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ABSTRACT
A Descriptive Analysis of Decision Making Processes in Public Education
Centers in Istanbul
by

Filiz Keser

The aim of the this study was to analyze the decision making process of Public
Education Centers (PECs) in Istanbul in terms of ways of decision making,
participation, effect of outsiders and environment, problems in decision making
process, and democracy and happiness level. To reach this aim, 12 research questions
were formulated.

Out of 33 PECs in Istanbul, 12 centers were selected purposefully according to
complexity level. From 12 PECs, 176 educators (10 principals, 4 head of vice-
principles, 19 vice-principals, 2 counselors, 45 full-time teachers/tutors, and 96 part-
time teachers/tutors) were included in the study. Data was gathered through a
questionnaire developed by the researcher. Quantitative and qualitative methods were
utilized to analyze the data.

Results demonstrated that decision making process in PECs in Istanbul was
described as an autocratic process, in which majority of the decisions were made by
the principals, except decisions related to course programs and participants. Limited
participation was allowed for the full-time and part-time teachers and tutors and
involvement of participants in decision making was very limited as well.
Characteristics of the environment in which PECs exist were taken into consideration
in forming the programs and activities; governmental institutions, like Provincial and

Sub-provincial Directorates of National Education, governor of province and sub-
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provinces, NGOs and headman of the district had an effect on the decision making.
The biggest problem of decision making indicated was lack of collective decision
making. However, it is interesting that decision making process was considered
democratic by the subjects and they reported that they were very happy to work in

public education centers.



KISA OZET
Istanbul’da Bulunan Halk Egitim Merkez’lerindeki Karar Alma Siireclerinin

Betimsel Analizi

Filiz Keser

Bu ¢alisma, Istanbul’daki Halk Egitim Merkez’lerinin (HEM) karar alma
stireclerini, karar alma yontemleri, karara katihim, i¢cinde bulunduklan ¢evrenin ve
mahallenin etkileri, olasi problemler, ve demokrasi ve mutluluk diizeyleri a¢isindan
analiz etmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu amaca yonelik 12 arastirma sorusu olusturulmustur.

Istanbul’da bulunan 33 HEM’den gelismislik diizeylerine gore amach
o6meklem yontemi ile secilen 12 HEM arastirmanin 6reklemini olusturmaktadir. 12
merkezden 176 egitimei (10 midiir, 4 miidir bas yardimcisi, 19 miidiir yardimcisi, 2
rehber 6gretmen, 35 kadrolu 6gretmen, 10 kadrolu usta 6gretici, 82 yart zamanlh usta
ogretici ve 14 yar1 zamanl 6gretmen) arastirmaya katilmistir. Verilerin toplanmasinda
aragtirmact tarafindan gelistirilen anket uygulanmis ve elde edilen bilgiler hem nicel
hem de nitel analiz yontemleri kullanilarak degerlendirlimistir.

Arastirmanin bulgulan gostermektedir ki, Istanbul’daki HEM lerde kurs
programlart ve kursiyerlerle ilgili kararlar disinda, kararlarin biiyiik cogunlugunun
miidiir tarafindan alindig1 otokratik bir karar alma siireci hakimdir. Kadrolu ve yari-
zamanl 6gretmenler ve usta 6greticilerin karar alma siirecine katilimz yeterli
bulunmak]a birlikte, hem idare hem de kendileri tarafindan karar alma siirecine ¢ok
sinirh: bir sekilde katilimlar dngoriilmektedir. Kursiyerlerin karar alma siirecine
katilimi olumlu karsilanmasina ragmen, karar almaya katilabilecekleri konular sadece

kurslarla sinirlandinlnustir. HEMlerin iginde bulundugu cevrenin 6zellikleri karar
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alma stirecini etkilemekte, ve etkinlikleri ve programlar diizenlerken dikkate
alinmaktadir. Karar alma siirecini etkilyen kurumlarin basinda il ve ilge milli egitim
miidirlitkleri, valilik, kaymakamlik, sivil toplum kuruluslart ve mahelle muhtarlan
gelmektedir. HEM’lerdeki karar alma siirecine iligkin en 6nemli sorun ortak karar
alinamamsi olarak belirtilmistir. Bununla birlikte, katilimcilar HEM’lerdeki karar
alma stireglerini demokratik olarak nitelendirmis ve HEM’lerde ¢alismaktan olduk¢a

multu olduklarini belirtmislerdir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
In this chapter, background to the problem, purpose of the study, definitions

of the related terms, research questions and significance of the study are presented.

1.1. Background to the Problem

The growth of adult education has been accelerating due to rapid changes in
sciences and technology and other factors of modem life, including industrialization
and urbanization. The “modern” urbanized, industrialized social settings have
brought about citizens who are in urgent need for education. However, here the
situation is two-sided; one side is related to the unequal access to the formal
education system due to economical, social and political factors; and the other is
related to the need of acquiring new knowledge and skills that are becoming vital in
society. In order to meet the needs of the citizens related to education, countries have
been trying to expand learning opportunities beyond formal education with strong
emphasis on adult education.

Turkey is one of those countries in which the importance of adult education
has been gaining much more attention (Tirk, 1999, p.126). Adult education in
Turkey is defined and constituted by laws and regulations. The Basic Law of
National Education, enacted in 1973, no: 1739, indicates that the Turkish
Educational System consists of two main parts as formal and non-formal education
which includes adult education. Adult education provides activities for those who are
stil] attending school or have already completed it in order that they can obtain the
required knowledge, skills, and abilities to increase their social, economic and

cultural development.



In Turkey, different educational institutions offer different range of
educational facilities for adults. These institutions range from governmental agencies
to unions, from companies to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and from
private education centers to army (Okgabol, 1996, p.115). Despite this diversity of
the adult education providers, the governmental agencies and especially the Ministry
of National Education (MONE) is the most important adult education provider.
MONE 1s responsible of coordinating all adult education programs of general and
specialized nature conducted by public institutions and regulating and supervising
the private educational institutions which offer adult education.

Among all these institutions, Public Education Centers (PECs; Halk Egitimi
Merkezleri) are the leading institutions in terms of provision of adult education as a
public responsibility. They have the biggest portion both in the number of institutions
and the number of participants who attend courses. There exist 922 PECs in
provinces, sub-provinces and districts (www.meb.gov.tr/index). According to 2004
statistics of the MONE, 1.617.457 people attended to public adult education
institutions, and (69.62%) of these people were the participants of PECs. This
number indicates the important and the central role of PECs in adult education in
Turkey.

Public Education Centers are special educational organizations which aim to
meet the needs of adults in different areas of interest, who are in or out of the formal
education process. They are neither schools, nor universities, foundations, nor
associations. PECs serve to a very different group of learners as an adult education
agency. Knox (1982) states that “The main purpose of the adult education agency is
to help adults learn and to directly utilize their increased proficiency in family, work

and community living some.” It is clear that with this main and distinctive function,



PECs should have a different organizational structure and administrative process
than the formal education institutions, as Knox (1982) emphasized that “some
features of adult education administration such as goals and participants distinguish it
from administration in other fields” (p. 10). Thus, the administration of these centers
becomes a crucial issue, due to the fact that effective functioning of the
administration processes plays a critical role in the effectiveness of PECs like any
other educational or business organization.

Administrative processes identified by Lunenberg and Omstein (2000) as;
decision making, communication, organizational change, motivation and leadership.
These are the main activities for every kind of organization, and “any action within
the organization is related to one of the administrative processes” (Kondakei, 2000,
p-19).

Among these five administrative processes, decision making process is at the
heart of the organization (Owens, 2001; Griffiths, 1969). As Griffiths (1969)
indicates some writers even argue that decision making is central to administrative
process and all other functions can be interpreted in terms of decision making
process. Griffiths (1969) also states that “the structure of an organization is
determined by the nature of its decision making process” (in Morphet et al., 1967,
p.89). Moreover, “every organization, in order to be effective, must have ability to
make appropriate decisions. These decisions may be made by the leader, the group,
by the authorities external to the group, or a combination of these, and decisions
must be made concerning what goals, purposes, objectives, policies, and programs
will be accepted by the organization as legitimate” (Morphet et al., 1967, p.83).

Within this frame, it is obvious that it is crucial to study decision making

process in order to understand the administration of PECs. At the macro level, PECs



are part of a very bureaucratic educational system which is based upon centralization
and deconcentration through the highly centralized decision making process (Duman,
2001, p.2; Okgabol, 2001, p.9). Centralization does not allow principals to function
efficiently, and to have flexibility and quickness to meet the demands (Okcabol,
2001, p.9). Although they are subjected to the same laws, regulations and by-laws,
centers vary in their organizational complexity and educational activities they offer.
Some may offer 349 courses; whereas some other may offer only 12. Then it is clear
that, there should be some processes that operate differently at the micro level that
changes from center to center. Through the researcher’s visits to different PECs in
Istanbul, 1t was observed that the difference among the centers is related to the
administration process especially to decision making process.

Since “decision making process plays an important role in motivation,
leadership, communication and organizational change” as emphasized by Lunenburg
and Ornstein (2000, p.155), the way of making decisions, the decision maker, types
of the decisions made are all important parts of the effective administration of an
organization. Thus, it is critical to understand the decision making process in PECs
for analyzing the administration of PECs and for being able to consider the
effectiveness of the PECs.

However, little attention is given to adult education research in Turkey, and
there does not exist any study tapping these issues (Duman, 2001, p. 3). Through the

survey of the related literature, it has been seen that the administration of PECs has

not been studied. Only study on this issue is conducted in 1982 by Kilig.



1.2. Purpose of the Study

The aim of the current study is to analyze the decision making process of
public education centers in terms of ways of decision making, participation, effect of
outsiders and environments, problems in decision making process, and democracy

level to depict the situation in centers in terms of decision making.

1.3. Definition of Related Terms

In the study the definitions of the following terms are provided as;
Decision making in this study is defined as “making choice between alternative
courses of action designed to produce a specified result in terms of administrative
functions (Knezevich, 1969) as; staffing, allocating resources (financial and
physical), educational process, public relations, and logistic support by principal,
vice-principal and the teachers”.
Administrative functions consist of the following concepts;
Educational process means dealing with issues related to courses, course programs,
education and instruction. It consists of three sub categories as; course related,
participant related, and course programs. Examples are program development,
opening or ending courses, quotas for the courses, procedures and requirements for
the applications and admissions and determining the content of the courses.
Allocating resources means using and organizing physical and financial resources. It
consists of three sub-categories as: buildings, financial resources, physical resources.
Examples are budgeting, purchasing necessary equipments, building new parts or
repairs and using existing resources as supplies, equipments, materials or buildings.
Staffing means determining necessary personnel qualifications, statuses and numbers

and hiring of the personnel; teachers, tutors (usta 6gretici), and others.



Public relations means contacting with local community, setting relations with
professional organizations such as non-governmental organizations, and meeting the
needs of the local community.

Logistic support includes security, and maintenance in the centers.

Teachers: Instructors who holds BA degree. They can be full-time as working
permanently at the centers as civil servants; or they can work on part-time basis just
offering one or two courses in the center.

Tutors. Instructors who do not need to be a university graduate. Being a primary
school graduate is enough to be eligible as a tutor, but being an expert in an area is a
must. They can work on full-time basis, as a permanent member of the center, or
part-time basis, offering only one or two courses.

Counselors: Teachers who help the tutors and teachers in program developing, and
other issues. They do not offer courses.

Administrators: Principals, head of vice-principals and vice-principals

Participants: People who attend course(s) in PECs

Organizational complexity: The classification of PECs according to the number of
courses that are offered by the PECs. It will be considered in three main categories as

complex, medium, and simple.



1.4. Research Questions

This study aims at analyzing the decision making process in selected PECs in

Istanbul on the framework drawn above, and will answer the following questions.

1)

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

How are the decisions specified under each administrative function made
in PECs?

Are there any significant differences of the subjects’ responses related to
the ways of decision making in according to centers and demographic
characteristics of the subjects as age, gender, status, education level,
subject matter area, experience, and in-service training.

What is the level of teachers’ participation in decision making process in
centers?

What is the level of part-time tutors’ participation in decision making
process in centers?

What are the general views about the participants’ involvement in
decision making process of centers?

Are there any other persons or institutions that take part in the decision
making process of the centers?

How the decisions are made regarding which courses will be opened?

Is there any effect of environment and district in which the centers exist
on decision making process?

What is the most effective way of making decisions in PECs according to

administrators, teachers and part-time tutors?

10) What are the problems in decision making process in PECs that are faced

by administrators, teachess and part-time tutors?



11) How democratic is the decision making process in PECs?

12) What is the level of perceived happiness in PECs?

1.5. Significance of the Study

Public Education Centers are the main provider of adult education in Turkey
for more than 50 years. Each year more than one million people participate in the
activities in PECs. In terms of their administration, they are part of a highly
centralized and bureaucratic system of national education, and they are bound to act
within the limits drawn by the laws, by-laws and regulations. This study might
provide necessary information to examine what is happening inside the centers in
order to get a better insight of the operation and improvision of the centers. One way
of achieving this aim is to analyze the administration of PECs, in terms of decision
making process. Thus, results of the study might provide solution to possible
problems that centers face with in administrative processes, especially in decision
making.

Moreover, considering the lack of research related to administration and
organization of PECs, this study is important to provide the necessary data to fill the

" missing part related to administration of adult education.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In this chapter, the related theories and studies are provided in three parts.
First concept of adult education, in the world and in Turkey, is dealt with. Further,
Public Education Centers are described and reviewed with the relevant studies.

Finally decision making process is discussed.

2.1. Adult Education

Adult education, as Darkenwald and Merriam (1982) state, has no universally
acceptable definition. However, the most widely used definition is made by the
UNESCO (1979) as the following:

...the term denotes the entire body of organized educational process, whatever
the content, level and method, whether formal or otherwise, whether they
prolong or replace initial education in schools, colleges and universities as well
as in apprenticeship, whereby persons regarded as adult by society to which
they belong develop their abilities, enrich their knowledge, improve their
technical or professional qualifications or turn them in a new direction and
bring about changes in their attitudes or behavior in the twofold perspective of
full personal development and participation in balanced and independent social,
economic and cultural development.

The definition of Darkenwald and Merriam (1982) is also comprehensive:
“adult education is a process whereby persons whose major social roles are
characteristics of adult status undertake systematic and sustained learning activities
for the purpose of bringing about changes in knowledge, attitudes, values, or skills”
(p.9). These definitions indicate that adult education is the process in which
individuals defined as adults by their society have opportunities and activities to

develop themselves in social, economic and cultural domains by either acquiring a

new skill, or having knowledge in a certain domain, or developing-changing attitudes
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toward an issue. The two main issues covered in definitions are related to the
purpose of the adult education. Adult education aims at developing individuals
culturally, socially and economically to adopt changing world as well as the
compensating and strengthening the individual weaknesses and deficiencies.

Parallel to this, Knowles (1980) emphasizes the importance of providing an
educative environment in adult education, and lists the characteristics of an educative
environment as follows; 1) respect for personality, 2) participation in decision
making, 3) freedom of expression and availability of information and 4) mutuality of
responsibility in defining goals, planning and conducting activities and evaluating.
He also states that the democratic philosophy is the key for organization of adult
education, and argues that:

When applied to organization of adult education, a democratic philosophy

means that the learning activities will be based on the real needs and interests

of the participants; that the policies will be determined by a group that is
representative of all participants, and there will be participation by all
members of the organization in sharing responsibility for making and

carrying out decisions (p.67)

2.1.1. " Adult Education in Turkey

When the adult education process in Turkey is examined, it is clear that the
same way of understanding is existed. Although adult education and non-formal
education are sometimes interchangeably used, non-formal education is a more
comprehensive term than adult education and encompasses the adult education with
other educational activities offered to all age groups out of the formal education

system or in accordance with formal education. This includes children and

adolescence that are both in and out of formal schooling as well (Okgabol, 1996,

p.7).
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Even though the Ministry of National Education uses the term “non-formal
education (yaygin egitim)” in the laws and regulations (Basic Education Law No
1739 and the by-law of Non-Formal Education Institutions), the definition of the
non-formal education is parallel with the definitions of adult education and used
interchangeably with adult education (Okgabol, 1996; Celep, 1995). MONE defines
non-formal education in the by-law of Non-Formal Education Institutions as “the
whole of educational, counseling, and application activities in different levels which
are designed on the basis of the needs and interest of the individuals who are out of
or never included in formal-education system in order to make them gain certain
skills and knowledge to develop socially, economically or culturally”.

The purpose of non-formal education was stated by the Ministry of National
Education as “to provide educational services, in line with the general purposes and
basic principles of national education, along with or apart from formal education to
people who have never réceived, are at any level of or have left at any level, the
formal education system” (www.meb.gov.tr/index).

Services given by non-formal education are; to teach reading-writing, to
provide continuing education opportunities for students to finish their incomplete
education; to provide education opportunities that shall facilitate the students’
adaptation to scientific, technologic, economic, social and cultural developments; to
give education that protects, improves, introduces and comprises our national
cultural values; to help students acquire the concepts and habits of collective living,
supporting, helping, working and organizing collectively; to provide opportunities
that shall ensure acquisition of professions in line with the economic development
and employment policy; to teach balanced nutrition and a healthy life style; to teach

people from various professions the knowledge and skills they need to improve
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themselves; to provide the habit of using one's free time in a useful way
(www.meb.gov.tr)

Provision of adult education in Turkey is provided by three main groups as
governmental agencies, civil society institutions, and private sector which offer
different range of educational facilities to improve individual’s life in the span of
their interests and energy. They are organized in a way that is complementary with
formal education institutions (Okgabol, 1996, p.115). Governmental agencies,
especially MONE are the main providers of adult education in Turkey. According to
2004 data, MONE provides adult education in different parts of Turkey by the
following institutions (www.meb.gov.tr/index):

Public Education Centers (Halk Egitim Merkezleri),

Apprenticeship Training Centers (Ciraklik Egitim Merkezleri),
Adult Technical Training Centers (Yetiskin Teknik Egitim Merkezi),
Vocational Training Center (Mesleki Egitim Merkezi),

Practical Trade Schools for Girls (Pratik K1z Sanat Okullarn),
Education and Application Schools (Egitim ve Uygulama Okullar),
Private Classes (Ozel Dersaneler),

Private Courses (Ozel Kurslar),

Industrial Practical Schools of Art (Endiistri Pratik Sanat Okullar),
Maturation Institutes (Olgunlagma Enstitiileri),

Science and Art Centers (Sanat ve Bilim Merkezleri),

Vocational Courses (Mesleki Kurslar), and

Open Elementary School and Open High School (Acik I1kogretim ve Ac¢ik Lise). The

number of these institutions and participants are given in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1. Number of Institutions, Participants and Teachers in Non-Formal

Education in 2003-2004 Academic Year

Type of institution/ centre . # Of # 9f # of
institutions participants  teachers

Practical School of Art for Girls 366 88.336 193
Maturation Institute 12 1.681 312
Technical Training Centers for Adults 12 155 *
Public Education Centers 922 1.126.103 5.079
Vocational Education Centers 359 333.255 4.555
Total of Special education 285 9.654 1.761
Training and Application Schools 101 4.060 1.282
Center of Vocational Education 54 1.622 201
Center of Business Education 105 1.787 41
Center of Science and Art 25 2.185 237
Vocational Courses (as per the Law no 3308) o 48.619 *®
Total of Public Non-Formal Education Institutions 2241 1.617.457 13.661
Private Courses 3.704 1.059.147 15.313
Private Teaching Institutes 2.984 784.565 30.537
Total of Private Non-Formal Education Institutions 6.688 1.843.712 45.850
General Total 8.929 3.461.169 59.511

Source: http://www.meb.gov.tr/indexeng.htm

As it is clear from the table 2.1 that, among all these institutions Public
Education Centers (PEC) have the biggest part both in the number of institutions
(922) and the number of participants (1.126.103). 32.54% of the total participants,
who took education from any adult education institution, private or public, attended

to 922 PECs in all around Turkey.

2.2. Public Education Centers
2.2.1. Historcial Backgorund of PECs

Prior to the establishment of Public Education Centers in Turkey, a very
important institution providing adult education was People’s Houses (Halkevleri).
These institutions were founded with the leadership of Atatiirk in 1932 in order to
“dissolve the gap between the state and the public and between the intellectuals and
the citizens, to educate people in accordance with the aims of the Turkish revolution,

to promote the intellectual, cultural, and social development of the people and to
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reinforce the national unity” (Simgek, 2002, in Okcabol, 2005, p. 45). They provided
many different educational activities ranging from art to music, from literacy to
agriculture, history to sports. In addition to the People’s Houses, People’s Rooms
(Halk Odalar1) were established in 1939 in order to carry on the work of the People’s
Houses to smaller towns, districts and villages (Okgabol, 2005; Basaran, 1998). As
Gok states (2003), People’s Houses and People’s Rooms were socialization attempts
for adult population towards the realization of a political socialization. In 1951, when
these institutions were terminated, there were 478 People’s Houses and 4327
People’s Rooms that were serving to thousands of people (Okgabol, 1996, p.100;
2001, p.3.)

After the termination of the experience of People’s Houses, in 1952 the
Ministry of National Education founded the Bureau of Public Education and opened
the Public Education Centers at the buildings of People’s Houses (1945 Yilinda
Halkevleri ve Halkodalari, 1946).

The first Public Education Center in Turkey was established in 1956, and
their numbers reached at 19 in 1960, to 587 in 1980, and to 767 in 1991 (Oke¢abol,
1996; p.128). Today there are 922 PECs all around Turkey, in provinces, districts,
sub-districts and even villages. In the organization of Ministry of National Education,
PECs were attached to the General Directorate of Public Education in 1960 and that
directorate was modified under the name of “General Directorate of Non-formal

Education” in 1978.
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2.2.2. Administration of Public Education Centers

Presently, in the organizational hierarchy of the Ministry of National
Education, Public Education Centers are managed under the General Directorate of
Apprenticeship and Non-formal Education which is responsible for planning,
administration, organization, coordination, cooperation, and collaboration of the
adult educational services provided by MONE. At the local organization of MONE,
they are managed under the National Education Director of Province ({1 Milli Egitim

Miidiirligii) (Okeabol, 1996; 128, Duman, 1995, p. 45)

Figure 2.1. Organizational Hierarchy of Public Education Centers in Turkey

Ministry of National Education

|

General Director of Apprenticeship and Non-Formal Education

B

Provincial Director of National Education
B A

Head of Adult Education
i A

Governor of Sub-province

i A

Sub-provincial Director of National Education :
K Adult Education

esmmmmlp- | Planning Board

Public Education Center

Source: From A Study of the Competence Levels of the Heads of Adult Education in Turkey by A.

Duman (1995). Conference Proceeding, 25" Annual Conference of the SCUTREA

MONE has a highly centralized and bureaucratic organization structure. As
Okgabol (2001) states, the relationship between the institutions and the central
organization is highly bureaucratic. There is almost no interaction among the
educational institutions. Figure 2.1 shows the organizational hierarchy for public

education centers. The relationship between these levels are hierarchal, as Duman



16

(1995) indicates administrator of public education center is not able to do some;thing
without the permission of the one of the authorities in this hierarchy. Moreover,
Okgabol (2001) emphasizes that bureaucracy and centralization limits the activities
of public education center. He adds that “Administrators of public education centers
cannot function efficiently and do not have the flexibility and quickness to meet the
demands due to bureaucratic procedures” (p. 9)

Two boards are included in the administration of the PECs other than the
authorities in the hierarchy. These are “The Adult Education Planning and Co-
operation Board” in the local organization of education (in each province and sub-
province) and “Public Education Centre Planning Board” in each center. Okgabol
(1994) states “these boards are composed of representatives from various
organizations in the local area, and they have the responsibility of planning and
coordinating adult education activities in an effective and productive manner”.
Okgabol (1994) also adds that “However these boards cannot work efficiently, as
they only exist on paper and they do not have any authority to implement their
decisions” (p. 48).

