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The purpose of this study is to determine the effect of the power sources used by
lecturers in class management on pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness
regarding their learning environment. The sample of the study, which was designed in
the correlational survey model, consists of 455 pre-service teachers studying at Mugla
Sitki Kocman University. The data were collected through the application of the ‘Fair
Learning Environment Scale’ and the ‘Lecturers’ Power Sources Scale’. In the analysis
of the data, descriptive statistics, t-test, ANOVA and multiple regression analysis was
used. Based on the findings, it was seen that pre-service teachers perceive their
learning environment as a medium level of fair in general and they think the lecturers
use legitimate power the most. Pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair
learning environments and the power sources used by their lecturers do not
significantly differ according to gender variable but they do differ according to class
and department variables. The power sources used by lecturers explain 57% of the
total variance of the respectful partnership dimension and 46% of the total variance of
the systemic fairness dimension of the fair learning environment. The use of personal
power and information power by the lecturers leads to an increase in pre-service
teachers’ perceptions of fairness and the use of coercive power leads their fairness
expectations to decrease.
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Bu calismanin amaci, o6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yénetiminde kullandiklar gii¢
kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin algilarina etkisini
belirlemektir. iliskisel tarama modelinde desenlenen arastirmanin érneklemini Mugla
Sitki Kogman Universitesinde 6grenim géren 455 égretmen adayi olusturmaktadir.
Arastirma verileri Adil Ogrenme Ortami Olgegi ve Ogretim Elemanlari Gii¢ Tirleri
Olgegi ile toplanmistir. Verilerin analizinde betimsel istatistikler, t-testi, ANOVA ve
¢oklu regresyon analizi kullaniimistir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin
6grenme ortamlarini genel olarak orta diizeyde adil olarak algiladiklari ve 6gretim
elemanlarinin en fazla yasal giice basvurduklari gériilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin
6grenme ortamlarina yonelik adalet algilari ve 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giig
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Ogretim elemanlari. kaynaklarina iliskin goruslerinin; cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan degismemekle birlikte,
sinif ve bdlim degiskenleri agisindan farklilastigi gérilmistir. Ogretim elemanlarinin
kullandiklari giic kaynaklari, adil 6grenme ortamlarinin saygiya dayali isbirligi
boyutunun toplam varyansinin %57’sini, adil kurumsal isleyis boyutunun toplam
varyansinin %46’sini agiklamaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarinin sinif yénetiminde kisisel
glg ve bilgi giict kaynaklarini kullanmalari, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenme ortamina
yonelik adalet algilarini artirmakta; zorlayici giice bagvurmalari adalet algilarini
azaltmaktadir.

376

www.manaraa.com




Tugba HOSGORUR, Yilmaz ilker YORULMAZ — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 45(2), 2016, 375-404

Introduction

The concept of justice is generally described as the existence of a rapport between the rights of an
individual and the rights of others, and also as the condition of appropriateness for fairness and rights
(Cevizci, 1996, p. 11). When justice is mentioned in an organisational environment, the evaluations of
individuals working in organisations regarding the convenience of administrators’ behaviours and
applications with ethics and moral values constitutes the framework (Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland,
2007, p. 35). Individuals’ perceptions of organisational justice are associated with their system of values
(Enoksen & Sandal, 2015). With regards to this, organisational justice refers to the personal opinions of
individuals regarding the appropriateness of situations individuals are exposed to, with the moral values.
In this regard, an administrator’s attempts to be fair require him to evaluate his behaviours and
applications in terms of employees’ points of view (Cropanzano et al., 2007, p. 35). Besides, it is
considered that one of the factors which form the viewpoints of individuals towards justice is that from
which sources the administrators take their powers in interactions with their employees.

Organisational Justice

In the related literature, the concept of organisational justice is identified with terms such as
distributive justice which depends on the assumption of equality in distributing the revenue, reward or
opportunities, procedural justice which emphasises that the decisions of administrators should not
change according to individuals, time or environment, and interactional justice which stands for the fact
that the relationships with employees should be carried out in an equality framework (Colquitt,
Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). In terms of distributive justice, Lawler (1977) states that seeking
equality in performance evaluation, rewarding and the allocation of the resources in organisations
positively affect individuals’ perception of fairness, which ensures that they have higher job satisfaction
and their organisational effectiveness increases accordingly. As for procedural justice, it takes place
through the unbiased and impartial behaviours of administrators and their objective decisions within
the frame of ethical principles (Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980). Besides, the factors such as treating the
individuals gently and respectfully in organisations, communicating with them honestly and sincerely,
and making the required explanations regarding the decisions taken are asserted to affect individuals’
interactional justice (Bies & Moag, 1986; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).

