutarhig
test tekrar test yapilamadigr igin kamitlanamamustir. Ayrica okul yoneticilerinin
algiladiklar1 sosyal destek tek madde ile dlgtilmiistiir. Sosyal destegin kapsamli bir
olcek ile 6l¢tilmesi daha kesin sonuglarin elde edilmesi saglayabilir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Yonetici 6z-yeterlik, 6z-yeterlik, gecerlik, gtivenirlik