Public education centers are managed according the “By-law of Non-formal
Education Institutes” issued in 1979 by the Board of Education. This by-law
proposes the management, programs, use of resources, goals and functions of the
centers, basic principles about the foundation of the centers, about teaching and
Jearning process, staff of the centers and their rights and responsibilities.

According to this by-law, staff of the public education centers consists of
principals, head of vice-principals, vice-principals, counselor, full time teachers, full
—time tutors, part-time teachers and part-time tutors, secretary, technicians, drivers

and support personnel.
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2.2.3. Educational Activities Offered in PECs

The activities offered in these centers are free on the regulations, and open to
everybody. However, in some programs age or educatijon level could be considered.
PECs provide four types of educational activities as categorized by MONE:
vocational courses, socio-cultural courses, literacy courses, and socio-cultural
(leisure) activities (www.meb.gov.tr/index). According to MONE 2005 data, courses
about 700 different areas have been provided in vocational-technical and social-
cultural areas.

The first type of educational activity organized by PECs is vocational
courses. They are offered in order to prepare the people who have left the formal
education system and do not possess the qualifications required for employment for
any vacant statuses in the business sector. In vocational courses, if practical training
is given in the workplaces, the working principles for the participants are defined in a
protocol to be signed between the school or training center and the workplace. Some
example courses are; clothing, skin-caring, auto-electric, upholstery, carpentry, rug
weaving, silver work, tourism and hote]l management.

The second type of educational activity is socio-cultural courses. The aim of
these courses is to promote, maintain and expand cultural values and to provide
citizens with the information they need in general education subjects. Some example
courses are music, painting, folklore, foreign languages, mother-child education,
sports, dance, etc.

Third type of activity offered by PECs is literacy courses. The aim of literacy
courses is to teach literacy to adults who have not attended primary school for some

reason and do not know how to read and write. According to Ministry of Education
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2001 statistics, “579.000 people have attended literacy courses between 1997 aﬁd
2001.

The last type of educational activity offered in PECs, is the social and cultural
activities. In PECs, apart from courses, activities such as seminars, exhibitions,
meetings, competitions, symposiums, panels, discussions, book signing days,
bazaars, ceremonies, etc. are also organized. These activities may be attended by
people other than the course participants and about 5 million people per annum take
benefit of such activities as participants or visitors (www.meb.gov.tr/index). Number
of courses offered at PECs and number of participants who attended to those courses

in 2004 are given in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Number of Participants and Courses Opened in PECs in 2004

Type of Number of Number of Participants
Courses Courses Male Female Total
Vocational 12.379 5717.073 226.393 350.680
Socio-cultural 6.017 398.897 188.215 210.682
Literacy 2.175 150.133 58.563 91.570
Total 20.571 1.126.103 473171 652.932

Source: http://apk.meb.gov.tr/

2.2.4. Problems Faced in PECs

PECs do face with lots of problems ranging from economical to managerial,
from staffing to physical conditions. One of the most important problems of PECs is
the centralized organizational structure. Decisions at the national level are made by
few people without the inclusion of educators or public. Use of financial resources is
not balanced among the centers and not according to needs. Moreover, PECs are not
competent and quick enough to meet the needs of the local environment (Okgabol,

1996, and 2003). More significant problems faced in PECs identified by teachers and
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tutors are indicated in Okcabol’s (1991) study. These are lack of teaching space
(56%), lack of materials (12%), mismanagement at the centers (5%), difficult work
conditions (3%) and transportation from the residential areas and centers to the
course location (3%). In the same study needs of PECs were also stated. According
to results main needs of centers are; wage increase (32%), shortened courses (23%),
in-service education (13%), more rights (9%), course space (7%), and better
management (5%). Cetin (2000) also points out the similar needs of adult educators,
he emphasizes the need for in-service training as most of the tutors and teachers are

not professionalized or trained in adult education.

2.2.5. Research Related to PECs

Even though PECs have a central role in adult education, number of studies
that was conducted on PECs is quite limited. In a study conducted by Duman, it was
found out that 120 post graduate thesis have been completed in Ankara University
and Bogazici University from 1978 to 2001, and 10 postdoctoral research were
carried out for academic promotion. (Duman, 2001, p.3) Duman also states that
“since the adult education has a low level of status in Turkey, surveys in this field are
overwhelmingly carried out at the university departments of adult education”. These
limited number of studies on PECs generally focus on two issues; the courses and
other activities that are held at the center and the participants who attend course(s) in
PECs. Following studies focus on courses and other activities in the centers: “An
analysis of courses at Kadikdy Public Education Center” by Giinseli Malkog (1983);
“Halk egitimi merkezlerinde uygulanan temel giyim kursu egitim programi
hakkindaki katilime goriislerinin degerlendirilmesi (The evaluation of participants’

opinions related to the program of basic clothing course offered in PECs)” by Esma
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Urkmez (1996); “Free time activities in adult education centers” by Omer Saygin
(1999).

Other group of studies point out the problems related to participants who
attned course(s) in PECs. Some of these studies are “Women's participation in
people's education centers in Istanbul” by Ozlem Baser Kalkan (1996), “Needs
assessment in adult education in reference to Sisli-Giiltepe people's education center
in [stanbul” by Turgut Cakar (1983), “Reasons for not participating in adult education
activities” by Cem Kirazoglu (1996), “Halk egitimi merkezlerine devam eden
yetiskinlerin tiiketici egitimine olan ihtiyaglari: Cankaya ve Mamak Halk Egitimi
Merkezleri 6rnegi (Consumer education needs of participants who attend Cankaya
and Mamak PECs) by Dilek Durukan (1995), and Needs assessment in adult
consumer education by Ayse Yolageldili (1986).

By far, the study that is closely related to the current study is a thesis prepared
by Kilig (1982). This study investigated the administrative processes in PECs and
aims at identifying whether PECs were administered according to modern
administrative processes identified. These processes were decision making (karar
alma), planning (planlama), organizing (organizasyon), communication (iletigim),
power (etki), coordination (koordinasyon) and evaluation (degerlendirme). In order
to achieve this aim, Kili¢ utilized the legal documents concerning the administration
processes, the views of the managers and the experts’ views about the administrative
process of PECs. The study revealed that in the administration of PECs, basic
processes of the administration were taken into consideration, but not a whole and
not in harmony. For example; while decision making and planning sub-processes
were working, other sub-processes, organizing, communication and power, were not

effectively working. Kilig indicated that this situation was a result of the managers’
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lack of applying these processes into practice even though they knew them in theéry.
Kilig also stated the reasons why modern administrative processes were not working
effectively in PECs. These reasons were limited physical facilities, frequent change
in the personnel, especially in the management, the environmental factors including
the organization of other institutions and social and political systems in which these
institutions exist. Kili¢ indicated that there existed differences among PECs which
caused in neglect of some of the administrative sub-processes.

Kilig’s study is the only study in Turkey on PECs’ administrative processes
that has been reached through the survey of related literature; however it was
conducted 25 years ago, when PECs were quite new institutions. So for the current
situation, there is no information related to PECs’ administration processes, and this

study aims at filling this gap in the literature.

2.3. Decision Making Process
2.3.1. Administration

Different researchers define administration in various ways. Simon (1957)
defines administration as “the art of getting things done” (p.1). Griffiths (1969)
identifies administration as “a generalized type of behavior to be found in all human
organizations” and he states that “administration is a term used to describe an aspect
of life in a social organization and administration is the process of directing and
controlling life in an organization” (1969, p. 138). Griffiths emphasizes that
administration is not an artificial function, but a process or cycle of events by the
members of the organization to control and direct the activities within the

organization. Owens (2001) considers the term administration from a different point
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and describes administration as “working with and through other people, individually
and in groups, to achieve organizational goals (p. 110). These definitions are general
and can be taken into consideration for any type of organization.

However, Knezevich (1969) makes a more specific definition focusing on
educational administration. He states that administration ““is a process concerned with
creating, maintaining, stimulating, controlling and unifying formally and informally
organized human and material energies within a unified system designed to
accomplished predetermined objectives” (Knezevich 1969, p.8). He also indicates
that the starting point of administration is the goals of the educational institution as
“The ends of education may well serve as the starting point in the study of
educational administration. The form which educational administration should
assume is determined in large degree by the functions of education in society.” (p .4)
The point Knezevich arises is also supports the idea that Knox (1982) points out as
“effective administration entails a sense of direction based on understanding of goals
of individuals, society and the organization as well as mastery of procedures to
pursue those goals” (p.12).

When all of these definitions were considered as a base, it 1s clear that
administration is a process dealing with humans in organizations either individually
or in groups to meet the goals and objectives of the organizations.

Administration is a process consisted of a number of sub-processes. Simon
(1957) describes the administrative processes as “the techniques which facilitate the
application of organized effort to group task” (p.8). These sub-processes are
conceptualized in different ways by Basaran (1994), Knezevich (1969), Bursalioglu
(1987) and Kilig (1982). In all their classifications, planning, organizing,

coordinating, and decision making are the common sub-processes. Basaran (1994)
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has two more sub-processes as “communication, and evaluating”. Bursalioglu (1987)
and Kili¢ (1982) have communication, power, and evaluating as other than four sub-
processes. However, Knezevich (1969) adds directing or stimulating, and controlling
or appraising to four sub-processes. On the other hand, more recent researcher
identifies sub-processes with more emphasis on human dimension. According to
Lunenburg and Ornstein (2000) administration is comprised of five basic sub
processes as they identify in their book. These sub-processes are leadership,
motivation, communication, decision making and organizational change. Hoy and
Miskel (2001) also indicate postulated the same identification. Lunenburg and

Ornstein (2000)’s classification is used as a basis for the current study.

2.3.2. Decision Making Process

An important iSsue to point out is that decision making is common in most of
the different classification of sub-processes mentioned above. This is due to the
central role of decision making process in administration. As many researchers;
Owens (2001), Hoy and Miskel (2001), Harrison (1987) and Griffiths (1969) indicate
decision making process is at the heart of the organization and administrative process
and a “‘sine qua non” of administration. Simon (1957) emphasizes the importance of
decision making process for an organization as “the anatomy of the organization is to
be found in the distribution and allocation of decision making functions. Simon
(1957) also notes that “the task of deciding pervades entire administrative
organization” (p.1) and “administrative processes are decisional processes” (p.8).
Lunenburg and Omstein (2000) also point out that “decision making process plays an

important role in motivation, leadership, communication and organizational change”

(p.155).
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It is clear that decision making occupies a key role in the administrative
process, and understanding administrative process requires clear grasp of the
meaning of the decision making. According to Lunenburg and Ornstein (2000),
decision making can be “universally defined as the process of choosing from among
alternatives” (p.155). Knezevich (1969) gives a similar description for decision
making as “a conscious choice from among a well-defined set of competing
alternatives” (p.58). Jones (1995) provides a more specific definition with special
focus on organizational decision making as “decision making is the process of
responding to a problem by searching for and selecting a solution or course of
action” (p.458). Shull et al. (1970, in Harrison, 1987) defines decision making as “a
conscious human process, involving both individual and social phenomena, based
upon factual value and premises, which includes a choice of one behavioral activity
from among one or more alternatives with the intention of moving toward some
desired state of affairs” (p.2). and Harrison (1987) defines decision as “a moment in
an ongoing process of evaluating alternatives for meeting an objective, at which
expectations about a particular course of action impel the decision maker to select
that course of action most likely to result in attaining the objective” (p.2). Lipham
(1974) provides another definition of decision making as a process in which
awareness of a problematic state of a system, influenced by information and values,
is reduced to competing alternatives among which a choice is made, based on
perceived outcomes states of the system”. Itis clear from these definitions that
decision making process requires decision makers to make a choice between at least
two alternatives for a defined problem or an issue to reach the defined objective.

While discussing decision making, as Harrison (1987) indicates, it is

customary to focus on three dimensions: 1) the decision itself, 2) the decision maker,
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3) the decision-making process. Teale et al. (2003) provide another frame. According
to them, the type of the decisions, decision body or decision makers, the models of

decision making and decision context are the dimensions of the decision making

process.
Types of Decisions

The types of decisions have been classified in different ways by different
researchers. However, as Harrison (1987) identifies, Simon’s typology is the best
known of these classification. His classification is based on the distinction between
programmed and nonprogrammed decisions.

As Teala et al. (2003), Wright and Noe (1996), Jones (1995) and Knezevich
(1969) define; programmed decisions are repetitive and routine activities which
organizations have a developed procedure for handling. “Such decisions cover the
routine problems of an organization that do not need a new response for each
recurrence” (Knezevich, 1969, p.62).Many ways to select the appropriate solutions
are formalized in the organization’s rules, standards, values and norms of the culture.

On the other hand, nonprogrammed decisions are novel, unusual,
unpredictable, unstructured and unique decisions. As Jones states (1995), “no rules,
routines or standard operating procedures can be developed to handle them” (p. 458).
Because nonprogrammed decision making situations are specific, specific procedures
have to be developed to deal with the choices. Nonprogrammed decisions also
require much more activity and action by managers. In this type of decisions as
Knezevich (1969) states decision maker must count on creative, adaptive, intelligent
or problem-oriented behavior. Decision makers cannot count on rules and standard
operating procedures to provide a solution (Jones, 1995, p.458). It is stated by Jones

(1995) that both of type of decision are important as “Programmed decision making

s
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provides stability and increases predictability, whereas nonprogrammed decision
making allows the organization to change and adopt itself so that it can deal with
unpredictable events” (p.459).

Some other theorists also have some other typology of decisions. Drucker (in
Harrison, 1987, p.16) makes the same distinction as Simon but names the
programmed decisions as “generic” and nonprogrammed decisions as “unique”.
Another researcher Delbecq (in Harrison, 1987, p.16) has a slightly different
classification. He classifies decisions under three titles; Routine decisions, Creative
decisions, and Negotiated decisions. Harrison (1987) classifies all of these types of
decisions under two basic categories as “Category I which includes routine,
recurring and certain decisions and “Category II” which composed of nonroutine,
nonrecurring, and uncertain. Teale et al. (2003), states some other types of decisions
as structured-unstructured, programmed-nonprogrammed, and operational-strategic
decisions.

All of these types of decisions can be gathered under two main classes as;
decisions that are unique, novel and unstructured and decisions that are usual,
repetitive and structured. However, as Wright and Noe (1996) states, whatever the
type of the decision, any decision should be effective and efficient.

Decision Maker

Second dimension to cover in the decision making process is the question of
“Who makes the decisions?” “Decision Makers” as named by Wright and Noe
(1996) or the “Decision Body” as called by Teale et al. (2003) are responsible of
making the decisions or controlling the decision making process.

As Teale et al. (2003) and Harrison (1987) state, many people think that

decisions are made by managers or administrators. These people may be correct but
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in all organizations, as Teale et al. (2003) indicates, “Everyone has potential to make
decisions” (p.9). However, here there are two important issues: first one is the
continuum of individual versus group decision making as Owens (2001) and Teale et
al. (2003) indicate, and the second one is the person’s level in the hierarchy of the
organization and the type of the decisions that are made as stated by Wright and Noe
(1996) and Harrison (1987).

On the individual versus group decision making process, Owens (2001)
emphasizes that the discussion of administrative decision making generally focuses
on the personal behaviors of the administrators or managers. However, as Harrison
(1987) indicates individuals usually employ simple strategies even they are faced
with complex problems. Moreover, “individual decision making is constrained by
imperfect information, time, and cost factors, cognitive limitations and psychological
factors” (Harrison, 1987, p.11).

On the other hand Owens (2001) explains that administration is “working
with and through other people to achieve the goals of the organization”. Thus, it is
important to consider making decisions with the organization or with the group of
people in the organization. Harrison (1987) indicates that group decision making has
also strong points and weak points. However, as Owens argues the important issue 1s
to decide when to make individual decisions and when to make group decisions.

On this individual-group decision making continuum, Vroom and Yetton
(1973) have a taxonomy of leadership styles expressed in decision making process
composed of three processes; autocratic, consultative, and group process.

First type is “Autocratic Process”. This class includes two sub categories as
Al and AIL In Al, leader makes the decision alone. In All, leader gets the

information from the members of the group and makes the decision. Second class is
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called “Consultative Process”. This class includes two subcategories as CI and CI1.
In CI, leader shares the problem with the relevant members of the groups, gets their
ideas, and then makes the decision. In CII, Leader shares the problem with the all
members of the group in a meeting and then makes the decision. The third class is
called “Group Process”. The single subcategory under this class is named as GII.
Here, leader leads the group in a meeting as a chairperson and shares the problem
with them, but does not try to insist on his/her decision and group makes the

decision. Table 2.3 shows the detailed explanation of the categories.

Table 2.3. Types of Decision Methods

Symbol Definition

Al Administrator solves the problem or makes the decision her/himself using the
information available at the present time.

All Administrator obtains necessary information from the subordinates, then decides
on a solution to the problem her/himself. He/She may or may not tell
subordinates the purpose of the questions or give information about the problem
or decision he/she is working. The input provided by subordinates is clearly in
response to his/her request for specific information. They do not play a role in the
definition of the problem or in generating or evaluating alternative solutions.

Cl Administrator shares the problem with the relevant subordinates individually,
getting their ideas and suggestions without bringing them together as a group.
Then She/he makes the decision. This decision may or may not reflect
subordinates’ influence.

ClI Administrator shares the problem with subordinates in a group meeting. In this
meeting he/she obtains their ideas and suggestions. Then he/she makes the
decision, which may or may not reflect subordinates’ influence.

Gl Administrator shares the problem with the subordinates as a group. Together
he/she generates and evaluates alternatives and attempt to reach agreement
(consensus) on a solution. Administrator’s role is much like that of a chairperson,
coordinating the discussion, keeping it focused on the problem. Administrator
can provide the group with the information or ideas that she/he has, but does not
try to press on them to adopt his/her solution.

Source: From Leadership and Decision Making (p. 13) by V.H Vroom, and P.W. Yetton, (1973)
Pitssburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Vroom and Jago (1988) state that “These processes can be thought as steps on
a scale of participation or power sharing”. As one moves from Al to GII, there is a

progressive increase in the opportunities provided for subordinates to influence the
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decision. GII, with its emphasis on consensus among subordinates, is most
participative; Al is least participative. In Al, the administrator formulates a plan
based on knowledge already exists. CI and CII give subordinates the opportunity to
address the entire problem. With CI the consultation occurs on one-on-one basis. The
leader talks to subordinates individually. In CII the leader calls a group meeting.
With both consultative modes the leader makes the final decision, but only after
those affected have had their opportunity to influence that decision. Last alternative
GlI, shares with CII the fact that there is a group meeting between leader and the
subordinates. However, in GII the decision is made by the entire group, not just the
leader. Table 2.4 indicates the Kepner-Tregoe adaptation of Vroom-Yetton decision

process expressing degrees of participation or involvement.

Table 2.4. Kepner-Tregoe Adaptation of Decision Process

Categories
Al All Cl c1 GII

Who is Leader Leader and Leaders and  Leader and Leader and
involved others others others inthe  others in

individually individually  group group
Nature of Unassisted  Individuals Individuals
involvement  decision respond to provide

specific

questions
Who makes  Leader Leader Leader Leader Group
decision

Source: Weiss (1976) in The new leadership: Managing participation in organizations. (p. 34) by V.

H. Vroom, and A. G. Jago, (1988) New Jersey: Prenctice Hall.

2.3.3. Participation in Decision Making
On the dimension of “decision maker”, another issue should be pointed out is
“participation”. Vroom and Jago (1988) define participation as “influence resulting

from a person’s assuming an active role in a decision making process”. Vroom and
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Jago emphasize the importance of “influence” in participation and they state that “the
amount of an individual’s participation in a given decision made by a group of
organization is represented by the amount of influence that person has had on the
plans or decisions agreed upon” (p.15).

Vroom and Jago (1988) distinguish two patterns of participation as legislated
participation and informal participation. Legislated participation involves the
creation of formal social systems for the aim of making certain kinds of decisions.
For this reason there exist decision-making bodies whose rules such as eligibility for
membership, being a member, or replacing a member, are written. These formal
decision-making bodies allows for direct and indirect participation. Members of the
body participate directly, whereas those who are not members of the decision body
may have opportunities for indirect participation to influence the body. Vroom and
Jago (1988) summarize that “In legislated participation opportunities for
participation are rights written in law” (p.17).

On the contrary to legislated participation, informal participation occurs
between managers and subordinates. Its characteristics was derived from
relationships rather than formal, legal statutes. Vroom and Jago indicated that
“opportunities for informal participation are always voluntarily initiated by managers
and almost always direct in nature. They may take many forms such as causal
conversations or group meetings for the purpose of setting goals and solving
problems” (p.17).

The critical issue in participation is whether subordinates should be involved
in decision making. Hoy and Miskel (2001) state that this is a wrong question. They
indicate that the answer is sometimes subordinates should participate in and

sometimes not. “The more appropriate questions are “Under what conditions



31

subordinates should be involved in decision making? To what extent? And How?”
(p-341). As Pashiardis (1994) indicates “both administrators and teachers agree that
teachers should have greater participation in decision making but the groups differ
between their perception of what is and what ought to be. These are the questions
that direct research and studies related to participation in decision making.

Participation into the decision making process in the organizations is one of
the most studied areas of research in the decision making literature. However,
Lunenberg and Ornstein (2000) indicate that reviews of research on participative
deciston making do not propose consistent results. Research related to relationship
between participative decisions and decision outcomes reveals ambiguity or
nonsupport of the relationship. However, most of the research in this area proposes
the benefits of teacher participation. They add that “these benefits are not directly
related to decision outcomes but instead are more associated with morale and job
satisfaction. In accordance with this, Schwab et al.’s (1986), Jackson (1983), and
Rice and Schneider (1994) found significant relation between job satisfaction and
participation, as increasing level of participation also increases the job satisfaction of
the teachers. However, Anderson (2002) notes that “while much has been said about
the benefits of the greater teacher participation in decision making, there exist many
constraints. These are “lack of time, lack of training and support, isolation, lack of
expertise, lack of confidence in teachers” own ability, politesse, role ambiguity,
resistance by administrators, lack of change skills, lack of real formal authority,
losses in collegiality, uncertainty about excellence, innovation overload, information
and decision making”.

In many studies conducted both in Turkey and abroad, it has been found out

that both in business and educational organizations there exist desirability and
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influence of participation in decision making (Geng, 1994; Yavuz; 2001; Karaca,
2001; Hoy and Miskel, 2001; Wall & Rinehart, 1998; Anderson & Flanigan, 1993;
Kuku & Taylor, 2002)

In a study conducted by Yavuz (2001),with high school teachers and
administrators in Izmir, it has been found out that high school teachers want to be
involved in the decision making “very much”, and teachers usually involved in the
decision making in these decision areas; education, students, commissions,
operations, and teachers. However, there is a difference between teachers and
administrators report of teachers’ participation in decision making. Administrators
considered teachers’ level of participation as “high”, teachers considered their own
level of participation as “medium”, and also there exist a difference between the
teachers’ and administration’s report of which decision areas teachers should be
involved in.

In another study carried out by Karaca (2001) in Marmaris, the teachers’ view
about their level of participation in decision making was studied. The results of this
study is in accordance with the previous study of Yavuz (2001); teachers reported
that they “usually” participate in decision making in their school and they “always”
want to participate in decision making.

Kuku & Taylor’s (2002) study indicates similar findings. They compared the
perceptions of 165 school leaders and teachers regarding actual and preferred faculty
participation on nine dimensions of school governance as: missions/vision/goals,
budgeting, staffing, operations, standards, curriculum/instruction, facilitating
procedures and structures, staff development, and spiritual matters. Results indicated

similarities with the previous studies; a significant difference was observed between
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the actual participation and preferred participation for both teachers and school
leaders.

Hoy and Miskel (2001; p.341) summarize much of the research and
theoretical literature on teacher participation in decision making as follows:

® The opportunity to share in formulating policies is an important factor
in the morale of teachers and in their enthusiasm for the school

o Participation in decision making is positively related to the individual
teacher’s satisfaction with the profession of teaching

o Teachers prefer principals who involve them in decision making

e Decisions fails because of poor quality or because they are not
accepted by subordinates

o Teachers neither expect nor want to involved in every decision; in
fact, too much involvement can be as detrimental as too little

e The roles and functions of bo‘th teachers and administrators in
decision making need to be varied according to the nature of the
problem.

Another critical issue that should be considered in relation to participation in
decision making in educational organization is the fact that educational organizations
are under effect of different organizations, institutions or individuals. These can be
grouped into two as internal factors and external factors (Agikalin, 1997 in Yavuz,
2001). Internal factors are teachers, students, physical conditions and equipments;
whereas the external factors are parents, pressure groups, general structure of
organization, labor market, upper level organization of education, social and

geographical status, local administration, and neighborhood of the school.
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These factors are important in considering participation in decision making as
they affect the decision making in many ways. Sometimes, it is not the teachers that
should be participating in decision making in schools, participation of some other

groups may be required.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

In the methodology chapter, population and sample, data collection,
procedures of the study and the data analysis are presented.

This is a descriptive field study aiming to analyze the decision making
process in Public Education Centers in Istanbul. In order to achieve this aim, both
qualitative and quantitative research methods were applied. Quantitative research
features were utilized to obtain more objective data and qualitative research features

were used to attain indebt and more detailed information.

3.1. Population and Sample

The population of this study is composed of 33 PECs in 32 sub-provinces of
Istanbul. These are Adalar, Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirksy, Bayrampasa,
Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Bostanci, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Emindnii, Esenler,
Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Glingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal,
Ki¢iikgekmece, Maltepe, Pendik, Sariyer, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Sisli, Tuzla,
Umraniye, Uskiidar, and Zeytinburnu.

In order to guarantee the equal representation of PECs with different
characteristics, purposeful sampling method was used. In the sample selection
procedures, first of all 33 centers were ranked according to organizational
complexity on the basis of the number of the courses offered by the centers (see
Appendix A). Then, the outliers; the top and the bottom centers; Silivri and Kadikdy
were excluded, and remaining centers were stratified into three groups according to

organizational complexity as “simple”, “medium” and “high”.
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After that, four centers were selected purposefully from each complexity
group; Catalca , Eminonii, Tuzla and Kagithane PECs from the least complex;
Maltepe, Fatih, $isli and Gaziosmanpasa PECs from the medium complex; and
Bahgelievler, Zeytinburnu, Kartal, and Bakirkdy PECs from the most
organizationally complex centers (See Appendix B for the location of centers which
were included in the sample in Istanbul). In accordance with the ethical principles,
from now on centers will be referred with letters randomly assigned.

The administrators, teachers, tutors and part-time tutors and part-time
teachers of these 12 centers constitute the sample of the study (See Appendix C for
the number of staff working in 33 PECs)

Totally 176 subjects (10 principals, 4 head of vice-principals, 19 vice-
principals, 2 counselors, 35 teachers, 10 tutors, 82 part-time tutors and 14 part-time
teachers) were included in the current study from 12 PECs. Number of educators in
these centers varied from 8 to 22. In 2 PECs, total number of educators participated
in the study was below 10, and three PECs had 20 or more educators. Table 3.1
indicates the distribution of sample according to center and status. Two principles
were not available during the data collection process; one was sick and the other one

refused to participate in the study.
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Table 3.1. Distribution of Sample According to Status in PECs

Status of Subjects

= iz —~ 8 o . o 0 O .

£ 55852 5 2§ 23 L2 L3
PECs EETECR 8 ES EC BT Ee °
Center A 1 1 2 1 8 2 15
Center B 1 3 5 1 10 20
Center C 1 1 9 1 12
Center D 1 4 1 2 1 9
Center E 1 1 2 1 5 10
Center F 1 3 6 1 7 1 19
Center G 1 20 21
Center H 1 1 2 6 1 1 4 16
Center I 1 1 1 6 1 8 4 22
Center J 1 3 3 i 6 14
Center K 1 1 2 2 2 8
Center L 1 1 2 1 5 10
Total 10 4 19 2 35 10 82 14 176

3.2. Data Collection
In order to analyze decision making process of the specified administrative
functions in PECs, a questionnaire was developed by the researcher called “Decision

Making Process Analysis Questionnaire” (DMPAQ).

3.2.1 Development of the Instrument

This specific questionnaire (DMPAQ) was developed in Turkish language. In
the development process of the form, related literature about decision making
process, educational administration and adult education was meticulously examined.
Questionnaire was developed 1 two steps.
First Step: Generating decisions under each administrative function

Knezevich’s (1969) classification of administrative functions were used a

base for the study. These functions were educational process (including three sub-
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parts as courses, participants and programs); allocating resources (including three
sub-parts as buildings, finance and physical resources); staffing; public relations; and
logistic support. To identify the specific decisions that are taken in public education
centers in these five administrative functions, a structured interview form was
developed.

This interview form was implemented in Kadikéy PEC. Five administrators;
the principal, 2 vice-principals and 2 counselors; 2 teachers and 3 part-time tutors
were interviewed in this process. Interviewees were asked to generate at least five
specific examples of decisions that are made at their centers under the five
administrative functions that were explained by the researcher. Answers gathered
from this first round interview were analyzed and categorized using content analysis
method and 60 specific decisions under five administrative functions were generated.
Then first form of the questionnaire was structured.

The first form of the questionnaire was consisted of 3 parts: the first part
included demographic information; the second part included questions related to how
60 decisions were taken; and the third part of the questionnaire included questions
related to the general evaluation of decision making process of the center.
Demographic information part included questions about age, gender, status in the
center, educational level, subject matter area, work experience, and in-service
training of the subjects. Second part included 60 decisions and 8 categories
indicating how each decision was taken in the center. Five of the categories were
taken from Vroom & Yetton’s (1973) classification of how decision can be made.
These 5 categories are “Principal makes the decision alone and announces”,
“Principal receives the information from the members of the center and makes the

decision”, “Principal shares the problem with the relevant members of the center,
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obtains their ideas, and then makes the decision”, “Principal shares the problem with
the all members of the center in a meeting and then makes the decision”, “Decision is
taken in a general meeting”. According to result of the interviews, three categories
were added by the researcher; “Vice-principals make the decision”, “Teachers make
the decision”, and “other: none of these situations is relevant for the center”. In the
third part there were 9 open ended questions and 2 questions on degree of democracy
and happiness at the centers

Moreover, Kilig’s (1982), Yavuz’s (2001) and Karaca’s study (2001) helped

originate and clarify the questions in Turkish.

Second step: Correction and Validation

A pilot study was conducted to validate and refine the first form of the
questionnaire in two centers; Eyiip and Besiktas PECs which were not included in
the sample. In Eyilip PEC, 1 vice-principal and 15 teachers and tutors were filled in
the questionnaire. In Besiktas, 21 subjects (1 principal, 2 vice-principals, 1
counselor, and 17 teachers and tutors) were included in the study. In addition, 5
subjects (1 principal, 2 vice-principals, 1 counselor and 1 teacher) were also asked to
evaluate the questionnaire in relation to decisions taken at the centers and face
validity as well.

Then the first form of the questionnaire was revised according to feedback
gathered through the second pilot study. 60 decisions in five administrative functions
were reduced to 54 as some of the decisions were overlapping, or irrelevant.
Wording of some decisions and questions was fine tuned to provide better and clear

understanding for the subjects. The format of the questionnaire was also redesigned
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considering the feedback of the pilot study. With these entire alterations

questionnaire took its final form, DMPAQ (see Appendix D).

3.2.2. Instrument

Decision Making Process Analysis Questionnaire (DMPAQ) was designed to
analyze the decision making processes of the public education centers. It is a self-
administrated questionnaire consisting of three main parts; demographic information,
how the decisions are made, and general evaluation of the decision making process.

Demographic mformation includes age, gender, status in the center, education
level, subject matter area, total years off work experience, and the number and types
of in-service training activities.

The second part of the questionnaire is related to how the decisions are made.
This part includes 54 decisions under five administrative functions are presented.
Table 3.2 indicates the distribution of decisions according to administrative
functions. Each decision is provided with 8 options which subjects should choose to

indicate how each of these decisions is made in the centers.

Table 3.2. Administrative Functions and Number of Decisions in the Questionnaire

Administrative Functions Number of decisions

[y

oS AN g0 OO

Educational Process
Course
Participants
Programs

Allocating Resources

Building
Finance
Materials

—

—_—

Staffing
Public Relations
Logistic Support

wn
B

Total
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The last part of the questionnaire includes questions about the subjects’
overall evaluation of decision making process in their centers. This part consists 9
open ended questions about: 1) sufficiency of full-time teachers participation, 2)
sufficiency of part-time tutors’ participation in decision making process, 3)
participants’ involvement in the center’s decision making process, 4) other people or
institutions that take part in the decision making process, 5) the decision making
process for determining courses to be opened, 6) the effect of needs of the
environment on decision making process, 7) the effect of people from the
environment, 8) the persons who makes the most effective decisions in the centers,
and the explanation of the reasons, and 9) the assessment of certain problems that
affect the decision making process in PECs.

In addition to 9 open ended questions, there are 2 questions to identify the
level of democracy and happiness in the centers that is perceived by the subjects on a
scale from 0 to 10. The subjects were asked to indicate their perceptions about level

of democracy and the happiness in the centers on the scale.

3.3. Procedures
This study was completed in many steps.

First, some data related to the PECs (number of course, students, teachers and
other staff) was obtained from Provincial Directorship of National Education with
the analysis of these data, sample has been determined. Second, interview form was
developed by the researcher.

Third, a study was conducted in Kadikéy PEC with 10 subjects using

interview form, and data was collected through structured interview technique.
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Results of this study were analyzed and first form of the questionnaire was
structured.

After that, legal permission for conducting the study in PECs was taken from
Provincial Directorship of Non-Formal Education (See Appendix E for the
permission).

Then, pilot study was carried out in two PECs from the middle complex
group, Besiktas and Eylip, in order to refine the questionnaire. Following the pilot
study, results were analyzed and according to feedback gathered from the study,
questionnaire form was revised and finalized.

Finally, data was collected by the researcher in the last two weeks of June and
first week of July 2005. Researcher visited 12 public education centers during this
period, talked to principals or the vice-principals and explained the study.
Questionnaire form was distributed to the subjects in envelops with a cover letter
written for both administrators and teachers (See Appendix F) and subjects were
reminded to return the envelopes closed in order them to feel secure about their
responses. Participants of the study were also informed that questionnaire was
anonymous. In some of the centers questionnaires were implemented by the
researcher, and in some others questionnaires were implemented either by vice-
principals or counselors. However, implementing the questionnaires was a hard job.
Even though there was legal permission from both the governor and the local branch
of Ministry of National Education, most of the administrators were very ignorant and

did not want to participate in the study.
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3.4. Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative analysis techniques were applied in the
study. Demographic data was analyzed using descriptive statistics with SPSS.13
program. Crosstabs, frequency analysis, and One-Way ANOVA and t-test analyses
were conducted to delineate the results. When one-way ANOVA indicated a |
significance difference, Scheffé as a post-hoc analysis is carried out to identify the
groups that make the differences. The qualitative data gathered through open ended
questions were transcribed and categorized using content analysis method. The
research questions investigating relations were analyzed using SPSS program as
well.

Symbols that appeared in results chapter were identified below in order to

provide better understanding of the analysis.

n Sample size in that category
f Frequency

% Percent

S Standard deviation

3 Mean

to Observed t-test result

P Significance level

SS  Sum of squares
df  Degree of freedom
MS  Mean square
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the analysis related to research questions
of this study. First, findings about the demographic characteristics of the sample are
presented. Then the answers to the research questions are explained. Results are
organized according to research questions. Both quantitative and qualitative analyses

have been used to answer research questions.

4.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Those who participated in the study were between 21 and 60 years old and
average age of subjects was 38. Females constituted the 78.7% of the subjects, and
males constituted the 21.3%. Table 4.1 shows the distribution of sample according to
age groups and gender. Both females and males’ ages were cumulated around 31-40

and 41-50 groups.

Table 4.1. Distribution of Sample According to Age Groups and Gender

Gender
Female Male Total

Age Groups f % f % f 9
21-30 35 26.1 9 25 44 259
31-40 44 328 11 306 55 324
41-50 42 313 13 361 55 324
51-60 13 9.7 3 8.3 16 9.4
Total 134 100 36 100 170 100

In terms of the gender and the status of the educators, 90% of the principals,

and 57.9% of the vice-principals were male (Table 4.2). On the other hand, 97.1% of
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the teachers, 90% of tutors, 88.8% of the part-time tutors, and 71.4% of the part—ﬁme

teachers were female.

Table 4.2. Distribution of Sample According to Gender and Status

Gender
Female Male Total
Status f % f % S %
Principal 1 10 9 90 10 100
Head of vice-principals 2 50 2 50 4 100
Vice-principals g 421 I 579 19 100
Counselors 2 100 0 0 2 100
Teachers 34 971 1 29 35 100
Tutors 9 90 1 10 10 100
Part-time expert teachers 71 88.8 9 113 80 100
Part-time teachers 10 714 4 286 14 100
Total 137 787 37 213 174 100

As a further step, statuses of educators were grouped into three categories as
“administrators”, “full-time teachers and tutors” and “part-time teachers and tutors”.
According to data, 62.9% of the administrators were male, whereas 95.6% of the
full-time teachers and tutors and 86.2% of the part-time teachers and tutors were

female (Table 4.3)

Table 4.3. Distribution of Sample According to Gender and Groups of Status

Gender
Female Male Total
Status f % f % f %
Administrators 13 371 22 629 35 100.0

Full-time teachers and tutors 43 956 2 44 45 100.0

Part-time teachers and tutors 81 862 13 13.8 94 100.0
Total 137 787 37 213 174 1000

In terms of educational level, there were more people who were graduates of
vocational/ technical high school (18.2%) and faculty of education (14.8%). These

were followed by other educational institutions (11.9%), BA degree in an area that is
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not related to education like engineering or economy (10.8%), general high school
(10.2%), and Male/Female School of Technical / Vocational Education (9.7%).

Table 4.4 demonstrates the percents and frequencies of the subjects according to

educational level.

Table 4.4. Subjects’ Level of Education

Level of Education f %
Primary School 3 1.7
General High School 18 102
Vocational / Technical High School 32 182
Education Institute 13 74
Higher School of Teacher Training 10 5.7
Higher School of Male/Female Technical / 17 9.7
Vocational Education

Faculty of Technical Education 12 6.8
Faculty of Education 26 148
BA in other areas 19 108
Other 21 119
Missing 5 2.8
Total 176 100.0

In terms of educational level according to status in the centers, 50% of the
principals were graduates of Education Institute and 40 % were graduates of Faculty
of Education (For the distribution of subjects according to their level of education,
see Appendix G). Education of vice-principals varied, but 26.3% was graduate of
faculty of education, followed by Faculty of Technical Education (15.8%) and other
educational institutions (15.8%). 35.3% of the teachers was graduate of faculty of
education, followed by Faculty of Technical Education (17.6%), and Higher School
of Teacher Training (14.7%). Half of the tutors were graduates of
Vocational/Technical High Schools. Part-time tutors were mostly graduate of
Vocational/Technical High Schools (26.9%) and General High School (21.8%),

followed by other schools (14.1%) and Male/Female School of Technical/Vocational
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Education (12.8%). Only 3 of the part-time tutors were graduates of Primary School.
Except these three subjects, all of the subjects had either high school or university

- degree. Part-time teachers were mostly graduates of Vocational/Technical high
School (35.7%).

Subject matter area of the subjects showed a wide range of variety. Subject
matter areas were grouped under three categories according to classification of the
MONE as: socio-cultural, vocational/technical and general. There were 97 educators
from vocational/technical area, 53 from socio-cultural area and 25 from general area.
14.3% of all of the subjects was instructor of “arts and crafts”, 13.1% of was
instructor of “embroidery with machine”, 11.4% was instructor of “clothing” and
8.6% was trained as primary school teachers (See Appendix H). Most of the
administrators (80% of principals, 50% for head of vice-principal, and 52.6% of
vice-principals) were teachers of general area (mathematics, history, primary school

or social sciences) (See Table 4.5.).

Table 4.5. Distribution of Sample According to Subject Matter Areas and Status

Subject Matter Area

Socio- Vocational/
Status cultural Technical General Total

f/ % f % /% f %
Principal 2 200 0 0.0 8§ 80.0 10 100
Head of vice-principals 1 250 1 250 2 500 4 100
Vice-principals 5 263 4 211 10 526 19 100
Counselors 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100
Teachers 11 314 24 686 0 00 35 100
Tutors 3 333 6 667 0 00 9 100
Part-time tutors 24 293 54 659 4 49 82 100
Part-time teachers 5 357 8 571 1 7.1 14 100
Total 53 303 97 554 25 143 175 100

Number of educators who were from vocational/technical areas is higher in

all of the centers. Center E had the highest number of staff (80%) from the
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vocational/technical area. There was just one instructor who teaches courses from
socio-cultural area. In Center F, 72.2% of the staff was from vocational/technical
area. (See Appendix I for the numbers of subjects according to subject matter areas
in each center)

Average year of experience in adult education institutions of the subjects was
11.7 years. 32.4% of them had 1-5 years of experience as an instructor or as an
administrator. Table 4.6 indicates the distribution of total years of experience. (See

Appendix J for the distribution of level of education according to status in the center)

Table 4.6. Subjects’ Total Years of Experience

Years of Experience f %

1-5 57 324
6-10 30 17.0
11-15 27 15.3
16-20 29 16.5
21-25 12 6.8
26-30 10 5.7
31-+ 5 2.8
Missing 6 34
Total 176 100.0

In terms of in-service training related to adult education, 57.9% of the
subjects (n=95) stated that they took in-service training courses, and 42.1% of them
(n=69) stated they never had any (Table 4.7). According to status, 3 principals out of
10 indicated that they never received in-service training related to adult education.
Most of the part-time tutors (52.1%) also indicated that they never took in-service

training. Beside part-time tutors, 38.2% of teachers did not take in-service training,

as well.
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Table 4.7. Distribution of Sample According to Status and In-Service Training

In-service Training

Yes No

Status f % %
Principal 7 700 3 300
Head of Vice-principals 3 750 1 250
Vice-principals 12 66.7 6 333
Counselors 2 100.0 0 0.0
Teachers 21 618 13 382
Tutors 6  66.7 3 333
Part-time expert teachers 35 479 38 521
Part-time teachers 9 643 5 357
Total 95 579 69 42.1

When in-service training is considered according to centers, it is seen that in 5
PECs, more than the half of the staff did not have any in-service training related to
adult education. In one PEC, 90% of the subjects indicated that they never had in-
service training related to adult education. (See Appendix K for the distribution of
subjects from each center according to in-service training.)

Those who took part in the study were asked to identify the name or type of
in-service training they took. Out of 95 subjects who had taken in-service training, 72
wrote the name or type of in-service training they participated. These answers were
categorized, and 10 different groups of in-service training were identified (Table
4.8). It was seen that just 7 subjects reported taking training related to working with
adults, adult learning, and adult behaviors. Most of the subjects (33.7%) took
professional development courses such as new techniques and methods in their

subject matter area or another area similar to their own subject matter area.
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Table 4.8. Areas of In-Service Training

Category f %
Adult Education 7 9.0
Guidance and Psychological Counseling 6 1.7
Professional Development 28 359
Educational Administration 6 7.7
Mother-Child Education 11 141
Father-Support Education 2 2.6
Teaching Literacy to Adults 6 7.7
Total Quality Management 3 3.8
Individual Development 9 115
Courses taken during university education 5 6.0
Total 78 100

4.2. Ways of Decision Making in PECs

Seven categories of making decisions and “other” option related to 54
decisions under five administrative functions [educational process (course,
participant and program), allocating resources (buildings, financial resources, and
physical resources), staffing, public relations, and logistic support] were identified in
the questionnaire. These eight categories are as follows: 1) Principal makes the
decision alone and announces, 2) Principal receives the information from the
members of the center and makes the decision, 3) Principal shares the problem with
the relevant members of the center, obtains their ideas, and then makes the decision,
4) Principal shares the problem with the all members of the center in a meeting and
then makes the decision, 5) Vice-principals makes the decision, 6) Teachers make
the decision, 7) Decision is made in a general meeting, 8) Other: none of these
situations is relevant for the center”. Another category “nonexistence” was formed
during data analysis process, as some of the subjects indicated “We do not deal with
this kind of decisions”.

In terms of the decision making process in PECs, in all of the centers and for
all types of decisions, it was reported that most of the time (27.1%) “Principal shares

the problem with the relevant members of the center, obtains their ideas, and then



51

makes the decision”. Next comes the category of “Principal makes the decision alone
and announces” (15.7%). “Decision is made in a general meeting” 1s the third
common way of making decisions in centers (14.2%). As it can be seen from Table

4.9, teachers (8.3%) and vice principles (9.4%) do not take part in decision making

process most of time.

Table 4.9. Distribution of Responses According To Ways of Decision Making in

PECs
Categories f %
Principal makes the decision alone and announces 1629 157
Principal receives the information from the members 871 8.4
of the center and makes the decision
Principal shares the problem with the relevant members 2818 27.1
of the center, obtains their ideas, and then makes the decision
Principal shares the problem with the all members of the 1192 115
center in a meeting and then makes the decision
Vice-principals make the decision 976 9.4
Teachers make the decision 865 8.3
Decision is made in a general meeting 1473 142
Other: none of these situations is relevant for the center 495 4.8
Nonexistence of the decision 70 0.7
Total 10389 100.9

Categories of decision making were analyzed in terms of five administrative
functions. Educational process was analyzed under three categories: courses,
participants and programs. Regarding the courses, results manifested that, most of
the time (30.1%) “Principal shares the problem with the relevant members of the
center, obtains their ideas, and then makes the decision”. About the decisions related
to participants (29.4%), and programs (31%) decisions were made by teachers (See
Appendix L for the distribution of responses according to administrative functions).

In terms of allocating resources, all of the three subcategories, buildings

(32.7%) financial resources (33.5%) and physical resources (21.7%) happened to be
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the third category of decision making; “Principal shares the problem with the
relevant members of the center, obtains their ideas, and then makes the decision”

In terms of staffing (30.3%) and public relations (29.9%) decisions were
made in the first category, “principals make the decisions alone”.

In logistics support, decisions were made in the third category, “Principal
shares the problem with the relevant members of the center, obtains their ideas, and
then makes the decision”, most of the time (30.0%). Second, vice-principals make
the decisions (22.0%), and third, principal makes the decision alone (18.6 %).

In terms of analysis of each administrative function according to each center,
it was pointed out some differences. In Center A, decisions related to courses were
made by principal (27.1%) who shares the problem with relevant members and then
makes the decision., decisions related to participants and programs were made by
teachers (21.5%, 29.6% respectively). In terms of allocating resources, decisions
related to buildings and financial resources were made by the principal who shares
the problem with relevant members and then makes the decision (35.6%, 27.3%
respectively), decisions related to physical resources were made by vice-principals
(31.5%). In terms of staffing, principal made the decisions alone (48.1%). In terms of
public relations and logistics support, principal who shares the problem with relevant
members and then makes the decision (31.7%, 39.3% respectively).

In Center B, decisions related to courses (54.8%), buildings (46.4%),
financial (55.6%) and physical resources (37.5%), staffing (48.5%), public relations
(66.0%), and logistics support (50%) were made by the principal sharing the problem
with relevant members before making the decision. Only decisions related to

participants (29.5%) and programs (41.5%) were made by teachers.
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In Center C, decisions related to courses (33.7%) and programs (24.3%). were
made in the general meeting. Decisions related to participants were made by teachers
(33.9%). For decisions related to buildings, principal received the information from
the relevant members of the center and made the decision (27.7%). Decisions related
to financial resources were made by the principal sharing the problem with the
relevant members of the center and receiving necessary information (30.6%).
Decisions related to physical resources were made by vice-principals (27.1%).
Decisions related to staffing were made by the principal sharing the problem with the
relevant members of the center and receiving necessary information (26.7%).
Decisions related to public relations were made in the general meeting (27.1%), and
vice-principals (50%) made the decisions related to logistics support.

In Center D, decisions related to courses (44.4%), buildings (30.0%),
financial (51.9%) and physical resources (36.1%), staffing (33.0%), and public
relations (37.8%) were made by the principal sharing the problem with the relevant
members and receiving the necessary information. Decision related to participants
(27.9%) and programs (28.3%) were made by the teachers and logistics support
decisions were made by vice-principals (38.9%).

In Center E decisions related to courses were made in general meetings
(42.5%). Decisions related to participants were made by teachers (46.3%) whereas
decisions related to programs were made by vice-principals (38.9%). Decisions
related to buildings (27.7%) and financial resources (21.3%) were made by the
principals sharing the problem with the relevant members and receiving the
necessary information. Decisions related to physical resources were made by vice-
principals (40.5%). Principal made the decisions related to staffing (37.2%) and

public relations (52.9%) alone. Decisions related to logistics support were made by
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the principal sharing the problem with the relevant members and receiving the |
necessary information (54.1%)).

In Center F, decisions in all administrative functions except programs and
physical resources were made by the principal sharing the problem with the relevant
members and receiving the necessary information (courses; 37.7%, participants;
34.8%, building; 37.0%, financial resources; 37.5%, staffing; 34.6%, public
relations; 48.4% and logistics support; 54.1%. Decisions related to programs (28.9%)
and physical resources (32.9%) were made by vice-principals. Teachers were not
included any of the administrative functions and in even three of them (financial
resources, public relations and logistics support) their percent was 0.0%.

In Center G, decisions related to courses were made by the principal inviting
members to a meeting (26.1%). Decisions related to participants were made by the
teachers (53.4%) and decisions related to programs were made in the general meeting
(32.5%). Decisions related to buildings (50.7%) and financial resources (28.2%)
were made by the principal sharing the problem with the relevant members and
receiving the necessary information. Decisions related to physical resources were
made by the principal inviting members to a meeting to receive their ideas and
opinions (35.8%). Decisions related to staffing (39.1%) and public relations (46.0%)
were made by the principal alone. For the logistics support decisions, both principal
and the vice-principals have the equal percentage (32.5%).

In Center H, course decisions were made in the general meeting (23.5%)
whereas teachers made the decisions related to participants (22.4%) and programs
(36.5%). Decisions related to buildings (40.2%), financial resources (36%), physical
resources (20.3), staffing (42.7%), public relations (48.6%), and logistics support

(43.3%) was made by the principal alone.
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In Center I, decisions related to courses (24.4%) were made by the principal
sharing the problem with the relevant members and receiving the necessary
information. Decisions related to participants were made by the principals inviting
members to a meeting (26.3%). Program decisions were made by the teachers
(31.1%). Decisions related to buildings (30.8%), staffing (35.3%) and public
relations (28.9%) were made by the principal alone. Decisions related to financial
resources (37.5%) and logistics support (25.0%) were made by the principal
receiving the information from the members of the center and then making the
decision. Decisions related to physical resources were made by the principal inviting
members to a meeting (25.6%)

In Center J, decisions related to courses (50%) and participants (33.8%) were
made in the general meeting, and decisions related to programs (55.6%) were made
by the teachers. Decisions related to buildings (32%), financial resources (43.6%),
and staffing (26.1%) were made by the principal sharing the problem with the
relevant members and receiving the necessary information. Decisions related to
physical resources (26.8%), public relations (38.2%) and logistics (38.5%) were
made in the general meeting.

In Center K, decisions related to courses (36.8%), buildings (46.2%),
financial resources (41.5%) and physical resources (35.7%) were made by the
principal sharing the problem with the relevant members and receiving the necessary
information, whereas decisions related to participants (52.5%) and programs (43.5%)
were made by the teachers. Decisions related to staffing (38.8%), public relations
(73%) and logistics support (43.8%) were made by the principal alone.

In Center L, decisions related to courses (29.8%), buildings (23.8%), and

financial resources (24.1%) were made by the principal sharing the problem with the
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relevant members and receiving the necessary information. On the other hand,
decisions related to participants (39.5%) and programs (33.3%) were made by the
teachers. Principal invited members to a meeting to make decisions related to
physical resources (22.9), whereas principal made the decisions alone in staffing

(45.2%), public relations (47.9%) and logistics support (25%).

4.2.1. Ways of Decision Making by Centers
In order to see if the decision making categories differ according to center
significantly, one-way ANOVA was conducted. According to results, there was a

significant difference among centers at the p < .021 significance level (Table 4.10).

Table 4.10. One-way ANOVA for the Ways of Decision Making by Centers

Source of variation SS df MS F Sig.
Between Groups 84090.482 11 7644.589 2.126 021
Within Groups 589773.496 164 3596.180

Total 673863.977 175

However, according to post-hoc analysis results conducted with Scheffé, both
at .05 and .1 significance levels, any significant difference among the centers was not

pointed out due to unbalanced number of subjects from each center.

4.3. Demographic Characteristics and Decision Making Process

In order to see if there was any significant difference according to
demographic characteristics of the subjects on their responses of ways of making
decisions, one-way ANOVA and t-test analyses were conducted to see the possible

differences according to age, gender, status, level of education, subject matter area,

total years of experience and in-service training.
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4.3.1. Age

One-way ANOVA was carried out to test for the difference between age
groups on the total scores of 54 decisions. There were not significant differences

among age groups on the responses (p < .300).

4.3.2. Gender

T-test analyses were carried out in order to test for the differences on the total
score of 54 decisions between females and males. Significant differences were (p <
.021) were found (See Table 4.11). Males’ scores were significantly higher than of

females. Males chose options 4, 5, 6 or 7, whereas females chose options 1, 2, 3.

Table 4.11. T-test Results for the Ways of Decision Making by Gender

Female Male
X SD n F SD n fy P
Total Score  195.67 5857 137 22208 71458 37 5402 .021

4.3.3. Status

One-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to see whether the scores of the 54
decisions vary among the administrators (principals, head of vice-principals, vice-
principals and counselors), full-time teachers and tutors, and part-time tutors and

teachers. Significant differences were found at p <.000 level of significance (Table

4.12).

Table 4.12. One-way ANOVA for the Ways of Decision Making By Status

Source of Variation SS daf MS F Sig..
Between Groups 104110.561 7 14872.937 4385  .000
Within Groups 569753.416 168  3391.389

Total 673863.977 175
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Post-hoc analysis revealed significant differences between principals and
teachers with a mean difference of 81.00 at p < .045 level of significance, principal
and part-time teachers with a mean difference of 97.471 at p < .002 level of
significance; vice-principals and part-time teachers with a mean difference 66.914 at
p <.029 level of significance, and counselors and part-time teachers with a mean
difference of 171.071 at p < .004 level of significance.

Results of the analyses indicated that, there was not a consistency between
teachers’ and administrators’ reports regarding how the decisions were made.
Responses of administrators, full time teachers, tutors and part time tutors and

teachers differed significantly on the total score of decisions.

4.3.4. Level of Education
One-way ANOVA was carried out to test for the difference according to level
of education on the total scores of 54 decisions. There were not significant

differences among the subjects’ levels of education on the responses (p <.250).

4.3.5. Subject Matter Area
According to results of one-way ANOVA, there were not any significant
differences on the subjects’ responses according to their subject matter area (p <

300).

4.3.6. Total Years of Experience

One-way ANOVA was carried out to test for the differences according to

total years of experience on the total scores of 54 decisions. Results indicated there
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was a significant difference according to years of education at p < .025 significance

level (Table 4.13).

Table 4.13. One-way ANOVA for the Ways of Decision Making by Total Years of

Experience
Source of Variation SS df MS F Sig.
Between Groups 54398.133 6 9066.355 2482  .025
Within Groups 595484.57 163 3653.280
Total 649882.71 169

When post-hoc test was conducted with Scheffé at p < .05 significance level,
no significant differences were found according to years of experience. However,
when the significance level was set to .1, a significant difference was found between
1-5 and 16-20 years of experience with a mean difference of 47.112 at p <.076 level
significance, indicating personnel with 1-5 years of experience chose options like 5,
6, 7, or 8 whereas the ones with 16-20 years of experience indicated options like 1, 2,

3,or4.

4.3.7. In-service Training

T-test analyses were carried out in order to test for the differences on the total
score of 54 decisions between the subjects who took in-service training or who did
not. Results there were not found any significant differences between the ones who

took in-service training and the ones who did not.
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4.4. Participation of Teachers

In order to answer the question of “What is the level of teachers’
participation in decision making process in centers?” subjects’ responses to the
question “Is the level of teachers’ participation sufficient?” were analyzed. 149
subjects out of 176 answered this question (missing 15.3%). Out of 149 educators,
103 (69.1%) found the level of participation sufficient whereas 46 of them (30.9%)
indicated the teachers’ level of participation as insufficient.

According to crosstabs of responses in terms of centers; in three centers;
Center C, Center G, and Center J, all of the subjects (100%) found participation level
of teachers sufficient, whereas in Center E 66.7%, in Center L 62.5%, in Center H
46.7%, in Center D and Center F 44.4% and in Center B 40% of the subjects found
the level of full-time teachers’ participation insufficient. Table 4.14 shows the

distribution of responses in each center.

Table 4.14. Distribution of Responses for Full-Time Teachers’ Participation by

Centers
Participation of Full-time
Teachers
Yes No

PECs f % / % Total
Center A 8 727 3 273 11
Center B 12 60.0 g 400 20
Center C 12 100.0 0 0.0 12
Center D 5 556 4 444 9
Center E 3 333 6 66.7 9
Center F 10 556 g 444 18
Center G 10 100.0 0 0.0 10
Center H 8 533 7 46.7 15
Center I 13 813 3 18.8 16
Center J 13 100.0 0 0.0 13
Center K 6 750 2 250 8
Center L 3 375 5 625 8
Total 103 691 46 309 149
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All of the principals (100%) found the teachers’ level of participation in »
decision making sufficient. According to results, 75% of the head of vice-principals,
61.1% of the vice-principals, 100% of the counselors, 56.3% of full time teachers,
60% of the full time tutors, 75.8% of part-time tutors and 54.5% of part-time teachers

reported that they found the level of teachers’ participation in decision making

process sufficient (See Table 4.15)

Table 4.15. Distribution of Responses for Full-Time Teachers’ Participation by

Status
Participation of Full-time
teachers’
Yes No
Status f % ya %  Total
Principal 10 100.0 0 0.0 10
Head of vice-principals 3 750 1 250 4
Vice-principles 11 610 7 389 18
Counselor 2 100.0 0 0.0 2
Full-time teachers 18 563 14 438 32
Full-time tutors 6 60.0 4 40.0 10
Part-time tutors 47 758 15 24.2 62
Part-time teachers 6 545 5 455 11
Total 103 69.1 46 309 149

Subjects were also indicated the reasons for their answers of “Yes” or “No” to
the related question and identified the kinds of decisions that teachers should
participate in and how they should participate in. Results of content analysis were

provided below.

Reasons of “Yes” Answers

Out of 103 educators answering “yes”, only 68 identified the reason for their
answers of “yes”. These reasons were classified into 6 main categories: participatory

decision making, existence of meetings, participating only in relevant issues,
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competency of teachers, sufficient level of participation and other. These categbries
indicate why the educators think that the teachers’ participation in decision making is
sufficient (Table 4.16).

“Participatory decision making” was indicated by 21 subjects as a reason to
their answer “yes”. This category was further divided into three subcategories;
collective decision making, taking ideas of teachers into consideration, and
participatory understanding. Collective decision making was stated 6 times. Some of
the statements were “We make decisions all together”, “We believe in solving
problems in collective decision making”, “Decisions are made collectively”. Taking
ideas of teachers into the consideration was stated 10 times. Some of the example
comments were “Teacher’s ideas are taken in to consideration in every issue”, “They
ask for my ideas in decision making”, “Teachers’ ideas are asked”, and “They
express their ideas and opinions”. Participatory understanding was stated 5 times.
Some of the comments were “As it 1s democratic”, “They show the necessary
tolerance”, “Here exists the participatory management”.

Among the 68 subjects, 20 of them indicated “existence of meetings ” as a
reason why they had evaluated teachers’ participation in decision making sufficient.
Some of the comments were “We organize meetings frequently”, “I found the
participation sufficient, because we have regular meetings”, “Meetings are
sufficient”, “Because, they ask for our opinions in the meetings”, “Everything
becomes clearer in the general meetings of the center”.

“Participating in only relevant/limited issues” was stated 10 times. Some of
the comments in this category were I participate just for decisions related to my
course”, “Making decisions together in my own subject matter”, “Ideas of relevant

people are taken when needed”, “Principal takes our ideas into consideration for
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issues related to us”, “Everybody has the freedom to talk and express ideas about
their own subject matter”,

Nine subjects indicated “Competency of teachers ” as their reasons of
answering “yes”. Some of the examples in this category were “Teacher can make
decision using his/her knowledge, experience and competency”, “Each teacher is
seen as an expert and is free in their decisions”, “As teachers acquire necessary
knowledge”, “All of teachers are experienced”.

“Sufficient level of participation” was stated 3 times. Example comments
were “We participate 1 sufficiently”; “There is sufficient participation”

In addition to these categories, there are 5 non-classifiable answers. Some of
them were “Because of the working hours and closeness to environment”,
“Everything is conducted according to regulations”, “The current perfect condition of

the institution indicates that the participation level of teachers is sufficient”.

Table 4.16. Reasons for Sufficiency of Full-Time Teachers’ Participation

Reasons yi %
Participatory decision making 21 309
Existence of meetings 200 294
Participating in only relevant/limited issues 10 147
Competency of teachers 5 132
Sufficient level of participation 3 4.4
Other 5 7.4
Total 68 100.0

Reasons of “No” Answers

Out of 46 subjects answering “No”, 34 of them identified the reasons why
they thought Jevel of participation of the teachers in decision making is insufficient.
These reasons were classified into 6 categories indicating why subjects consider the

level of teachers’ participation is insufficient: exclusion of teachers from decision
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making process, administration makes the decisions, insufficient participation of
teachers, avoiding responsibility, lack of meetings and other (Table 4.17).

“Exclusion of teachers from decision making process” was stated 10 times.
Some of the comments were “Ideas of teachers are not taken into consideration and
do not applied”, “Our ideas are not considered as important”, “Nobody consults our
ideas when making a decision”, “Teachers do not have the right make decision”.

“Administration makes the decisions” was stated by 6 educators. Some of the
comments were “As our principal do not listen to anybody and do what he wants”,
“Usually administration makes the decisions and we apply them”. One of the vice-
principals indicated that “Principal does not know the management of the center”, a
part-time tutor stated that “Principal does what he wants”.

“Insufficient participation of teachers” was stated 4 times. Example
comments were “As there is not enough participation”, “Inadequacy of the teachers
who participate in decision making”.

“Avoiding responsibility” was stated by 4 subjects. Some comments were
“As teachers do not want to take responsibility”, “Taking responsibility makes
people scared”, “As teachers hesitated to participate”.

“Lack of meeting” was stated only 2 times. Comments were “There are not
enough meetings”, “As meetings and seminars are not being organized, decisions can
not be made”.

It was not possible to classify the remaining 8 reasons. Some examples are as
follows: “As we are new at the center”, “There is a system here”, “Teacher should be

active in the planning of course and determining the course hours™.
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Table 4.17. Reasons for Insufficiency of Full-Time Teachers’ Participation

Reasons f %
Exclgsion of teachers from decision making process 10 294
Administration makes the decisions 6 17.6
Insufficient participation of teachers 4  11.8
Avoiding responsibility 4 118
Lack of meetings 2 59
Other 8 235
Total 34 100.0

Decisions That Full-Time Teacher should Participate In

Out of 149 subjects, 116 stated 161 different types of decisions that teachers
should participate in (As many people mentioned a number of the categories at the
same time, total number of categories is not equal to number of people responded).
These 161 decisions were classified into 10 categories: academic issues, issues
related to their own subject matter area, socio-cultural activities organized in the
center, issues related to participants, every issue related to the center, physical
condition of classrooms and center, issues requiring collective decision making,
planning, location of the courses and other (Table 4.18).

About the types of decisions that the teachers should participate in decision
making, “academic issues” was stated 53 times by the subjects. Some of the answers
within this category were as follows; “Teachers should be dealing only with
education and instruction. Dealing with administrative issues causes decrease in
motivation”, “Instruction, courses, and program”, “Every issue related to education
and instruction except administrative issues”, “Issues related to courses”, “About the
courses they teach, planning and program of the courses”.

“Issues related to teachers’ own subject matter area” was expressed 25
times. Some of the comments were as follows; “issues that just related to

themselves”, “Issues related to ourselves”, “They participate in decision making

process only in their subject matter area”, “Issues related to their profession”
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“Socio-cultural activities organized in the center” was stated 22 times. Some
example statements were “in organizing social activities”, “exhibition, seminars, and
fashion shows”, “exhibition programs; time and place”, “only in decisions related to
exhibitions”.

“Issues related to participants” category was indicated 19 times. Some of the
comments were “For the decisions that directly related to participants, teachers
should be involved in from beginning to end”, “Selecting participants”, “Guiding
participants”, “ Number of participants”, “About the situation of participants”.

“Every issue related to the center” was stated 14 times. Some example
utterances were “In education-instruction process, nothing can be separated. Under
the roof of the center, teachers should have the right to talk in every topic”, “In every
issue related to school and participants”, “in every issue”, “every issue related to the
center”

“Physical condition of classrooms and center” was stated 5 times. Example
sentences were “Physical situation of the classroom, equal distribution of the
materials”, “About the in-class activities”, “The order, cleanliness and organization
of the classroom”.

“Issues requiring collective decision making” was indicated 5 times. Some
comments were “in decisions which require collective decision making”, “They
should express their ideas in an appropriate way with collaboration”.

“Planning ” was stated 4 times. Sample utterances were “Teachers should be
participating in planning step in the center”, “in activities that are being planned and
applied in the center”.

“Location of courses” was stated 3 times by the subjects. Comments were

“place, location of the courses”.
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There were 11 decisions which were non-classifiable. Some examples were
“Some activities”, “Production”, “Total Quality Management”, “Only full-time

teachers should participate in decision making”.

Table 4.18. Kinds of Decisions That Full-Time Teachers should Participate

Kinds of Decisions f %
Academic issues 53 329
Issues related to their own subject matter area 25 155
Socio-cultural activities organized in the center 22 137
Issues related to participants 19 118
Every issue related to the center 14 8.7
Physical condition of classrooms and center 5 3.1
Issues requiring collective decision making 5 3.1
Planning 4 2.5
Location of the courses 3 1.9
Other 11 6.8
Total 161 100.0

Ways of Participation in Decision Making Process for Full-Time Teachers

Out of 149 subjects, 94 indicated how teachers should participate in decision
making process. Their answers were classified into 5 categories: meetings,
expressing ideas and opinions, practically, under the supervision of administration,
and other (Table 4.19)

As a way of participation in decision meeting for teachers, “meetings ” was
stated 34 times. Some example comments were “in the meetings”, “participating in
meetings and sharing their ideas”, “Teachers can participate in decision making in
meetings”, “Teachers can explain what they want during the monthly meetings”,
“Expressing their ideas in the meetings after consulting with the administration”.

“Expressing ideas and opinions” Was indicated 25 times by the subjects.

Some of the example sentences were “expressing teachers’ ideas and opinions”,

“Teachers can participate in actively by expressing their ideas”, “Administration
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should respect teachers and should ask for their ideas”, “Either expressing ideas or

demanding voting”.

“Practically” was stated 14 times. Some comments were “producing

2% <

projects”, “presenting their example work, preparing materials and plans”, “Both
with ideas and actions”, “being actively involved”, “in the application step of ideas”.

“Under the supervision of administration” was stated 4 times. Example
comments were “with the meeting organized by the principal” and “under the
guidance of principal and vice-principals”.

In addition, there were 17 answers that were not classified at all. Other
category in this theme had high frequency due to teachers’ reports of kinds of
making decisions instead of ways of participating in decision making such as “in
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their own subject matter”, “in decisions related to courses, and participants”.

Table 4.19. Ways of Participation in Decision Making for Full-Time Teachers

Ways of participation f %
Meetings 34 362
Expressing ideas and opinions 25 266
Practically 14 14.9
Under the supervision of administration 4 3
Other 17 181
Total 94 100.0

4.5. Participation of Part-time Tutors

To find the answer to the research question “What is the level of part-time
tutors’ participation in decision making process in centers?”, subjects’ responses to
the question “Is the level of part-time tutors’ participation sufficient?” were
analyzed. Out of 176, 148 subjects answered this question, whereas 28 of them did

not respond (15.9%). Out of 148, 92 of them (62.2%) found the part-time tutors’
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level of participation sufficient, whereas 56 of them (37.8%) indicated the level bf
part-time tutors’ participation as insufficient.

According to crosstabs tabulations of responses by centers (Table 4.20); in
three centers; Center L (62.5%), Center 1 (53.8%) and Center H (50%), the majority
of the subjects found participation level of part-time tutors insufficient; whereas both
in Center C and in Center J, 83.3% of the subjects, in Center K, 75% and in Center E,

71.4% of the subjects considered the part-time tutors’ level of participation

sufficient.

Table 4.20. Distribution of Responses for Part-Time Tutors’ Participation by Centers

Part-time tutors’

Participation
Yes No
PECs f/ % f %  Total
Center A 8 615 5 38.5 13
Center B 13 684 6 31.6 19
Center C 10 833 2 16.7 12
Center D 5 556 4 444 9
Center E 5 714 2 28.6 7
Center F 9 563 7 438 16
Center G 11 579 8 42.1 19
Center H 6 50.0 6 50.0 12
Center 1 6 462 7 53.8 13
Center J 10 833 2 16.7 12
Center K 6 750 2 25.0 8
Center L 3 375 5 62.5 8
Total 92 622 56 37.8 148

According to status in the centers, 77.8% of the principals, 75.0% of the head
of vice-principals, 76.5% of the vice-principals, 100% of the counselors indicated
that the level of part-time tutors’ participation in decision making was sufficient.
Among the teachers, 57.1% of full-time teachers and 55.6% of the full-time tutors

found the level of part-time tutors’ participation insufficient, whereas only 36.8% of
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part-time tutors and 40% of part-time teachers reported that they found the level of

teachers’ participation in decision making process insufficient (Table 4.21)

Table 4.21. Distribution of Responses for Part-Time Tutors’ Participation by Status

Part-time tutors’

participation
Yes No
Status /% /S % Total
Principal 7 718 2 222 9
Head of Vice-principals 3 750 1 250 4
Vice-Principles 13 765 4 235 17
Counselor 2100 0 0 2
Full-time Teachers 9 429 12 571 21
Full-time Tutors 4 444 5 556 9
Part-time Tutors 48 632 28 36.8 76
Part-time Teachers 6 60.0 4 400 10
Total 92 622 56 378 153

As a part of this question, subjects also indicated the reasons for their answer
of “Yes” or “No” to the related question, and identified the types of decisions that
part-time tutors should participate in and how they should participate in. Results of

content analysis were presented below.

Reasons of “Yes” Answers

Out of 103 subjects answering “yes”, only 58 identified the reason for their
answer. These reasons were classified into 8 main categories: existence of meetings,
taking ideas of part-time tutors into consideration, participating in only
relevant/limited issues, having equal rights with full time teachers, democratic
environment, needs are being met, sufficient level of participation, and other (Table
4.22).

“Existence of meetings " was stated 20 times as the reason for the sufficiency

of part-time tutors’ participation in decision making. Some comments in this
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category were “Meetings are held with all of the teachers”, “They (part-time tutokrs)
can join in meeting as well”, “They participate in meetings as much as full time
teachers and express their ideas”, “In our meetings held in the beginning and at the
end of academic year, everyone has right to speak and express their ideas”, “joining
in meetings held in every month”.

“Taking ideas of part-time tutors into consideration” was reported 12 times.
Some comments were “Administrators take ideas of each teacher”, “Part-time tutors
participate in, they share their ideas freely”, “Part-time tutors’ participation is
provided for every time”, “Everybody shares their opinions”.

“Participating in only relevant/limited issues” was stated 7 times. Some of
the comments were “We participate in issues related to us”, “Part-time tutors affect
the decision making process in issues related to themselves and education”, “Part-
time tutors can make decisions only in issues related to courses knowing their limits
in the hierarchy”.

“Having equal rights with full time teachers” was reported 6 times. Some
example comments in this category were “Part-time tutors are treated same as the
full-time teachers”, “As long as part-time tutors work in the center, they have right to
make decisions as the full-time teachers”. A principal indicated that “Part-time tutors
participate in more than full-time teachers”

“Democratic environment”” was stated 3 times. Comments were “Because
decision making process is democratic”, “There is a good communication with the
administrator”” and “There is a very nice, warm and democratic environment”.

“Needs are being met” was stated by just 2 people. Their comments were

“As our needs are being met immediately, we don’t face with any problems” and “As

our problems are solved quickly”.
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“Sufficient level of participation” was stated by 2 subjects. Their comments
were “Part-time tutors’ participation in decision making is sufficient”, “Their level of
participation is sufficient”.

Other category had 11 statements that were all irrelevant to the theme. Some
examples were “Teacher should pass through this process with his/her own

motivation”, “Time is enough”, “According to my observations”.

Table 4.22. Reasons for Sufficiency of Part-Time Tutors’ Participation

Reasons f %
Existence of meetings 15 259
Taking ideas of part-time tutors into consideration 12 207
Participating in only relevant/limited issues 7 12.1
Having equal rights with full time teachers 6 10.3
Democratic environment 3 5.2
Needs are being met 2 34
Sufficient level of participation 2 34
Other 11 19.0
Total 58 100.0

Reasons of “No” Answer

Out of 56 subjects answering “no”, only 38 reported the reason for their
answer for “No”. These reasons were classified under 8 main categories: exclusion
of part-time tutors from decision making process, being in the centers for limited
time periods, lack of collective decision making, ignoring part-time  tutors,
incompetency of part-time tutors, not having equal rights as the full time teachers,
fear of loosing job, not attending meetings and other (Table 4.23).

“Exclusion of part-time tutors from decision making process” was stated 12
times. Some of the comments in this category were “Administration don’t ask us
anything about many issues in the center”, “Administration does not provide any
opportunity for us to participate in”, “We don’t have right to speak”. A full-time

tutor stated that “Part-time tutors are not given any rights”
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“Being in the centers for limited time periods” was stated 8 times. Some of
the statements were “As we, part-time tutors, work in a different place, not in the
center”, “As part-time tutors are not permanent in the center”, “Part-time tutors are
not at the center all the time”, and “As there is a constant circulation of part-time
tutors”.

“Lack of collective decision making”’ was stated 4 times. Some of the
examples were as follows “They don’t make decisions in a collective way”, and
“Nobody can agree on an issue and make decisions collectively”.

“Ignoring part-time tutors” was stated 3 times. Comments were “Our ideas
are not considered as important in any issue”, “We are not taken in to consideration”,
“Ideas of part-time tutors are not taken into consideration”.

“Incompetency of part-time tutors”’ was stated 3 times. Some of the
comments were as follows “As part-time tutors don’t have the necessary
knowledge”, “Most of part-time tutors do not have the qualifications of being a
teacher and they are inefficient”, “Responsibility feeling of some part-time tutors has
not developed yet, and this impedes the healthy progress of education and
instruction”.

“Not having equal rights as the full time teachers” was stated 3 times. Some
comments were as follows “Part-time tutors don’t have the opportunities as the full-
time teachers”, “if the job is same, part-time tutors should also have the same rights”,
and “Priority is always for the full-time teachers™.

“Fear of loosing job ™ was stated by 2 subjects. Comments of these subjects

were “Part-time tutors have the fear of loosing their job” and “Part-time tutors

always act in anxiety to be able to get the job again.
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“Not attending meetings” was stated by 2 subjects. According to them “Part-

time tutors do not pay attention to meetings” and “They don’t participate some

meetings”

In addition there was only one reason that was not classified. It was “As we

do not know much about part-time tutors”.

Table 4.23. Reasons for Insufficiency of Part-Time Tutors’ Participation

Reasons

!
Exclusion of part-time tutors from decision making process 12
Being in the centers for limited time periods 3
Lack of collective decision making 4
Ignoring part-time tutors 3 7.9
Incompetency of part-time tutors 3
Not having equal rights as the full time teachers 3
Fear of loosing job 2
Not attending meetings 2
Other 1
Total 38

Decisions That Part-Time Tutors should Participate in

Out of 148 people who took part in the study, 107 stated 150 different types
of decisions that part-time tutors should participate in (As many people mentioned a
number of the categories at the same time, total number of categories is not equal to
number of people responded). These reasons were classified into 7 categories:
academic issues related to courses, issues related to their own subject matter area,
socio-cultural activities organized in the center, issues related to participants, every
issue in the center, location of the courses, in the meetings and other (Table 4.24).

About the types of decisions that part-time tutors should participate,
“Yeademic issues related to courses” was stated by 45 times. Some of the comments

were “course materials, resource books, plans and programs of the course they
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taught”, “every issue related to courses”, “course programs”, “methods to be used in

9% ¢

the courses”, “everything related to education and instruction”.

“Issues related to their own subject matter area” was indicated 22 times.
Some of the statements were “We, as part-time tutors, should make decision only in
our subject matter area”, “Part-time tutors should participate in every thing related to
their subject matter area”, “In issues related to part-time tutors and courses”, “Part-
time tutors should make decisions about their duties”.

“Socio-cultural activities organized in the center” was stated 21 times. Some
of the example utterances were “Part-time tutors should participate in end of
academic year activities”, “in social activities”, “in exhibitions, fashion shows and
competitions”, “in seminars, exhibitions, and excursions”.

“Issues related to participants” was stated 19 times. Example comments were
as follows: “Part-time tutors should participate in decision making in issues related to
participants”, “knowing students better and guiding them”, “Théir opinions should be
taken in the characteristics of the students”, “selecting students”, and “number of
students”.

“Every issue in the center” was stated 11 times. Some comments were “Part-
time tutors should participate in decision making in every issues related to center
and students”, “Part-time tutors” ideas are taken in every issues”, “in every issue”.

“Location of the courses” was stated 8 times by the subjects.

Some example sentences were “Part-time tutors should be involving in decision

making when deciding place where they want to study”, where to open courses”,

“course place”, “locations of courses and work environment”.
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Last category “in the meetings” was actually completely irrelevant to this &
question. It was presented here, as there were 9 people stating this category, but it
was not the answer for this question.

Other category also had 15 irrelevant statements related to variety of issues.
Some of the example statements were as follows “To be successful”, “Total Quality

Management”, “If they are experienced in their subject matter area”.

Table 4.24. Kinds of Decisions That Part-Time Tutors should Participate

Kinds of Decisions f %
Academic issues related to courses 45 300
Issues related to their own subject matter area 22 14.7
Socio-cultural activities organized in the center 21 14.0
Issues related to participants 19 12.7
Every issue in the center 11 7.3
Location of the courses 8 53
In the meetings 9 6.0
Other 15 100
Total 150 100.0

Ways of Participation in Decision Making Process for Part-Time Tutors

Out of 148 people who took part in the study, 84 indicated how teachers
should participate in decision making process. Their answers were classified into 6
categories: meetings, expressing ideas and opinions, active participation, issues
related to their own subject matter, under the supervision of administration, having
equal rights with the others, and other (Table 4.25).

As a way of part-time tutors’ participation in decision making process,
“meetings” was stated 35 times. Some example comments were “holding meetings
frequently”, “participating in all of the meeting during the academic year and taking

responsibility”, “in the meetings”, “Meetings are sufficient”, “Part-time tutors can

participate in decision making in meetings”, “‘Part-time tutors should participate in
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the monthly meetings”, “Part-time tutors” demands and needs are considered iﬁ the
meetings”

“Expressing ideas and opinions” was stated 17 times. Some comments were
“expressing ideas”, “Everybody should express their opinions and ideas”, “Part-time
tutors can participate in decision making expressing their opinions”. A principal
indicated that “Part-time tutors should present their demands and opinions in written
format”

“Active participation” was stated 7 times. Without expressing any other
reasons, subjects just wrote “actively” or “directly”. One comment was “Part-time
tutors should be active in their subject matter area”.

“Issues related to their own subject matter” was stated 6 times. Some
comments were as follows “issues related to part-time tutors’ responsibilities and
duties, issues related to collective activities”, “Part-time tutors should be involved in
the decision making process in the courses and programs starting from the
beginning”.

“Under the supervision of administration” was indicated 5 times. Example
statements were “Part-time tutors can participate in along with the guidance of
administration”, “Consulting with the principal in every issue they work on”. “Part-
time tutors can participate in when the administration wants them to participate™.

“Having equal rights with the others” was stated 2 times. Comments were
“All part-time tutors should defend their rights and thoughts on equal situations” and
“Being treated equally with the others”

In addition, there were 12 non-classifiable answers that were irrelevant to the
question. Some of the examples were as follows “Course notes and example

applications”, “When part-time tutors’ subject matter area is concerned”.
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Table 4.25. Ways of Participation in Decision Making for Part-Time Tutors

Ways of participation f %
Meetings 35 417
Expressing ideas and opinions 17 202
Active participation 7 8.3
Issues related to their own subject matter 6 7.1
Under the supervision of administration 5 6.0
Having equal rights with the others 2 24
Other 12 143
Total 84 100.0

4.6. Involvement of Participants in Decision Making Process

To answer the research question “What are the general views about the
participants’ involvement in decision making process of centers?”, subjects’
responses to the question “Should participants be involved in the decision making
process?” were analyzed. Out of 176 people who took part in the study, 153
answered this question (missing 13.1%). Out of 153, 102 of them (66.7%) indicated
that participants should be involved in decision making, whereas 56 subjects (33.3%)
answered “No” indicating participants should not be involved in decision making
process of the centers.

The distribution of responses according to centers was indicated in Table
4.26. Results demonstrated that in three centers; Center G, Center I and Center K half
of the responses reported that participants should not be involved in decision making
process, whereas, in Center D there is 100% agreement on the involvement of
participants in decision making process. Center F and Center J also have high percent

of agreement on the involvement of participants in the process.



79

Table 4.26. Distribution of Responses for Participants’ Involvement in Decision

Making by Centers

Participants’ Involvement

Yes No
PECs f % f %  Total
Center A 8 615 5 385 13
Center B 11 57.9 8 421 19
Center C 8 66.7 4 333 12
Center D 9 100 0 0.0 9
Center E 6 66.7 3 333 9
Center F 15 93.8 1 6.3 16
Center G 9 50.0 9 50.0 18
Center H 9 64.3 5 357 14
Center 1 8 50.0 8 500 16
Center J 10 90.9 1 9.1 11
Center K 4 50.0 4 50.0 8
Center L 5 62.5 3 37.5 8
Total 102 66.7 51 33.3 153

In terms of the responses of administrators, full time teachers, full time tutors,
and part-time tutors and teachers, Table 4.27 shows that, most of the administrators,
full-time and part-time teachers stated that participants should be involved in the
decision making. Part-time tutors and part-time teachers’ were the groups which had
a high percent on “No” column; 40.5% of part-time tutors and 45.5% did not want

participants to be involved in the decision making process.

Table 4.27. Distribution of Responses for Participants’ Involvement in Decision

Making by Status
Participants’ Involvement
Yes No
Status [ % f %  Total
Principal 8§ 8.0 2 200 10
Head of vice-principals 4 106 0 0 4
Vice-principles 11 733 4 267 15
Counselor 2 100 0 0 2
Full-time teachers 21 700 9 300 30
Full-time tutors 8 8.0 2 200 10
Part-time tutors 42 592 29 408 71
Part-time teachers 6 545 5 455 11
Total 102 667 51 333 153
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Decisions That Participants should Be Involved

In the questionnaire, subjects were also asked to identify in which decision
the participants should be involved. Out of 153 people who answered the questions,
89 wrote 104 different types of decisions that participants should be involved in (As
many people mentioned a number of the categories stated above at the same time,
total number of categories is not equal to number of people responded). These
decisions were classified into 10 categories: courses to be opened, socio-cultural
activities, issues related to classrooms, scheduling courses, quality of courses,
courses in general, expressing suggestions and demands, issues related to
participants’ themselves, every issue related to the center, improvement of the center
and other (Table 4.28).

In terms of decisions that participants should be involved, decisions related to
“courses to be opened” were stated 16 times, and had the highest frequency. Some of
the comments were “About the subjects that participants want to learn”, “In order to
decide which courses to open, participants’ opinions should be considered”,
“Indicating the courses that they want to attend”, “about courses to be opened”.

“Socio-cultural activities” was stated 13 times. Some comments were “They
should participate in all of the socio-cultural activities”, “about cultural issues”,
“They should participate in decision making during the exhibition period”, “activities
like exhibitions, seminars, trips”

“Issues related to classroom” was stated 12 times. Some of the statements
were “Participants should participate in decision making in decisions related to

cleaning, organization, discipline of the classroom”, issues related to classroom

- . k-
activities”, “cleaning-up the classroom and course materials
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“Scheduling courses” was stated 11 times. Some of the responses were &
“deciding the days and hours of the courses”, “sufficiency of course hours”, “about
the time of the courses”.

“Quality of courses” was stated 11 times. Some example responses were
“about the sufficiency-insufficiency of the education”, “Participants always have
right to participate in planning and programming of courses according to their needs
and the improvement of the courses”

“Courses in general” was stated 10 times. Example responses were “about
education and instruction”, “related to courses”, “courses and course programs”.

“Expressing suggestions and demands” was stated 8 times by the subjects.
Example responses were “They can tell their expectations and demands from the
public education centers”, “They can make suggestions”, “according to their needs
and demands”

“Issues related to participants’ themselves” was stated 6 times. Some of the
comments were “Participants should participate in the issues related to them”,
“issues related to participants”, “Participants should participate in the issues in their
own area. But there is too much protocol, there should be some flexibility”.

“Every issue related to the center” was reported 4 times. Some of the
comments were “they should participate in every issue when it is necessary”,
“Participants participate in every issue in the center”, “Expressing their ideas and
opinions in every issue”.

“Improvement of the center” was stated 4 times. Some comments were “In

order to make innovations in center, participants’ opinions are very important”,

“improving the center”, “in order to follow the technology and to keep up with the

fime”.
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There were 9 statements that were all irrelevant to the question. Some of the
examples sentences were “They should participate in decision making in a limited

2yl

way”, “only presenting their ideas”, “We took their ideas into consideration as they

are adults”.

Table 4.28. Kinds of Decisions That Participants should be Involved

Kinds of Decisions f %
Courses to be opened 16 15.4
Socio-cultural activities 13 12.5
Issues related to classroom 12 11.5
Scheduling courses 11 10.6
Quality of courses 11 10.6
Courses 1n general 10 9.6
Expressing suggestions and demands 8 7.7
Issues related to participants’ themselves 6 5.8
Every issue related to the center 4 3.8
Improvement of the center 4 3.8
Other 9 8.7
Total 104 100.0

Level of Participants’ Involvement in the Decision Making Process

In the questionnaire, subjects were also asked to identify in what level the
participants should be involved. Out of 153 people who answered the questions, 65
indicated the Ievel that participants should be involved in decision making. These 65
statements were classified into 5 categories: indirect participation within the limits,
improvement of center and education, expressing ideas, issues related to participants’
themselves, in the framework of legal issues, and other (Table 4.29).

“Indirect participation within the limits” was stated 20 times. Some of the
responses were “They can participate only with the mediation of the teachers”, “only

in the borders of the classroom”, “In a way that is not disturbing the administrator-

teacher-participant relation. It should not be personal”, “without destroying the
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teachers’ authority and the organization of the classroom”, “They can express their
opinions along with the teachers’ demands”,

"Improvement of center and education” was stated 15 times. Some comments
were “They should participate in evaluation of educational quality”, “in decisions
related to improvement of the education and development of the center”,
“Participants can express their opinions related to the characteristics of education
they want”

“Expressing ideas” was stated 9 times. Some of the sentences were
“presenting their ideas”, “Participants should participate only with their ideas”,
“Participants should make suggestions and wait for the result”, “Participants can
express their opinions”.

“Issues related to participants’ themselves” was stated 7 times. Some
example sentences were “Participants should participate in every issue relevant to
them”, “in the limits of their responsibility”, “in accordance with their demands and
needs and to support their education”.

“In the framework of legal issues” was stated 6 times. This category indicated
that the limits were drawn by the legal issues. Some of the comments were “in the
limits of rules and legislations”, “Within the framework of by-laws and circulars”.

There were 8 non-classifiable responses in the “other” category such as

“Questionnaires can be conducted”, “According to the conditions of the center or

National Education”, etc.).
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Table 4.29. Levels of Participants’ Involvement in the Decision Making Process

Level of Participation S/ %
Indirect participation within the limits 20 30.8
Improvement of center and education 15 231
Expressing ideas 9 138
Issues related to participants’ themselves 7 108
In the framework of legal issues 6 9.2
Other 8 123
Total 65 100.0

4.7. Other People and Institutions That Take Part in Decision Making Process
of the Centers

To answer the research question “Are there any other people or institutions
that take part in the decision making process of the centers?”, responses were
analyzed. Out of 176 people who took part in the study, 129 of them responded to the
question (missing 26.7%). Among these 129 subjects, 82 (63.6%) answered “yes”,
whereas 47 of them (36.4%) answered “no”.

In terms of the distribution of responses according to centers, in two PECs;
Center G and Center J, all of the subjects indicated that there were other people or
institutions participating in decision making. In Center I and Center C, 72.7% of the
subjects indicated that there were not any other people or institutions participating.

Table 4.30 indicates the distribution of “Yes/No” responses for each center.
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Table 4.30. Distribution of Responses Regarding the Outside People or Institutions

Take Part in Decision Making by Centers

Other People & Ins.

Yes No Total
PECs f % f %
Center A 7 63.6 4 364 11
Center B 11 61.1 7 389 18
Center C 3 273 8 727 11
Center D 7 87.5 I 125 8
Center E 5 833 1 167 6
Center F 10 55.6 8§ 444 18
Center G 13 100.0 0 0.0 13
Center H 8 72.7 3273 11
Center | 3 273 & 127 11
Center J 6 100.0 0 0.0 6
Center K 4 500 4 500 8
Center L 5 62.5 3 375 8
Total 82 636 47 364 129

People and Institutions That Participate in Decision Making

Out of 82 people who answered “yes”, 68 identified the people or institutions
that participate in decision making. These responses were grouped under 11 groups
of people or institutions: Provincial and Sub-provincial Directorate of National
Education, governor of sub-province, NGOs, Municipality Directorship of Non-
formal Education, Headman of the district (Muhtar), parent- school association, other
institutions and associations, governmental institutions, primary and secondary
schools, institutions that are collaborated, and other (Table 4.31).

As it can be seen from the table, Provincial and Sub-provincial Directorate of
National Education had the highest number of responses. After Provincial and Sub-
provincial Directorate, Governor of the sub-provinces was the most stated category.
NGOs was the third after these two institutions . Within other institutions and

associations, there were religious institutions and political parties which were stated

once.
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Table 4.31. People and Institutions That Farticipate in Decision Making

Categories f %
Provincial and Sub-provincial Directorate of 30 263
National Education
Governor of sub-province 14 123
NGOs 12 105
Municipality 11 9.6
Directorship of Non-formal Education 10 8.8
Headman of the district (Muhtar) 10 8.8
Parent- school association. 7 6.1
Other institutions and associations 6 5.3
Governmental institutions 5 4.4
Primary and Secondary schools 4 3.5
Institutions that are collaborated 2 1.8
Other 3 2.6
Total 84 100.0

Reasons of “No” Answer

Out of 129 people who participated in the study, 47 answered “No” to the
question “Is there any other people or institutions that take part in decision making
process?”. They also identified the reasons why there were not any people or
institution included in the decision making process.

Out of 47 subjects, 14 of them provided the reason as well. According to
analysis 4 categories emerged. These were a) center makes the decision (5 people),
b) it is only the center’s business (2 people), c) center is sufficient enough to make
the decisions (2 people), d) nobody can involve in decision making process of the

center, except Ministry of National Education (3 people) and e) other (2 responses).

4.8. Deciding Courses to Be Offered

In order to answer the question “How the decisions are made regarding which
courses will be opened?” subjects were asked to identify how it was decided to offer

which courses in their centers. It was en open-ended question and results were

analyzed through content analysis.



&7

Out of 176 people who took part in the study, 137 responded to this quesﬁon.
These responses were classified into 7 categories: according to needs and demands of
local people and district, administration decides, needs assessment, in the meetings,
according to physical resources of the center, Planning Boards of Public Education
decides, according to number of participants, and other. These were different ways of
deciding to open a course, and each center applied one or two of these categories at
the same time (Table 4.32).

“According to needs and demands of local people and district” was stated 52
times. Some of the comments were “in accordance with the needs and demands of
the society”, “according to the demands of the students”, “Courses are chosen
according to interest, needs and demands of the local environment”, “Needs of the
business world, and students’ demands are effective on deciding which courses to
open”.

“Administration decides” was stated 34 times. Some comments were
“Principal and vice-principals decide”, “Principal talks to relevant people and then
makes the decision”, “Principal decides”, “Vice-principals decide”, “Administration
of the center decides”.

“Needs assessment”’ was stated 20 times. Example sentences were “We
decide making needs assessment”, “As a result of needs assessment, courses are
opened”, “Questionnaire is conducted to learn the needs and demand of the people”,
“with the needs assessment conducted at the beginning of the academic year”, “We
conduct needs assessment and questionnaires to learn the needs of the society, and
then decides the courses accordingly”.

“In the meetings~ was stated 10 times. Some comments were “in the meeting

held at the end of the academic year, in accordance with the needs of the people and
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local environment”, “in the general meetings”, “in the meeting of principal and vice-
principals that held in the beginning of the academic year”.

“According to physical resources of the center” was reported 8 times by the
subjects. Some of the comments were “according to adequacy of classrooms and

32 K

course materials”, “Finding suitable place and teacher or part-time tutor or teacher
for the course is very important”, “Demands of the people are evaluated according to
suitability of teachers, classrooms and workshop places”.

“Planning Boards of Public Education decides” was stated 7 times by the
subjects. Some example statements were “It is decided by the center’s Planning
Board of Public Education”, Provincial Planning Board of Public Education
decides”

“According to the number of participants” was stated 6 times. According to
by-laws of the non-formal education, in order a course to be opened, there should be
minimum numbers of participants who want to attend that course. Some comments
were “when the number of participants reaches the minimum number course can be

opened”, “when the number of people reaches the required number, center contacts

with the teacher”.

Table 4.32. Categories of Deciding Which Courses to Offer

Categories f %
According to needs and demands of local people and district 52 36.4
Administration decides 34 23.8
Needs assessment 20 14.0
In the meetings 10 7.0
According to physical resources of the center 8 5.6
Planning Boards of Public Education decides 7 4.9
According to number of participants 6 4.2
Other 6 4.2

Total 143 100.0
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4.9. Effect of the Environment

To find the answer to the research question “Is there any effect of
environment and district in which the centers exist on decision making process?”
those who took part in the study were asked to respond to 2 questions; 1) “Does the
local environment and district in which the centers exist affect the decision making
process in centers? If the answer is yes, how does it affect?”, 2) “Do people from
surroundings take part in decision making process of the center? If the answer is yes,

Who and How do they take part in?; if the answer is no, why not?”

Effect of the Environment

Out of 176 educators who took part in the study, 155 answered this question
(missing 11.9%). Among 155 subjects who responded to the question, 137 (88.4%)
answered “yes”, indicating the effect of environment on the decision making process
of the centers. Whereas 18 of them (11.6%}) indicated that there was no effect of
environment on the decision making process of the centers.

In terms of each centers as indicated in Table 4.33; in 5 of the centers, all of
the subjects (100%) indicated that environment affected the decision making process.
In other centers most of the subjects also indicated the effect of environment on
decision making. In Center L, one third of the subjects (33.3%) indicated that there

was no effect of environment on decision making process of centers



Table 4.33. Distribution of Responses for Effect of Environment on Decision Making

by Centers
Needs and Demands of the
Environment
Yes No
PECs f % f % Total
Center A 12 80.0 3200 15
Center B 18 90.0 2 10.0 20
Center C 11 100.0 0 0.0 11
Center D 9 100.0 0 0.0 9
Center E 8 100.0 0 0.0 8
Center F 16 88.9 2 111 18
Center G 15 88.2 2 11.8 17
Center H 12 85.7 2 143 14
Center [ 11 73.3 4 26.7 15
Center J 11 100.0 0 0.0 11
Center K g 100.0 0 0.0 8
Center L 6 66.7 3 333 9
Total 137 88.4 18 116 155

In terms of environment’s effects on the decision making process of centers,
115 subjects out of 137 stated in what way environment affected decision making.
According to results of content analysis, responses were classified into 7 categories:

meeting the needs of the environment, economical conditions, variety of courses, interests

and demands, socio-cultural conditions, location of the center, determining the piaces to
open courses, and other (Table 4.34).

“Meeting needs of the environment” was stated 34 times. This category
indicated that courses and programs were organized in a way to meet the needs of the
environment. Some comments were “People do not want to get education in the areas
they do not need. So our center acts according to this fact”, “In our center courses are
planned and organized considering the needs of the people who live in the
surroundings”, “Activities that the environment needs are organized in our center”,

“Because all of the activities are planned according to needs of the public™.
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“Economical conditions” was stated 21 times. This category implied thé fact
that economic status of the local environment affected the centers in both course
variety and materials used. Some comments were “We organize courses that are
suitable for the economic status of the local environment”, “Economic status of the
surroundings is very important for courses”, “Economical conditions are always
considered.”

“Variety of the courses” was stated 20 times. This category indicated that
characteristics of the environment affected the type and variety of the courses. Some
of the comments were “As ready-to-wear industry is common in this area, costume
designing and stylist course is the most popular one. As there are too many
housewives who are not working, we offer courses like “home textile”, and
“jewellery” and as the rate of literacy is low, we have always literacy courses”, “As
we are close to university, we offer courses that are appealing for students such as
foreign languages; English, Spanish, German, French, computer and folk dance”.

“Interests and demands’ was stated 20 times. It indicated that the demands
and interest of the public was the key word for the public education activities. Some
comments were “Courses are opened according to demands of the people”, “We
cannot open courses without the demand of the people”, “We try to meet the supply
and demand principle”

“Socio-cultural conditions”’ was stated 12 times. This category implied that
the center decided courses to be opened in accordance with the socio-cultural
structure of the surroundings in which the center exists. Some of the comments were
“the traditions and level of education of the public”, “Socio-cultural structure of the
environment affects the decision making process”, “We cannot go outside the limits

of socio-cultural structure”, “The socio-cultural conditions are always considered.
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“Location of the center " was the other category. It was stated 5 times. This
category indicated that center’s location whether in a central place or in a suburban
area, made a lot difference in the centers especially in terms of participants and
courses. Some comments were “our center is surrounded by work places, there is no
settlement, and the level of education of people is very low”, “As we are far away
from the downtown, transportation is a problem”,

“Determining the places to open courses” was stated 4 times. It implied that
environment affect the decision of where to open courses. Some of the comments
were “deciding places to open courses”, and “finding places for the courses”.

Among the responses, there existed 8 irrelevant and non-classifiable
statements. Some of these statements were “We open the courses and people just
attend to these courses”, “in order everybody to attend the courses they want”, and

“determining the hours of the courses”.

Table 4.34. Ways in Which the Environment Affects the Decision Making Process of

the Centers

Categories f %
Meeting needs of the environment 34 274
Economical conditions 21 169
Variety of courses 20 16.1
Interests and demands 20 16l
Socio-cultural conditions 12 9.7
Location of the center 5 4.0
Determining the places to open courses 4 32
Other 8 6.5
Total 124 100.0

Out of 155 people answering the question about the effect of environment on
centers decision making process, 18 of them said there was no effect of environment,

and just 4 of them provided the reason for their choice. Some of the comments “as
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headman of the district is in dialogue with the center”, and “Center makes the

decisions”.

People from the Local Environment Who Take Part in Decision Making

Subjects were asked whether people from the local environment took part in
decision making process of the centers. Out of 176 people who participated in the
study, 147 responded to this question (missing 16.5%). Out of 147 subjects, 79
(53.7%) said “yes”, whereas 68 of them (46.3%) said “no” indicating there was not
any people from the local environment who took part in the decision making process
of the centers.

In order to see the distribution of responses according to centers, crosstabs
analysis was used (Table 4.35). Among all the centers, 80% of the subjects in Center
J, indicated that people from the local environment participate in decision making.
On the other hand 70.6% of the subjects in Center G, 62.5% of subjects in Center F,
57.1% in Center K and 55.6% in Center E indicated that people from the

environment and community did not participate in.
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Table 4.35. Distribution of Responses for the Participation of Local People in

Decision Making by Centers

Participation of the Local

People
Yes No
PECs f % / % Total
Center A 8 57.1 6 429 14
Center B 10 52.6 9 474 19
Center C 7 63.6 4 364 11
Center D 5 55.6 4 44 4 9
Center E 4 44 .4 5 55.6 9
Center F 6 37.5 10 62.5 16
Center G 3 29.4 12 70.6 17
Center H 9 64.3 5 357 14
Center 1 8 66.7 4 333 12
Center J 8 80.0 2 20.0 10
Center K 3 42.9 4 57.1 7
Center L 6 66.7 3 333 9
Total 79 53.7 68 46.3 147

In terms of the people from the local environment participating in decision
making, responses of 68 subjects were classified into 7 categories: public,
Headman of the district (Muhtar), NGOs, governmental institutions, primary and
secondary school principals, other institutions, imams and religious courses, and
other (Table 4.36)

As it can bee seen from the table, “public” was the most mentioned group as
participating in decision making. 1t was stated 31 times. Some of the example
responses were “everybody”, “citizens who share their needs and demands with the
center”, “people from surroundings”, “people who live in this sub-province”,
“housewives, students, students who could not entered university”

Second group that participate in decision making was “the headman of the

district (muhtar)”. Twenty five people stated that headman of the district participate

in the decision making.
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“NGOs " was the third group mentioned. It was stated 18 times. Some of the
example NGOs mentioned were associations, foundations, and other voluntary
organizations.

“Governmental institutions” was stated 10 times. Municipalities, governor of
sub-provinces, and other higher level institutions in the bureaucracy were cited.

“Primary and secondary schools principals” was stated 8 times. Other
institutions category which was stated 4 times included army, small-scale retailers,
and businessmen.

The last group that involved in decision making process in centers was
“imams and religious courses”. This category was stated 3 times. No explanation
was made, just the names were written.

There were 5 non-classifiable answers. Some of the example “According to
life conditions, the process was affected”, “in terms of opening courses that affect”,

“I do not know™.

Table 4.36. People or Institutions from Local Environment That Participate in

Decision Making
Categories f %
Public 31 298
Headman of the district (Muhtar) 25 240
NGOs 18 173
Governmental institutions 10 9.6
Primary and secondary school principals 8 7.7
Other institutions 4 3.8
Imams and religicus courses 3 2.9
Other B 5 4.8
Total 104 100.0

In What Ways People from Community Participate in Decision Making
Thirty-four people who took part in the study stated how people from

community participate in decision makhing. Their responses were classifiedinto 6



96

categories of ways of participating: expressing their demands, visiting the cente?s,
making suggestions and sharing ideas, needs assessment, helping finding place for
courses, participating in the socio-cultural activities at the centers (Table 4.37)

“Expressing demands " was stated 21 times. Most of the subjects stated that
“people can express their demands from the centers in terms courses and education.
Some comments were “They can make courses open by expressing their demands for
the courses”, “They express their demands”, “When they tell their demands, we try
to our best to realize their demands”.

Next category “visiting centers” was stated 4 times. Subjects indicated that
those people who were participating in should have come to centers and talk to
administration.

“Making suggestions and sharing ideas” was stated 7 times. People could
participate in decision making by talking to teachers and administrators, making
suggestions and sharing their ideas,

“Needs assessment” was stated 6 times. Needs assessment category implies
that as centers do needs assessments, people can express their ideas and suggestions
during needs assessment. So there is an indirect effect of community people.

“Helping finding place for courses” was stated 4 times. Some of the
comments were “They can arrange places for courses when there is a need”, “They
find place and students for the courses™.

Last category in this group was “participating in the socio-cultural activities
at the centers ™. It was stated 3 times. This category includes participation of

community people to social and cultural activities like exhibitions, seminars,

workshops or talks organized in the center.
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Table 4.37. Ways of Participation for Community People and Institutions

Categories 7
Expressing their demands 1 429
Visiting the centers 8 163
Making suggestions and sharing ideas 7 143
6
4
3

%

2

Needs assessment 12.2
Helping finding place for courses 8.2
Participating in the socio-cultural activities at the centers 6.1

Total 49 100.0

Reasons for “No” Answers

Out of 68 people who said no, only 31 of them indicated the reason. These
reasons were classified into 2 main categories: it is only center’s business and lack of
public interest.

First category, “it is the only center’s business” was stated 20 times. One of
the subjects stated that “There is not any issue that will require their participation”.
Another expressed that”, “Decision making process of the center is a matter only for
the center, not for the other”, and another subject stated that “In the decision making
process, their ideas are never asked. Only their demands are beings considered, but
their ideas are not.”

Second category, “lack of public interest” was stated 11 times. Those who
took part in the study indicated that “as nobody come to center, nobody is

participating”, “People are ignorant”, “As people are not sensitive enough”, “They

are not interested in”, “because of lack of communication”.

4.10. Effective Way of Decision Making

Educators who participated in the study were asked to identify who makes the
most effective decisions, and they were also asked to identify the reason. Out of 176,
136 subjects responded to the question. Answers were classified into 3 main

categories, namely group, principal and principal and vice-principals.
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Most of the educators in 12 centers stated the group decisions as the moét
effective way of making decisions (69.1%, n=94), whereas only 14.7% stated that
principal made the most effective decisions (n=20), and 16.2% indicated the
principal and vice-principals’ made the most effective decisions (n=22).

In terms status in the center, crosstabs tabulation was used to see the
responses of administrators, full-time teachers and tutors and part-time tutors and
teachers. In all of the centers, majority of the educators indicated that group made the
most effective decisions, in four centers more than 80% of the subjects indicated that
the decisions that were made by the group were the most effective. Only in two
centers more than the 30% of the subjects indicated the principal or principal and
vice-principal as making the most effective decisions. Table 4.38 indicates the

distribution of responses according to status of the subjects in the center.

Table 4.38. Distribution of Responses for Effective Decision Making by Status

Who makes the most effective decisions

Principal &

Group Principal ~ Vice-Principals

f % i % / % Total
Center A 9 818 2 182 0 0.0 11
Center B 12 66.7 2 111 4 22.2 18
Center C 7 700 1 10 2 20.0 10
Center D 6 667 2 222 1 11.1 9
Center E 6 600 2 20 2 20.0 10
Center F 8 615 4 308 1 7.7 13
Center G 11 61.1 2 111 5 27.8 18
Center H S  90.0 0 0 1 10.0 10
Center I 7 500 2 143 5 35.7 14
Center J 10 909 1 9.1 0 0.0 11
Center K 3 60.0 1 20 1 20.0 5
Center L 6 857 1 143 0 0.0 7
Total 04  65.1 20 147 22 16.2 136

In terms of responses for effective decision making according to status of the

subjects, in all statuses, most of them indicated the group as making the most
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effective decisions (Table 4.39). In order to see if there was any significant
difference among statuses in terms of their responses, one-way ANOVA was
conducted. According to ANOVA results there was not a si gnificant difference

among the administrators, full-time and part-time teachers and tutors (p < .610).

Table 4.39. Effective Decision Making Responses According to Statuses

Ways of Making Effective Decisions
Principal and

Group Principal  Vice-Principals
Statuses f % f % f %  Total
Administrators 21 75 5 17.9 2 7.1 28
Full-time teachers & tutors 23 742 3 9.7 5 16.1 31
Part-time teachers & tutors 50 649 12 156 15 19.5 77
Total 94 69.1 20 147 22 16.2 136

Reasons for Effective Decision Making

Group decision making: Out of 94 people selected “group” only 51 them
indicated why they chose group as making the most effective decisions. Responses
were categorized under two headings: a) effectiveness of the decision made, and b)
being more democratic.

“Effectiveness of the decisions made” was stated by 26 people. A principal
stated that “As modern administration theories accept leadership as the key factor, it
is possible to reach success with fewer mistakes in team work. Therefore,
administration and teacher are the members of the same team. Decisions are made
together and applied together, so everybody has the responsibility”. A part-time tutor
explained the reason as follows “More effective decisions can be made. Problems are
detected together. Issues that administration does not know are presented by the
teachers, and ways of solving problems are discussed”. A full-time tutor also stated

“ believe public education is a team-work. Working as a team will increase the
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: 59 . . . . )
achievement”. Another teacher indicated “Decisions that are taken on agreement are

more effective”. Another educator stated “As everybody look into the problem from
a different point of view, it is solved casily”. A subject said “The effect of these
kinds of decisions is higher on application.

“Being more democratic” was stated 19 times. Some of the comments were
“As this type of decision making is more democratic and participatory”, “Because we
apply collective decision making, we reach on consensus”, “Attitudes of our
principal and vice-principals are so positive and participatory that this made
collective decision making possible. Working in such an institution is easier than
trying to get on well with one’s family member.”, “As everybody can express their
ideas and opinions freely”

Principal and vice-principals: Out of 42 people selecting principal or
principal and vice-principals, 20 of them stated the reasons. Responses were
classified under 2 categories. These are; a) being the most powerful people in the
center, and b) subordinates’ trust on administrators.

First category, “being the most powerful people in the center”, was stated 13
times. Some of the responses were “As principal is the most empowered person in
the center”, “As the principal has all the responsibilities and power”, “Principal
always makes the last decision”, “Principal’s duty is to manage subordinates”, “Only
principal’s decisions are effective™

Second category, “taking their subordinates’ ideas into account”, was
reported 5 times. This category implied that principal consult with the relevant
personnel when required. A comment was “Our principal makes decision consulting

with the necessary people, as he takes other’s ideas, decisions are more effective”
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4.11. Problems in Decision Making Process

In order to find out the answer to the question “What are the problems in
decision making process in PECs that are faced by the center personnel?”,
participants of the study were asked to 1dentify the problem they think exist in the
decision making process of the center.

Out of 176 subjects, 56 responded to this question. According to results of the
content analysis, responses were classified under 5 categories. These were a) lack of
collective decision making, b) problems of part-time tutors, c) problems exist but not
to mention, d) no problems, ¢) problems stemming from the physical conditions and
f) other (Table 4.40).

In these five categories, only one category (lack of collective decision
making) was actually related to the problems in decision making process. Other
categories were related to general problems in the center.

First category, “lack of collective decision making”, was stated by 17
subjects. Related to this category, a part-time tutor stated “Principal should not make
personal decisions”. Another part-time tutor reported “In our center sharing ideas
does not exist. Nobody help others”. A vice-principal indicates “Principal have lack
of communication with us. Decisions should not be made by one person”. Another
vice-principal stated “1-All of the decisions should be collectively made, 2-In every
issue opinions of all personnel should be taken, 3- All personnel should be involved
in every activity, 4-Everything should be clear and transparent”. A part-time tutor
also reported “Decisions should be taken in unanimity”.

“Problems of part-time tutors and teachers” was stated 7 times. This category
was related to problems faced by part-time tutors and teachers. Some comments of

part-time tutors and teachers were “Our center sees us as stepchildren; we are always
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in the second place. We cannot get our rights, and cannot make our voice heard.
Although we have to start in September, due to financial problems they make us start
in February”, “We cannot participate in the decisions as we are part-timers. All of the
commissions are made up of full-time teachers and tutors”, “Our opinions are asked
but not applied. We are opposed most of the time and slashed”, “our opinions are
never taken in decision making process, and principal directly makes the decisions”.

Third category was stated 7 times. They stated that there were problems but
they did not mention about them. One of the teachers reported “there are many
problems but I do not want to comment on them”.

Seven people reported that there was no problem. One of the part-time tutors
indicated that “if the issue is not related to teachers, they do not participate in the
decision making, so there is no problem”. Another part-time tutor stated “We don’t
have any problem. We have the full authority. After making the decisions we inform
our vice-principals. We have never criticized up to now. If necessary, we talk to
principal as well.”

The last category is related to the physical conditions of the centers, actually
lack of physical conditions like place, classroom, personnel, and the location of the
center as well cleanliness and tidiness of the center. 11 subjects reported these kinds

of problems.

There also existed 8 sentences that were non-classifiable. Some of the

examples were “Not knowing to listen to each other with patience and respect”, “the

process of making plans and programs”, and “deciding the length and hours of the

courses should be done with the teacher”.
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Table 4.40. Problems in Decision Making Process of PECs Identified by the Subjects

Categories f %
Lack of collective decision making 17 298
Problems stemming from physical conditions 11 19.3
Problems of part-time expert tutors 7 123
There are problems but not mentioning them 7 123
No problems 7 123
Other g8 140
Total 57 100.0

4.12. Democracy in the Decision Making Process of the Centers

In order to find out the answer to the question “How democratic is the
decision making process in general and in each center?”, those who took part in the
study were asked to evaluate the decision making process of their center in terms of
democracy on a scale from 0-10. Out of 176 people, 164 responded to this question.
According to results mean of all responses was 7.12 with 25" percentile point as 5,
50™ percentile point as 8, and 75" percentile point as 9.

Responses to this question were classified into four categories using
percentiles as cut off points: low for those who scored less than 25™ percentile,
moderate for those who scored less than 50" percentile, high for those who scored
less than 75 percentile, and very high for those who scored more than 7 5t
percentile. According to results, level of democracy in decision making process in
PECs was evaluated as very high by the majority of the subjects (39.1%), whereas
27.5% of the subjects evaiuated the level of democracy in decision making process

as moderate and 15.1% of them indicated the level of democracy as low (Table 4.41).
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Table 4.41. Distribution of Responses for the Level of Democracy in PECs

Level of Democracy f %
Low 25 151
Moderate 45 275
High 30 183
Very High 64 391
Total 164 100.0

However, in terms of each center, there were differences. Fi gure 4.1 shows
the means of level of democracy in each center. As it can be seen from the fi gure,
Center F had the lowest mean (¥=5.0,n = 19), and Center L was low (% =5.11,
n=9); whereas Center C had the highest (¥=8.83,n = 12). It can be resulted that
Center C and Center J (¥=8.79,n = 14) could be considered as having the most
democratic decision making process, whereas Center F and Center L as not having a

democratic decision making process compared to the others.

Figure 4.1. Means of the Level of Democracy by Centers

Level of Democracy
T

T 1 ] T T T T

] | I - T R
l TER CENTER CENTER CENTER CENTER CENTER CENTER CENTER CENTER
» 1 K L

]
CENTER CENTER CENTER CEN ¥ ]
A B C D E F G

Centers



105

In order to see if democracy level differed significantly according to centers,
one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. According to result there was a
significant difference among centers at p < .000 level. Table 4.42 shows the

significant differences among centers on the level of democracy.

Table 4.42. One-way ANOVA for the Level of Democracy by Centers

Source of variation SS df MS F Sig.
Between Groups 260.779 1T 23.707 4.095 .000
Within Groups 880.020 152 5.790

Total 1140.799 163

According to post-hoc analysis conducted with Scheffé, significant
differences were not found among the centers at the .05 significance level. However,
when the significance level was set to .1, significant differences were found between
the centers Center C and Center F with a mean difference of 3.833 at p < .079 level
of significance, and Center F and Center J with a mean difference of -3.786, at p <
.056 significance level. Center C and Center J had the highest mean, whereas Center
F had the lowest mean in level of democracy in decision making process.

In terms of status of the subjects, full-time teachers and tutors made the

Jowest evaluation (= 6.36) whereas and administrators evaluated the level of

democracy as high (%= 8.06) (Figure 4.2).



106

Figure 4.2. Means of the Level of Democracy by Status
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In order to see if there was a significant difference according to status of the
subjects, one-way ANOVA was conducted. According to results there was a

significant difference among these groups at p < .020 level (Table 4.43)

Table 4.43. One-way ANOVA for the Level of Democracy by Status

Source of variation S8 dr MS F Sig.
Between Groups 54410 2 27.205 4.032  .020
Within Groups 1086.389 161 0.748

Total 1140.799 163

According to results of post-hoc analysis conducted with Scheffé, the only

difference was found between the administrators and full-time teachers and tutors, at
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the level of p <.020. There was no significant difference between the part-time tutors

and administrators and full-time teachers and tutors.

4.13. Perceived Level of Happiness

In order to find out the answer to the question “What is the level of perceived
happiness in general and in each center?”, those who participated in the study were
asked to indicate their level of happiness on a scale from 0-10 in order to identify
how happy they feel as working in centers. 164 people responded to this question.

Mean of all responses was 8.08 with 25" percentile point as 7, 50™ percentile as 9

and 75™ percentile points as 10,

Responses to this question were classified into four categories using
percentile as cut-off points: /ow for those who scored less than 25" percentile,
moderate for those who scored less than 50™ percentile, high for those who scored
lee than 75™ percentile, and very high for those who scored more than 75" percentile.
According to results, level of happiness of the subjects in PECs was evaluated as
very high by the majority of the subjects (36%), whereas 20.7% of the subjects
evaluated their level of happiness as low. It can be concluded that more than two

third of the subjects were happy as working in PECs (Table 4.44).

Table 4.44. Distribution of Responses for the Level of Happiness in PECs

Level of Happiness b %
Low 34 207
Moderate 36 220
High 35 213
Very High 59 36.0

Total 164 100.0
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However, in terms of each center, differences were observed. Figure 4.3

shows the means of leve] of happiness in each center. As it can be seen inferred from

the figure Center F had the lowest happiness level (¥ =5.42, n=19), whereas Center C
had the highest (¥=9.33, n = 12). After Center C, Center J had the second highest
mean (%= 9.21, n = 14) and Center B was another center where the level of

happiness is high (¥=9.11,n = 19). It can be concluded that Center C, Center J and
Center B could be considered as centers where almost all of the personnel was

happy, whereas Center F as the center where the personnel was not happy et al.

Figure 4.3. Means of the Level of Happiness by Centers
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In order to see if happiness level differed according to centers, one-way

ANOVA analysis was conducted. According to result there was a significant

difference among centers at p < .000 level. Table 4.45 shows the significant

differences among centers on the happiness level.

Table 4.45. One-way ANOVA for the Level of Happiness by Centers

Source of variation SS df MS F Sig.
Between Groups 224872 11 20443 4562  .000
Within Groups 681.098 152 4.481

Total 905.970 163

Post-hoc analysis was conducted with Scheffé to see which centers differed
significantly. According to results, significant differences were found between
Center B and Center F at p <.004 level of significance; Center C and Center F at
p <.013 level of significance; Center G and Center F and at p <.011 significance
level; and Center J and Center F at p < .010 level, indicating Center F was evaluated
as having the lowest level of happiness among all centers, but significantly different
than Center B, Center C, Center G and Center ] where the level of happiness was
high.

In terms of status of the educators in the center and their report of happiness
level, Figure 4.4 showed that, among three groups, full-time teachers and tutors had
the lowest mean (Z=7.52, n = 42) and administrators had the highest mean (x=
8.53, n = 34) and part-time teachers and tutors” mean was X=8.17 (n = 88). This

indicated that all of the personnei in 12 public education centers quite happy being

and working there.
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Figure 4.4. Means of the Level of Happiness by Status
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In order to see if there was a significant difference according to status of the
subjects, one-way ANOVA was conducted. According to results there was not a
significant difference among these groups at p < .157 level of significance. The

happiness level of the subject does not differ according to their status.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this chapter first, results are summarized, and discussed. Then pedagogical

implications are provided. At the end, the limitations of the study and suggestions for

further research are presented.

5.1. Summary

The aim of the current study was to analyze the decision making process of
PECs in terms of ways of decision making, participation, effect of people and
institutions and environment, problems in decision making process, and democracy
and happiness level of PECs in {stanbul. In order to reach this aim, 12 research
questions were formulated, and to find the answer to those questions, data was
gathered through a questionnaire from 12 different PECs in Istanbul selected
purposefully. Totally 176 educators (principals, head of vice-principles, vice-
principals, full-time teachers and tutors, and part-time tutors and teachers) were
included in the study from12 PECs. Quantitative and qualitative methods were used
to analyze the data gathered through questionnaire.

Results of analysis indicated that the general way of decision making in PECs
is consultative decision making in which principal makes the decision taking the
ideas of subordinates. However, in terms of administrative functions, decisions
related to participants and course programs are made by the teachers, whereas
decisions related to courses, aliocating resources and logistics support are made by
the principal sharing the problem with the subordinates and taking their ideas, and
decisions related to staffing and public relations are made by the principal alone. The

responses of those who took part in the study on the ways of making decisions differ
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significantly according to centers, gender, the status and the total years of experience
of the subjects. Full-time and part-time teachers and tutors’ level of participation in
decision making process is sufficient for the majority of the educators who
participated in the study. Participants’ involvement is supported by the majority of
the subjects, however the level of participation proposed for them is very limited. In
deciding courses to be offered, the needs and interests of the society and environment
are taken into consideration. Characteristics of the environment in which the PECs
exist affect the centers” decision making process, as well as the people in the
environment, such as the head of the district, school principles and the public.
Educators in PECs indicated the group decision making as the most effective way of
making decisions, but lack of collective decision making is stated as a problem in
decision making process. Democracy level in PECs is considered to be high by the

educators, and the majority of the personnel are very happy working in PECs.

5.2. Discussion

Findings indicated that the general way of making decisions in PECs
regarding all administrative functions was that “administrator shares the problem
with the relevant subordinates individually, getting their ideas and suggestions
without bringing them together as a group. Then she/he makes the decision™. This
category is called C1 and is considered as consultative decision making process by
Vroom and Yetton (1973). Even though this category is called consultative, as
administrator asks for the subordinates ideas, that does not mean that he/she will use
them, and the decision made may or may not reflect subordinates’ influence. In terms

of PECs. it is obvious that administrators ask for teachers and tutors’ opinions,
>
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however, whether they consider the information they received from the subordinates
1s doubtful.

When ways of decision making process were evaluated in terms of each
administrative function, it was seen that decisions related to staffing and public
relations were made in aufocratic process called Al in which “administrator solves
the problem or makes the decision herself/himself alone using the information
available at the present time” (Vroom and Yetton, 1973), and decisions related to
allocating resources and logistics support were made in CI. On the other hand,
teachers were involved in decision making process only for decisions related to
participants and course programs. Teachers’ involvement with the decisions related
to course programs and participants is concurrent with the results of Yavuz’s (2001)
study which was conducted in high schools, indicating that teachers were involved
usually in decisions related to education, instruction, students, commissions, daily
operations and teachers. Considering the highly bureaucratic and centralized
organizational structure of PECs, it is not surprising to face with that kind of a result.
Teachers are not part of the administration. Actually, everybody carries out their own
responsibilities; principles manage the centers, and teachers teach their courses. It
can be said easily that PECs are far from being an organically integrated
organization. There are sharp gaps between the administrators and full-time and part-
time teachers and tutors, especially between part-time teachers and tutors. These
results also indicated that on the individual-group continuum of decision making,
group decision making process was nota dominant way of making decisions in
PECs. This is a crucial issue to consider as PECs being an adult education provider

should be practicing much more democratic and participatory decision making

processes.
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One of the most important findings of this study is that, either in general, or

n terms of administrative functions, the involvement of vice-principals was very low

even though their job specification is described as operating course programs,
organizing needs assessment and management and allocation of financial resources
by the “By-law of Non-formal Education Institutions, item 30”. That means vice-
principals are not effective in decision making process as they should be, indicating
that the principles are the most important and dominant decision maker in PECs.
This result revealed the strength and effect of principals who rule their kingdom
according to their wishes.

When responses given for the general way of decision making were analyzed
to see if they differ according to demographic characteristics, it was found out that
there were significant differences among subjects’ responses according to center,
status, gender, and total years of experience. In some centers more democratic and
participatory decision making was indicated in general, whereas in some others,
autocratic decision making process was reported. This is of course something
expected as each center has their own dynamics with different staff, environment and
physical resources that shape the organizational climate and culture. Important point
is to identify the factors that lead to the democratic and participatory decision making
process in centers. In terms of the statuses of the subjects, administrators and
subordinates made different evaluations regarding how the decisions are made.
Administrators chose options regarding group and participatory decision making,
whereas full-time and part-time teachers and tutors, indicated more autocratic
processes as “principal makes the decision alone”. In terms of gender, women
identified more autocratic decision making processes than men. This is due to the

fact that majority of the administrators in the centers is men. So, men perceive the
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decision making process as more democratic compared to women, as they manage
and they decide about the teachers’ level of participation. In terms of experience,
interestingly, educators with 1-5 years of experience provided very different answer
from the educators with 16-20 years of experience. Unfamiliarity with the system
may be a reason for this discrepancy. These differences among the responses of
different groups should be analyzed indebt in a further study to provide a better
understanding.

In terms of participation of subordinates, analyses of data revealed interesting
findings. Both full-time and part-time teaching staff, results indicated that their level
of participation in decision making process was evaluated as sufficient both by the
administrators and teachers and tutors. Majority of the subjects reported that teachers
and tutors’ level of participation is enough. Most of the teaching staff in PECs does
not want to participate in decision making more than they do. Their identification of
decisions which they should participate in was completely related to instruction,
participants and themselves. They do not want to involve in administrative decisions
like staffing, budgeting or public relations. However, these results are in
contradiction with the results of the studies conducted by Yavuz (2001), Karaca
(2001) and Kuku and Taylor (2002) that the administrators” and teachers’ reports
regarding both their level of participation and actual and preferred level of
participation were significantly different, and teacher desired to participate in
decision making more than they do.

Both full-time and part-time teachers and tutors indicated “meetings” as the
most significant way of participating in decision making process in the centers. They
all emphasized the importance of holding meetings and participating in meetings.

They evaluated meetings as the most important criteria in participating in decision
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making. Meetings are considered as a constituent of the group decision making in the
literature, however in the current study, even though subjects of the study
emphasized the importance of the meetings, results demonstrated that none of the
administrative functions were made in the meetings. So it is not possible to mention
group decision making in PECs, although meetings were mentioned very frequently.

One of the striking points of the findings is that even though teachers indicate
that most of the decisions in the center are made by the principal, they evaluate their
participation as being sufficient. Actually they do not participate in any decisions
other than issues related to participants and course programs, but this does not make
them feel uncomfortable. They are happy as they can make decisions related to their
own issues. Even with this level of participation, while principal makes all the
decisions, it is questionable that they identify the decision making process as
democratic.

On the other hand, teachers reporting insufficient level of participation
indicated reasons related to administrative constraints as lack of confidence in
teacher’s ability, isolation, lack of time, training and support and administration’s
attitudes which are similar to constraints mentioned by Anderson (2002). Some of
the teachers and tutors complained about these constraints. For example, complaints
“Administration does not provide any opportunity for us to participate in”, “We are
not given any right to make decisions”, or “We are not taken into consideration”.
These sentences display the situation very clearly. In an organization, 1t is a
contradictory situation in which an administrator does not pay any attention to ideas
of teachers and tutors and he/she sees the participation of part-time and full-time
teachers and tutors as a threat to his/her authority, but, at the same time he/she

ovaluate the decision making process in their center as democratic. Moreover,
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teachers and tutors’ fear of loosing job and economical reasons may impede their
participation, as criticizing and making suggestions, and providing alternative
solutions can be perceived as a threat to principals’ authority.

It is clearly known that part-time tutors and teachers, who constitute the
57.2% of the total staff working in 33 PECs in Istanbul, have a lot of problems
related to constraints mentioned above. Their biggest problem is that they do not
have the equal rights with the full-time teachers and tutors. Moreover, they cannot
take part in legislated participation as Vroom and Jago identified (1988). Part-time
teachers and tutors indicated that they cannot take part in any commission, because,
“By-law of Non-Formal Education Institutions™ stipulates that committees are
formed only by full-time teachers and tutors. Thus, part-time teachers and tutors can
involve only in informal participation except the general meetings which are
conducted at the beginning and end of the academic year. Moreover, many part-time
tutors or teachers reported that they were not asked for their ideas and they were not
taken into consideration in any issue.

As the results of the current study indicate, part-time tutors and teachers are
one of the most problematic issues related to PECs. Centers hire part-time personnel
to be able to offer course, as MONE does not provide enough full-time teachers and
tutors due to economical constraints. But part-time teachers and tutors’ working
conditions are in need of a real and immediate improvement as they work for very
little amount of money when compared to their work hours and compared to full-
time teachers and tutors, moreover they work without any social security. Many of
them were high school graduates and any special training related to adult education is

not provided for them as well, and they are not included in decision making process
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of the center most of the time. It id clear that there is an urgent need to provide better
working conditions for them to eliminate the problems mentioned above.

On the issues of participants’ participation to decision making process, most
of the administrators, teachers and tutors reported that participants should be
involved in the decision making process. However, all of the issues that participants
should or can be involved are related to classroom and courses. Furthermore,
teachers and administrators indicated that participants can participate in a very
limited way, such as just telling their ideas to teachers. Even some of the teachers
and tutors indicated that participants should engage within the framework of legal
conditions. Limiting the participants’ involvement to the classroom issues is not a
preferred policy for an adult education institution. As Knowles (1980) indicates,
adult education institutions should be much more democratic and be open to
participatory decision making and participants could feel free to share ideas.
However, according to findings of this study only a very limited involvement is
acceptable for the administration and teachers in public education centers. In an
organizational structure that limits even the participation of teachers and tutors. It is
not at all surprising that limited participation of all the members of that organization
is the reality.

Regarding the participation of other people and institutions, results indicate
that there exist certain institutions and people involved in the decision making.
Majority of these institutions and people are governmental bodies which are
hierarchically higher than the PECs. Superintendent of the Province and Governor of
the province and sub-province are the most frequently mentioned group. Directorship
of Non-Formal Education and municipalities are also stated by the subjects as taking

part in decision making. Involvement of these bodies into decision making process 1s
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also provided by the by-laws. Moreover, as the decision making process takes place

in a downward and one-way direction, these bodies usually makes decisions at the
macro level and announce to the centers (Duman, 1995). Other than governmental
institutions, headman of the district (muhtar) is another highly mentioned person who
is involved in decision making. They help open courses, conduct needs analysis, find
places for courses and announce courses and activities to public.

Another finding related to people or institutions outside the centers is that The
Adult Education Planning and Co-operation Board which is described in the by-law
(item 135), was only mentioned by seven people. This is due to their ineffectiveness.
Okeabol (1994) states that they exist only on paper, the meetings that required in the
by-law do not take place and they do not have authority to implement their decisions.

Findings revealed that PECs organize courses and other educational activities
in accordance with the needs and interests of the community. Administrators,
teachers and tutors all indicated that needs, interest and demands of the public is the
first determining factor both in opening courses and the variety of the courses. Also
as indicated by teachers, socio-economic and cultural characteristics of the
environment in which PECs function are very important, and can be a leading factor
in formation of the organizational culture and climate of PECs. It can be concluded
that the characteristics of the location of the center, whether it 1s located 1n
downtown, rural, suburb, conservative or liberal area, affect centers in many ways.
For example teachers and administrators from a downtown PEC indicated that as
their center is in a touristic area and near the university, they offer courses like
foreign language, computer or folk dance. On the contrary, in two other PECs which
are located in the heart of conservative districts of Istanbul, there are courses for

housewives or girls like sewing, clothing, embroidery, and home textile. These
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features affect the characteristics of the teaching staff and the participants, and
organizational climate as well.

[t is important to note that, public education centers are adult education
institutions whose functions are stated in the by-laws and regulations as to provide
and guarantee the development of the individuals and society in social-cultural and
economical aspect. In order to achieve this aim, PECs should be the heart of the
change in the neighborhoods instead of adapting completely to the characteristics of
their surroundings. Unfortunately the adaptation of PECs to their environment has
been realized throughout the time, and PECs have turned out to be places where
women or girls attend to learn sewing and embroidery (Okgabol, 1996, 2001).
Majority of the centers included in the study, except four centers all in downtown,
have come out to be an attraction place just for women and girls. So meeting the
needs and demands of the public is required for adult education but it is more than
that. Centers should be an attraction place not only for women or girls learning
sewing or embroidery, but for everybody who wants to improve himv/herself in
social, cultural or economical area.

Moreover, there are many other and more important reasons for this situation
of centers other than the location. Centers are facing with lots of problems,
economically, administratively, and physically Findings of the current study
indicates that, among the reasons stated as the problems of decision making process,
only one category is related to decision making process, others are general problems
of the centers like lack of physical and financial resources, e.g. lack of buildings,
classrooms, materials or low salaries. These problems were same as identified by
Okcabol (1991, 1996, 2001) and Kilic (1980). It is striking to see that same problems

identified in more 25 years ago still continue, even in a worse condition. This
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indicates that the situation of PECs constantly have gone worse, instead of
improvement. On the other hand the only problem stated for decision making
process is the lack of collective decision making. Interestingly enough, findings also
indicated that group decision making was not common among the centers, even
though group decision making was considered as the most effective way of making
decisions by the majority of the subjects.

In terms level of democracy at the decision making process of the centers, it
is founded that in general democracy level was evaluated as quite high, even tough
autocratic decision making is dominant as they reported that principals makes nearly
all of the decisions in all of the centers, and even though teachers and tutors
complain about lack of participative / collective decision making. Teachers and
tutors also found their participation level sufficient, even though they could only
make decisions related to themselves and courses and even though group decision
making was not practiced in most of the centers. This is a contradiction. Of course, it
is not possible to indicate that there exists democracy in an organization where the
autocratic decision making is dominant. In relation to this result, the teachers’
perception of democracy should be questioned; “What does democracy mean for
them and How they define democracy?” This contradiction may be a result of the
fact that teachers ignore the issues out of their area of interest and they do not
demand for more as long as their needs and interests are met, they rate the
participation level as democratic.

There exist differences on the level of democracy according to centers and
status of the subjects. Two centers both are located in downtown but one from the
medium complex and the other from the highly complex group were rated as the

Jeast democratic centers whereas one center from the least complex group located in
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rural area and one from the medium complex group located in downtown were rated

as the most democratic centers. This situation is clearly an outcome of administration

and of the principals of the centers, because they organize the administrative duties
according to their ideal way of managing. Thus it is the principal that makes the
difference. This indicates the critical role that principals play applying more
democratic and participatory management in PECs in order to make PECs reach their
aims and to make them as an outstanding educational institution.

In terms of status, administrators rated the democracy level of decision
making process of their center as quite high, significantly higher than full-time tutors
and teachers and part-time tutors and teachers. Administrators perceive themselves as
democratic leaders and the participation of teachers and tutors sufficient and
therefore they rate democracy level quite high. For example, principal of a center
from the high complexity group and located in downtown indicated that “adult
education is a team work, and all of the decisions are made in group”, however, the
level of democracy is quite low in that center (third from the bottom) according to
evaluation of teachers and tutors. Principal of another PEC indicated that the every
one was involved in the decision making process, but the level of democracy
evaluated by the teachers and tutors is quite low (second from the bottom).

Regarding the level of happiness personnel of PECs, it was found out that
most of the personnel reported that they are very happy of working in centers and
being a part of the PEC they work. However, same contradiction was observed in the
issues of democracy is refevant for happiness. Teachers and tutors are certainly
happy with what they have. However, differences exist among centers in happiness
level as well. The lowest level of happiness is seen in the PEC that has the lowest

. ich v ng
level of democracy. However, in a PEC which was evaluated as having the second
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lowest democracy level (mean is 5.11) personnel indicated that they were very happy
(mean is 8.0). Same contradiction is relevant for another PEC from the medium
complex group where mean of the level of democracy is 6.79, and the level of
happiness is 8.89 (out of 10). The reasons of teachers and tutors for feeling happy
themselves in centers within these conditions should be investigated.

It also worth to mention that during the data collection process of the current
study, it was observed that PECs are quite closed systems. Most of them do not
welcome outsiders like the researcher who wants to ask questions related to what is
going on in the centers. Usually a negative attitude was observed towards these kinds
of research. Especially teachers are afraid of talking about administration in a critical
way and a number of administrators refused to participate in the study. On the other
hand, there were a few helpful and open-minded administrators who want to share
their knowledge and experience with the researcher.

Another important issue observed through the data collection process is the
quality of teachers and tutors both as full-time and part-time. While analyzing the
open ended questions, it was observed that teachers had problems related to Turkish,
both in grammar and usage, and expressing their ideas. Many teachers and tutors
wrote irrelevant answers for the questions. This is the reason for the high number of
unclassified and irrelevant statements in open-ended questions.

To conclude, current study provided information to comprehend the
administration of PECs in terms of decision making and presented the characteristics
of decision making process in PECs in Istanbul as follows; most of the decisions
were made by the principals namely in autocratic process, except decisions related to

course programs and participants; limited participation was allowed for the teachers

and tutors and the participation of the participants in decision making process is
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C 1 . . . P . . .
onsidered to be very limited participation; the characteristics of the environment in

which the PECs exist were taken into consideration in forming the programs and

activities, those characteristics also affect the course variety as well; some other

people of institutions have an effect on decision making process of PECS, especially
some governmental institutions, as Provincial and Sub-provincial Directorate of
National Education, governor of provinces and sub-provinces, headman of the
district and NGOs; and decision making process was considered to be democratic by

the personnel of the centers who reported to be happy to work in public education

centers.

5.3. Pedagogical Implications

Findings of the study and the observation of the researchers indicate some
suggestions for implications in order to improve PECs, especially in terms of the
decision making process.

First of all, it is important to emphasize the problem of in-service training.
Among the subjects of the study, a majority of the administrative and teaching staff
have never had any in-service training related to adult education. This finding has
been stated since 1950s by adult educators. But, as MONE has done nothing till
today, same problems are observed (Oke¢abol, 2001; p. 6). Ok¢abol (1991) and Cetin
(2000) emphasized that there was a great need for traming of adult educators.
MONE should realize the lack of competency of teachers in PECs and realize the
importance of training adult educators in relation to adult education, and MONE
should guarantee that necessary training programs are developed and everyone who
wants to work in PECs as an adult educator takes the necessary education and

training related to adult psychology, philosophy of adult education, materials and
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techniques in adult education, etc. Then, actions should be taken to make in-service
training systematic and permanent.

Besides providing training in adult education, democracy and human rights
education programs should be developed and be provided to both administrative and
teaching staff. MONE unfortunately neglect the adult education in comparison the
formal education. As Knowles (1980) indicates democratic philosophy is the key for
the adult education. Therefore, first of all, the administrators and teachers should
comprehend democracy and participatory management and human rights, and then
they should start transferring this to participants both theoretically and practically
being a model in democratic teacher or administrator.

Third suggestion in relation with the findings is the formation of PEC
Councils. MONE started a project called Democracy Education and School Councils
in formal education system (http://oyegm.meb.gov.tr/ortasayfa/okul meclis_pro.htm,
accessed in June, 2005). A similar project should be applied in PECs as well. PEC
Councils that will be composed of participants may make participants more active
and provide them more rights to participate in decision making process of the center.
This may also increase the communication between teaching staff and participants.
Moreover, part-time teachers and tutors should be included in the decision making
process legally, so they will participate more and feel belonging to centers.

Last, the physical conditions of centers and working conditions of part-time
teachers and tutors should be improved, as these were the most frequently mentioned

and most important problems related to PECs and these problems hinder the effective

functioning of the centers.
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5.4. Limitations

Thas study poses several limitations. First, current study aimed at analyzing
the decision making process of PECs and for that purpose 12 PECs in Istanbul were
included into the study. For that reason, generalizability of the current findings for
the other PECs in the country is quite limited.

Second, questionnaire was implemented by researcher in some centers, in
some others either vice-principals or counselors implemented the questionnaire due
to lack of time or convenience of the teachers and administrators. This may be a
confounding factor for the responses of the subjects. It could be much more suitable
to standardize the procedures.

Third, subjects left many questions unanswered especially in the open ended

questions. The number of unanswered questions may have an effect on the results.

5.5. Suggestions for Further Research

In the current study self-administered questionnaire was used to gather data.
[n further research , a semi-structured interview should be utilized to provide more
detailed information about the teachers’ and administrators’ ideas to grasp a better
understanding of the operations and what is really going on in the centers.

Findings of the current study indicated that there exist si gnificant differences
among centers oo decision making process, democracy and happiness level.
However, reasons for these differences were not the concern of this study. Thus, a
further study should be conducted to point out the issues that create the differences.

That could be very valuable for the improvement of the PECs in terms of detecting

the weal and strong points of the centers.
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In this study, sample was composed of administrative and teaching staff.
However, a study including participants as a part of the sample should be conducted.
Taking participants’ ideas could bring another point of view in understanding the
decision making process of public education centers, as they are an important part of
the process and the picture.

Review of literature indicates that participation in decision making has effects
on some outcomes such as, job satisfaction, burnout, productivity, student
achievement, etc. After the description provided by the current study, a correlational
study investigating the relations between participation in decision making and
teacher and student outcomes as job satisfaction, or teachers achievement level
should be conducted to see how decision making affect teachers, participants and the

society.
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APPENDIX A

Numbers of Courses and Participants for Each Center in 2004

#of Zof
PECs Courses Participants
Silivri 12 262
Catalca 19 303
Eminénii 23 595
Adalar 78 439
Sile 31 537
Biyitkcekmece 33 747
Tuzla 34 705
Kagithane 43 707
Sultanbeyli 46 987
Avcilar 50 1020
Beyoglu 51 1050
Maltepe 60 1536
Fatih 61 1039
Bayrampasa 63 1247
Sishi 63 1212
Esenler 64 1541
Gaziosmanpasa 68 1386
Glingdren 72 2286
Bagcilar 75 1804
Besiktas 76 2053
Umraniye 83 1643
Pendik 34 1728
Eylp 89 1743
Sariyer 89 1932
Bahgelievler 90 1773
Zeytinburni 92 1925
Kiictikgekmece 103 2011
Beykoz 110 1951
Bostanci 115 2086
Uskiidar 158 3628
Kartal 236 4369
Bakarkoy 250 5474
Kadikby 326 6792

Kadkéy =7 =

Source: Data gathered from MEB, Istanbul Directorship of Non-Formal Education (personal

contact)
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APPENDIX B

Locations of PECs Included in the Study in istanbul
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APPENDIX C

Number of Staff in 33 PECs in Istanbul, June 2005

2z 3 ”
ERBE 8 § 222 En 8823 €
A fae g B A E SEfs2 B
= - o] r

PECs = < =
Adalar 1 1 14 2 14 16
Avcilar 1 26 17 3 23 26
Bagcilar 1 2 4 6 4 10 14
Bahcelievler 1 36 9 5 15 20
Bakirkdy 1 2 12 4 69 3 85 88
Bayrampasa 1 2 3 8 3 11 14
Besiktas 1 2 6 17 3 23 26
Beykoz 1 2 1 9 3 10 13
Beyoglu 1 2 4 2 6 3 12 15
Bostanci 1 2 10 4 16 4 30 34
Biytik¢ekmece 1 1 3 3 3 2 9 11
Catalca 1 11 6 2 7 9
Emindnii 1 13 2 9 2 14 16
Esenler 1 2 3 8 3 11 14
Eylip 1 2 12 1 14 15
Fatih 1 302 111 5 14 19
Gaziosmanpasa 1 2 6 1 6 4 13 17
Glingéren 1 2 4 3 7 3 14 17
Kadikdy 1 3 14 2 40 4 56 60
Kagithane 1 2 2 9 3 11 14
Kartal 1 1 13 4 29 2 46 48
Kiigiikcekmece 1 1 3 6 1 13 5 20 25
Maltepe 1 2 9 2 1 3 22 25
Pendik 1 1t 3 7 4 8 5 19 24
Sariyer 1 2 12 14 3 26 29
Silivri 1 1 3 2 3 5
Sultanbeyli 1 1 10 2 10 12
Sile 1 2 i1 1 13 14
Sisli 1 > 4 2 143 20 23
Tuzla 1 1 4 3 2 7 9
Umraniye 1 2 8 2 8 3 18 21
Uskiidar 11 3 11 4 12 5 27 32
Zeytinburnu 1 1 5 1 10 2 16 18
Total 33 8 59 176 42 425 100 643 743

dotat 00000 -

Source: from MEB, Istanbul Directorship of Non-Formal Education (

personal contact)
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APPENDIX D

KARAR VERME SURECI DEGERLENDIRME ANKET FORMU

Bu anket ii¢ b.éslijimden olusmaktadir. Ilk béliimde caligma icin gerekli olan
d?mogra}ﬁk b1'1g1ler sorulmaktadir. {kinci blim merkezinizdeki egitim-6gretim
§ur.egl.en, mali igler, halkla iligkiler ve diger stireclere iliskin verilc:n karar?arla
11g11£d1r. _Bu béliimde belirtilen kararlan dikkatlice okuy;irak, bu kararlarn kimin
al<1}g1n1 1§fdretlemeniz gerekmektedir. Uctincii boliimde ise kararlarla ilgili genel
degerlendirmeye yonelik acik uclu sorular bulunmaktadir. Calismanin ge(;eorligi ve

g.uvemrhgl acismdan her bir soruya dikkatlice yamt vermenizi diler, katkilanmz igin
simdiden tesekkiir ederim. )

Filiz KESER

Arastirma Gorevlisi
Bogazici Universitesi
Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

I. Demografik Bilgiler
1. YaSImIZ: oovviecancnnncnnanosss

2. Cinsiyet:
( ) Kadm ( ) Erkek

. Merkezdeki géreviniz
Madiir

Bas Miudtir Yrd.
Miidiir Yrd.

Rehber Ogretmen
Kadrolu Ogretmen
Kadrolu Usta Ogretici
Ucretli Usta Ogretici
Ucretli Ogretmen

NN N SN TN AN N N W
NIPAN NP NS NIV NI

. Ogrenim durumuniz

Tlkogretim okulu

Normal Lise

Mesleki / Teknik lise

Egitim Enstitiisi

Yiiksek Ogretmen Okulu

K1z / Erkek Telmik Yiksek Okulu
Teknik Egitim Fakiiltest

Egitim fakiiltesi

Diger alanlarda Lisans Egitimi

N Nk T e N N T Y
NN AN AP N e

5, Bral§IILZS covesveorcennnssesonnnnaessesses

6. Kac yildir yonetici olarak gorev yapMAKLaSIIIZ? © coveeemeuscusnnrasenes
Kagc yildir gretmen olarak gorev yapmaKtasimiz?t cooeeeeeeneennees
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’(7.)YEeti§kin egitimine yonelik hizmetici seminer / egitim aldimiz mi?
vet

Ne tiir egitimler aldiniz?

IL. Halk Egitimi Merkezinde Kararlarm Alinis Bicimi
Bu klsmm.bimnci stitununda Halk Egitim Merkezleri’nde belirli konularda alman
kararlar, diger siitunlarda ise bu kararlar kimin verdi &1 bulunmaktadir. Kararlan

dikkatlice okuyup, sizin merkezinizde bu kararin kim tarafindan ve nasil
verildigini isaretleyiniz.

[ Miidir Mudur tek | Mudir Miidur Mid | Ogret- | Genel Diger -
karar hi¢ | tek perso- | sadece ilgili herkest ur menler | toplan- Lutfen
kimseye nelden kisilerin toplantiya | yardi | karar tida agiklayr
damigma - | gerekli goriiglerini davet meila | verr. birlikte nz
dan tek bilgiyi aldiktan ederek n karar
bagina aldiktan sonra son goriglerin | karar venlir.
verir sonra karan verir ialr, verir

karar verir sonra

karar

VETIT.
Acilacak kurslara karar N
verilmesi
Kurslarda gérev alacak
ogretmenlerin
belirlenmesi
Kurslarn nerelerde
agilacagina karar
verilmesi ]
Kurslara katilacaklann |
Szelliklerinin
belirlenmesi ( yas, on
bilgi vb.)
Kurslarin
tekamiillerinin
agilmasina karar
verilmesi
Donem sonu agilacak j
sergilerin belirlenmesi _|
Kurs dist etkinliklerin }
diizenlenmesine karar
verilmesi | l
Anketlerin \ l
diizenlenmesine ve
degerlendirilmesine

karar verilmesi
Kurslarin hangi giin ve
saatte yapilacagina
karar verilmesi
Kursiyerlerin
nitelikleri
dogrultusunda
yonlendiriimeleri
Basarili kursiyerlerin }
sdtillendirilmesi

Merkezin disiplin
anlaylgmin
olusturulmas1 ve
uygulanmasi

—

b




Mudiir
karan hig
kimseye
damigma -
dan tek
bagina
Vverir
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Mudiir tek
tek perso-
nelden
gerekli
bilgiyi
aldiktan
sonra
karar verir

Midir
sadece ilgili
kisilerin
gbriislerini
aldiktan
Sonra son
karar verir

Midir
herkesi
toplantiya
davet
ederek
goriglerin
1alr,
sonra
karar
Verir.

Miid
ur
yardy
mcila
n
karar
verir

0 gret-
mernler
karar

verir.

Genel
toplan-
tida
birlikte
karar
venlir.

Diger -
Litfen
aciklayl
niz

Kursiyerlerin
ihtiyaglanmmn
belirlenmesi ve
giderilmesi

Sergilere ve
yarigmalara
gonderilecek
kursiyerlerin segilmesi

Kurslarn igeriginin
belirlenmesi

.

Ders programlanmim
olusturulmas:

Unitelerin ne kadar
stirede isleneceginin
belirlenmesi

|
|
|
|

Kurslarda kullamlacak
yéntem ve tekniklerin
belirlenmesi

Kurslarda kullanilacak
degerlendirme
yonteminin
belirlenmesi

|
-

Kiltir derslerinin
konularinin
belirlenmesi

___W“__i_._‘d__J____‘.

Merkezin misyon,
vizyon ve hedeflerinin
belirlenmesi

Merkeze ait binalarda
tadilat ve tamirat
iglerinin yapilmasi

Merkez binasinda i¢ ve
dis diizenlemelerin
yapijmas1

Diganya kiralanan
salon (Varsa) kullanim
kriterlerinin ve
iicretlerinin
belirlenmesi

Merkezin sinif ve
saloniarinin nasil
kullanilacagina karar
verilmesi

Kurslarn hangi atdlye
ve simiflarda
yapilacaginin
belirlenmesi

Atblye ve siniflarm
eksikliklerinin tespit
edilmesi ve giderilmesi

Merkezde hangi
kalemlere ne kadar
ddenek ayrilacagina
karar verilmesi

Satin alimacak
malzeme, arag-gereg
ve egyanin belirlenmesi

Malzemelerin
nerelerden, nasil temin
edilecegine karar
verilmesi

Miidur
karan hig
kimseye
danigma -
dan tek
basina
verir

Midir tek
tek perso-
nelden
gerekli
bilgiyl
aldiktan
sonra

E

Midiir
sadece ilgili
kisilerin
goruslerini
aldiktan
sonra son
karar1 verir

_h_ﬁ_.J4_J‘____ﬁ__.__+

Miadur
herkesi
toplantiya
davet
ederek
goriislerin
ialr,
SONTA

Miid
ar
yardi
meila

karar
verir

O gret-
menler
karar
verir.

Genel
toplan-
uda
birlikte
karar
verilir.

Diger -
Litfen
agtklayr
mz




Merkezin cevre ile
olan iligkilern
diizenlenmesi ve olasi
sorunlann ¢ozlilmesi

Mudar Miidir tek | Midar Miidir Miad | Ogret- | Genel Diger -
kz_iran hig | tek perso- | sadece ilgili herkesi ur menler | toplan- Litfen
kimseye nelden kigilerin toplantiya | yard: | karar tda agiklayl
danigma - | gerekli goriglerini davet mcila | verir. birlikte mz
dan tek bilgiyi aldiktan ederek n karar
bas}na aldiktan sonra son gorislerin | karar verilir.
verir sonra karan verir ialir, verir
karar verir sonra
karar
VErir.
Yapilacak igbirliginin
kosullarimn
belirlenmesi
Isbirligi yapilan kurum
ve kuruluslar ile
uygulanacak ortak
programlarin
belirlenmesi B ‘

Merkezin iginde
bulundugu ¢evrenin
thtiyaglarinin
saptanmasi ve
giderilmesi

Merkezin giinlitk
temizlik, bakim, ve
estetik diizenleme
islerinin planlanmas:
ve ylrlitiilmesi

Merkezin givenlik
iglerinin planlanmasi
ve yiriitiilmesi

111 Karar Verme Siirecinin Genel Degerlendirmesi

Bu kisimda merkezinizdeki karar verme siirecinin genel bir degerlendirmesini
yapmaya yonelik agik uglu sorular bulunmaktadir. Bu sorulara dikkatlice yanit

vermenizi rica ederim.

1) Merkezinizde 6gretmenlerin karar alma siirecine katilmalan yeterli diizeyde midir?
N AT oot e e b e ettt e e

Evet ............

2) Merkezinizde ficretli usta ogreticilerin karar alma siirecine katilmalari yeterli

diizeyde midir?
Evet ........oen.
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Usta 6greticiler hangi konularda karar alma siirecine katilmalidirlar?

3) Merkezinizde kursiyerlerin karar alma siirecine katilmasiyla ilgili ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?
Karar alma stirecine katilmalilar mi?
Evet () Hayir (1)
Hangi tlir kararlara katiimalidirlar?

4) Karar alma siirecinde aktif rol oynayan kurumunuz dis: kisi ve kuruluslar
var mdir?
Evet ()
INELETAII? ettt etttk et

5) Merkezinizde hangi egitim programlarimn/kurslarin diizenlenecegine nasil karar
veriliyor?

6) icinde bulundugunuz cevre veya mahallenin ihtiyaclar: merkezinizdeki karar alma
stirecini etkiliyor mu?
Evet ()

N QBT oo e e
7) I¢inde bulundugunpuz cevre ve mahallenin insaniar1 merkezinizdeki karar alma

siireclerine katiliyor mu?
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Hayir ()

8) Merkezinizde kimin tarafindan alinan kararlarin (sadece Miidiir, sadece Miidiir
Yrd., Miidiir ve Miidiir yardimcisi beraber, sadece 6gretmenler, idare ve
o68retmenler beraber grup olarak) daha etkili oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

9) Merkezinizdeki karar alma siirecinde var oldugunu diisiindii§iiniiz sorunlar varsa
liitfen belirtiniz?

10) Merkezinizdeki karar alma siirecini genel anlamuyla degerlendirip, ne derecede
demokratik oldufunu asagidaki cizelgede isaretleyiniz. ( Size uyan rakamu yuvarlak
icine alimiz )

12 3 4 5 6 7 g8 9 10
Hic ( %0 ) - - - - - - - Cok(%100)

11) Bu merkezin bir personeli olmaktan ve burada calismaktan ne derece mutlusunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10
Hic ( %0 ) . - - - - - - - Cok (%100 )

Zamannzi ayirdigiiz ve bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz
icin tesekkiir ederim

Filiz KESER
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APPENDIX E

Legal Permission from the Governorship of Istanbul

_ T.C.
ISTANBUL VALILIGH
I Milli Egitim Midirligi

SAYY : B.08.4 MEM 43400 16/ 2

3 ZL12412005
KONU: Anket Calismasi

VALILIK MAKAMINA

IL.GI: Bogazigi Universitesi Egitim Fakiltesi Egitim Bilimleri Boliminiin 14.04.2005 tarih ve 87
sayilt yazisl.

Bogazici Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitisi, Egitim Bilimleri Ana Bilim Dali 6grencisi,
Filiz KESER’in vetiskin egitimi yiksek lisans programindaki tez calismalan ile ilgili Halk Egitimi
Merkezlerinde anket ¢aligmasi yapmasi ilgt vaz ile teklif edilmig olup, adi gegenin asagid ki Halk Egitimi
Merkezlerinde ilisikteki anket ¢alismasini yapmas: Mudtrligimiizee uygun goralmektedy. v

Makamlanmnizea da uygun gorildagii takdirde tensiplerinize arz ederim.

EKLER:
Ek-1 Anket Ornegi (8 savia)

Vali a.
Vall Yardimcis

ANKET CALISMASI YAPILACAK MERKEZLER:

Baheelievler,B akirkoy,Besiktas, Catalca, Emindnd,
Eyup,]?atih,Gaziosmanpa§a.Kag1thanezKartaL
Maltepe, Sisli, Tuzla,Zeytinburnu

Halk Egitimi Merkezlen
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APPENDIX F

Letter Attached in front of the Questionnaire

T.C.
BOGAZICT UNIVERSITES]
EGITIM FAKULTESI
Egitim Bilimleri Bolimi

.
L
<
A4
o
<
<
“n

Sayin Bakirkdy Halk Egitim Merkezi {dareci ve Ogretmenleri.

Halk Egitimi Merkezleri Tiirkiye nin en onde gelen yetiskin egitimi kuramlan olarak uzun
yillardir toplumun egitilmesi siirecinde dnemli roller tistlenmislerdir. Halk Egitimi
Merkezlerini daha yakindan tanimak, merkezlerinin yonetimi ve islevisi hakkinda bilgi
edinmek, sizin degerlendirmelerinizi, fikirlerinizi ve Halk Egitim Merkezlerini daha da etkin
bir hale gelmest icin dnerilerinizi almak amaci ile bir arastirma yiirlitilmektedir.

Bu arastirma, Egitim Bilimleri Boliima Yetiskin Egitimi Program yiiksek lisans dgrencisi ve
Egitim Bilimleri Bélimil Arastuma Gérevlisi Filiz Keser tarafindan, Prof. Dr. Fatma Gék'tin
yonetiminde yiriitiilmekte ve Halk Egitimi Merkezlerinde karar verme sitregleri hakkinda
bilgi edinmeyi amaglamaktadir, Arastirma i¢in Istanbul’daki 33 Halk Egitim Merkezi'nden 12
tanesi tesadiifi drneklem vontemiyle segiimistir.

Bu cahisma igin Tl Milli Egitim Midiirligii'nden ve Istanbul Valiligi 'nden onay alinmistr.
Uvgulamalan Filiz Keser yiiritecektr.

Bu calismanin gerceklesebilmesi ancak sizin uygulama igin zaman ayirmanz ile miimkiin
olacaktir. Yardimlariniz icin simdiden tesekkiir ederim.

Saygilarumia,

Prof. Dr. Fatma Gok
Bogazigi Universitesi
Egitim Fakiiltesi

Egitim Bilimleri Boltimi



APPENDIX G

Distribution of Subjects According to Status and Level of Education

Status of the Subjects

Head of
Vice- Part- Part-
Prin- Vice time time
Principal  cipals Principal Counselor Teacher  Tutor Tutor  Teacher
Level of Education ¥ % f % f % f % [f % f % f % f %
Primary School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 38 0 0
General High School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 17 218 0 0
Vocational / Technical High Sch. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 29 5 50 21 269 5 357
Education Institute 5 50 1 25 2 105 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 51 0 0
Higher School of Teacher Training 0 60 2 50 2 105 0 (U A 0 1 13 0 0
Male/Female School of Technical / Vocational Education 0 0 0 0 2 105 | 50 4 8% 0 0 10 128 1 7.1
Faculty of Technical Education 0 0 0 0 3 158 0 0 6 1760 1 10 2 26 0 0
Faculty of Education 4 40 1 25 5 263 | 50 12 353 0 0 0 0 3 214
BA in other areas 1 10 0 0 2 105 0 0 3 88 I 10 9 11.5 3 214
Other - 0 0.0 . 0 3 158 0 0 4 118 1 10 11 141 2 143
Total 10 100 4 100 19 100 2 100 34 j00 10 100 78 100 14 100

Lyl



148

APPENDIX H

Subject Matter Areas of the Educators Who Took Part in the Study

Subject Matter Areas
Socio-cultural Vocational/ Technical General

Name of the area f Name of the area / Name of the area f

Embroidery with
Arts & Crafts 25 Sewing Machine 23 Primary School Teaching 15
Music 5 Clothing 20 Pre-school education 4

Religion and Moral

Painting 5 Embroidery 9 Education 1
Mother-Child
Education 3 Computer 9 General 1
Wood painting 3 Ready to Wear Clothing & Mathematics 1
English 2 Hair dresser 5 Metallurgy 1
Folk Dance 2 Home Textile 3 Social Sciences Teaching 1
Child Development 2 Knitting with Machine 2 History 1
Literacy 1 Jewelry 2
Public Relations 1 Carpet Weaving 2
Nutrition 1 Skin care/Make-up 2
Home Economics/ Computer Programming
Management 1 2
Decorative Painting 1 Sewing 2
Physical Education 1 Textile 1

Siirt Blanket 1

Accounting 1

Costume Designing

/Styling 1

Confection i

Silver Knitting 1

Traditional Dolls 1

Typing 1
Total 53 97 25
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APPENDIX I

Distribution of Subjects in Each PEC According to Subject Matter Area

Subject Matter Area

Socio- Vocational/

cultural Technical General
PECs f % f % f %
Center A 7 46.7 8 533 0 00
Center B 7 350 11 55.0 2 10.0
Center C 5 417 6 50.0 1 83
Center D 2 222 2 222 5 556
Center E 1 10.0 8§ 80.0 1 10.0
Center F 3167 13 722 2 111
Center G 4 19.0 12 57.1 5 238
Center H 5 313 9 563 2 125
Center I 8 364 12 545 2 91
Center J 5 357 6 429 3 214
Center K 3 375 4 500 1 125
Center L 3 30.0 6 600 1 10.0
Total 53 303 97 554 25 143
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APPENDIX J

Distribution of Subjects According to Years of Experience and Status

Status

Years of Experience

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-90

S % f % f % f % f % f % f %
Principal 1 100 0 0.0 5 50.0 1 10.0 0 0.0 3 300 O 0.0
Head of Vice
Principals 0 0.0 1 250 0 0.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 250
Vice Principals 2 111 7 389 4 222 3 16.7 1 5.6 1 56 0 0.0
Counselors I 500 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Teachers 7 200 6 17.1 6 17.1 6 17.1 4 114 5 143 1 2.9
Tutors 1 111 0 0.0 1 111 6 66.7 1111 0 00 0 0.0
Part-time expert
teachers 44 557 14 177 9 114 7 89 4 5.1 0 0.0 1 1.3
Part-time teachers 1 7.7 2 154 2 154 3 23.1 2 154 1 7.7 2 5.4
Total 57 335 30 176 27 159 29 171 12 7.1 10 59 3 2.9
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APPENDIX K

Distribution of Subjects According to Centers and In-Service Training

In-service Training

Yes No
PECs f % f %
Center A 13 86.7 2 133
Center B 11 579 8 42.1
Center C 3 250 9 75.0
Center D 7 77.8 2 222
Center E 4 444 5 556
Center F 13 722 5 278
Center G 9 529 8 47.1
Center H 12 75.0 4 250
Center I 13 72.2 5278
Center J 6 46.2 7 538
Center K 3 375 5 625
Center L 1 10.0 9 90.0
Total 95 57.9 69 42.1




Ways of Malking Decisions According to Administrative Functions

APPENDIX L

Administrative Functions

. . o Financial Physical Public Logistics
Ways of Decision Making Course Participants  Programs Buildings  Resources Resources Staffing  Relations Support
- / % f % f % f % f % f % f % f % f %
Principal makes the decision alone
and announces . . 128 8.7 74 9.0 60 59 215 18.1 167 174 55 82 501 303 241 299 60 18.6
Principal receives the information
from the members of the center and
malkes the decision 131 8.9 35 43 41 4.0 142 120 118 123 49 1.3 135 82 68 8.4 21 6.5
Principal shares the problem with the
relevant members of the center,
obtains their ideas, and then makes the
dcf:lsi_on 445 3001 145 176 142 140 388 327 322 33.5 145 217 455 275 234 29.0 97 30.0
Principal shares the problem with the
all mombers of the center in a meeting
nn.d thcp mflkcs the decision N 237 160 106 129 9% 98 122 103 93 9. e By sn 0 83 103 24 74
Vice principals make the decision 106 72 46 56 105 103 8 73 68 7.0 13 204 vy 1LE 57 70 71 22.0
Il;ea(_:h‘ers .makedthé decision 1 . 55 3.7 242 294 315 31.0 45 3.8 9 09 83 124 w23 16 20 7022
ecision is made in a general meeting 209 202 128 15.6 s g8 88 109 33 102
Other: none of these situations is ' Is4 152 134 113 101 105 92 138 L& .
{\c}alevaqt for the;e}?ter N 73 49 32 39 99 08§ 36 3.0 58 60 15 22 g1 49 19 24 9 28
Totnelmstence of the decision 4 0.3 14 1.7 0 0.0 17 14 24 25 0 0.0 6 04 0 0.0 1 03
ota 1478 100 822 100 1015 100 1185 100 960 100 668 100 1654 100 806 100 323 100

¢3!
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