According to Adams (1965), the fact that there are interaction, sharing and decision-making
processes in organisational structures, brings about the possibility to encounter cases of injustice. On
this issue, Aydin (2001, p. 156) states that one of the important variables which negatively impacts
employee morale is their suspicion regarding the honesty and impartiality of administrators.
Furthermore, Hoy & Tarter (2004) emphasise the direct effect of individuals’ perception of fairness in
organisations on their job satisfaction. Moreover, Tyler & Caine (1981) state that implementing
decisions taken independent of each individual is of significance in terms of internalising the
administrators. The studies conducted on this subject matter also indicate that the perceptions of
individuals towards organisational justice have an effect on their performances and organisational
commitment (Schminke, Arnaud, & Taylor, 2015). In this regard, it might be asserted that employees’
perceptions of fairness are of crucial importance, both in terms of individuals and organisations. When
the case of organisational justice is transferred into the classroom environment, the effects of teachers’
behaviours as classroom managers on students, in other words the target audience, might result in
more significant results. Whalen & Koernig (2009) state that students’ perceptions of fairness regarding
their learning environment have an effect on their performance, and their attitudes towards courses
and academic staff. When the target audience of education is pre-service teachers, their attitudes
towards the teaching profession will probably be affected from this aforementioned situation. One of
the variables which affect pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness towards educational
environments is considered to be the sources of power employed by their lecturers.
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Organisational Power

The concept of power generally refers to the ability to have the desired behaviours exhibited;
including formal and informal, and legal and illegal methods (Hoy & Miskel, 2010, p. 203). There is no
guarantee that power-holders in organisations use their power in a sensible and fair way (Bolman &
Deal, 2008, p. 238). In this regard, the fact in which sources the lecturers receive their power is of crucial
importance. According to French & Raven’s (1959) classification, which might be stated to form the basis
of the studies conducted regarding the power sources, there are five power sources which are
legitimate, reward, coercive, referent, and expert powers. Among these power sources, legitimate,
coercive and reward powers emerge from the organisational status that administrators have (Hoy &
Miskel, 2010). Legitimate power, the source of which is the legal status of the administrator, is used to
manage lower rank employees. According to Tyler (1990), this power source, which includes the use of
authority, requires lower ranks to obey such orders and to apply the decisions of those of higher rank.
Similarly, coercive power is the ability to have an effect on the undesired behaviours of the lower ranks
through punishment. Raven & French (1958) state that legitimate and coercive powers are
differentiated in terms of observability, which means coercive power might be observed tangibly, while
legitimate power might not. As for reward power, it is the ability of the administrators to have those of
lower rank exhibit desired behaviours through reward. The effect of this power source is dependent on
the attractiveness of the reward and the administrators’ level of control regarding reward sources.

As for the expert, referent, and informational powers, it might be asserted that they emerge from
the individual status of the administrators. Expert power is defined as the ability of the administrators to
have an impact on the lower ranked employees through their knowledge and skills. As to the referent
power, it is the ability to have an impact on the employees of lower rank through admiration felt for the
administrator. According to Martin (1978), referent power is differentiated from expert power in that it
is possible to reach larger masses through referent power. The informational power which is added to
French & Raven’s (1959) classification by Raven (1965) is defined as the ability to have an impact on
those of lower rank through information held by the administrators. According to Erchul & Raven
(1997), informational power generally comes under the expert power in literature. In both power
sources, those of lower rank accept that recommendations of the administrators are the best way to
solve problems. However, they understand the reason why this manner of solution is best for them is
through informational power, yet they do not try to question the trueness of the solution offered
through expert power.

The studies conducted indicate that especially the coercive power has negative impacts on
individuals (Aslanargun, 2009; Ozdemir, 2013). In Ozdemir’s (2013, p. 285) study, it is stated that pre-
service teachers’ motivations decrease when lecturers use coercive power, and their motivations
increase when lecturers prefer to use referent, reward and expert powers. Additionally, in Jamieson &
Thomas’ (1974) study, it is stated that the use of coercive power has a negative relationship with
students’ learning satisfactions, learning qualities and the impact of teachers on the class. Besides, in
McCroskey & Richmond’s (2009) study, it is asserted that students’ cognitive and affective learning has a
negative relationship with the use of legitimate and coercive powers, and positive with the use of
referent and expert powers.

In the literature, there are many studies which investigate the opinions of teachers (Altinkurt &
Yilmaz, 2010; Babaoglan & Ertiirk, 2003; Bas & Sentiirk, 2011; Diindar & Tabancali, 2012; Oguz, 2011;
Polat & Celep, 2008; Yildiz, 2013; Yilmaz, 2011; Yilmaz & Tasdan, 2009) and students (Chory-Assad, 2002;
Chory, 2007; Caglar, 2013; Hoy & Tarter, 2004; Lizzio, Wilson, & Hadaway, 2007; Paulsel, Chory-Assad, &
Dunleavy, 2005; Tata, 1999; Tomul, Celik, & Tas, 2012) regarding the organisational justice. Additionally,
there are some studies conducted within educational organisations which aim at determining the power
sources used by school administrators (Altinkurt & Yilmaz, 2012; Altinkurt, Yilmaz, Erol, & Salal, 2014;
Aslanargun, 2009; Atmaca, 2014; Gokkaya, 2010; Helvaci & Kayali, 2011; Hosgorir, 2016; Johnson &
Short, 1998; Kosar & Calik, 2011; Koyuncu, 2016; Ugurlu & Demir, 2016; Yilmaz & Altinkurt, 2012),
educational supervisors (Sapanci, Aslanargun, & Kilig, 2014; Titrek & Zafer, 2009), heads of department
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in universities (Ozaslan & Giirsel, 2008), and academic staff and teachers (Jamieson & Thomas, 1974;
McCroskey & Richmond, 2009; Ozdemir, 2013). The scope of these studies consists of the relationship
between organisational justice, power sources and some other variables. However, any studies
investigating the relationship between the power sources used by lecturers and pre-service teachers’
perceptions of fairness have not been found in literature. In this regard, the purpose of this study is to
determine the effect of the power sources used by lecturers in class management on pre-service
teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning environment. In accordance with this purpose,
the following research questions form the base of this research study:

1. How are pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning environment?

2. Do pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning environment differ
according to gender, class, and department variables?

3. How are the opinions of pre-service teachers regarding the power sources used by lecturers?

4. Do the opinions of pre-service teachers regarding the power sources used by lecturers differ
according to gender, class and, department variables?

5. Do the power sources used by lecturers significantly predict pre-service teachers’ perceptions of
fairness regarding their learning environment?

Method

The study was designed in the correlational survey model. The population of the study consists of
3,135 pre-service teachers studying at the Faculty of Education of Mugla Sitki Kogman University,
Turkey, during the 2015-2016 academic year. In identification of the sample, disproportionate cluster
sampling technique was employed. The sample size to represent the population was calculated as 342
for a 95% confidence level. However, taking into consideration that there might be a lower return rate
or imprecise completion of scales, the data were collected from 488 pre-service teachers, and analyses
were conducted with 455 valid scales returned from the participants.

66.4% (n=302) of the participants are female and 33.6% (n=153) are male. 20.7% (n=94) of the
participant pre-service teachers are first graders, 27.7% (n=126) second graders, 23.5% (n=107) third
graders, and 28.1% (n=128) fourth graders. 47.5% (n=216) of the pre-service teachers study at the
department of Elementary Education Teaching, 16.5% (n=75) are from Educational Sciences, 14.5%
(n=66) from Turkish Language Teaching, 11.6% (n=53) from Foreign Language Teaching, and 9.9% (n=45)
from Fine Arts Teaching.

The data were collected through the application of the ‘Fair Learning Environment Scale’ and the
‘Lecturers’ Power Sources Scale’. The Fair Learning Environment Scale was developed by Lizzio et al.
(2007), and adapted to Turkish by Ozer & Demirtas (2010) in order to determine university students’
perceptions of fairness regarding their learning environment. The scale consists of two sub-dimensions,
which are “Respectful Partnership” (nine items) and “Systemic Fairness” (six items). The items in the
scale relate to whether or not there is interpersonal justice, which specifically focuses on the
relationships between students and faculty staff, in the respectful partnership dimension; and also on
the access to information and the ways in which problems are solved effectively, or not, in the systemic
fairness dimension (Lizzio et al., 2007). The items in the scale are scored in the intervals of ‘1: Disagree’
through to ‘5: Totally Agree’. High scores from the sub-dimensions show high levels of respectful
partnership and systemic fairness in learning environments. The item-total correlation coefficients of
the scale vary from .39 to .74. The variance ratio explained by the scale was determined as 44.71%
(Respectful Partnership: 35.82%, Systemic Fairness: 8.89%), and Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency
coefficient as .87 (Respectful Partnership = .81; Systemic Fairness = .76). For this study, Cronbach’s
Alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated as .89 (Respectful Partnership = .87; Systemic
Fairness = .73).
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The Lecturers’ Power Sources Scale, developed by Aslanargun & Eris (2013), identifies from which
sources the lecturers’ use of power stem. The scale consists of 34, five-point, Likert-type items and
determines the power sources used by lecturers in seven sub-dimensions, which are personal power
(ten items), coercive power (six items), referent power (seven items), informational power (four items),
expert power (three items), legitimate power (two items), and understanding power (two items). The
items in the scale are scored in the intervals of ‘1: Totally Disagree’ through to ‘5: Totally Agree’. It is not
possible to obtain a total score from the whole of the scale. The dimensions in the scale are interpreted
as “1.00-1.79: Very Low”, “1.80-2.59: Low”, “2.60-3.39: Medium”, “3.40-4.19: High”, and “4.20-5.00:
Very High” level of power use. The item-total correlation coefficients of the scale vary from .36 to .66.
The variance ratio explained by the scale is 53.32% and Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency
coefficient is .92. For this study, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was calculated as .91.

In the analysis of the data, descriptive statistics, t-test and ANOVA were used. For significant F
values, Tukey test was used in order to determine the source of significant difference. In addition,
multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether or not the power sources used by lecturers
significantly predict the pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning
environments. Correlation coefficient as an absolute value ranging from 0.70 to 1.00 are considered as a
high correlation, 0.69 to 0.30 as moderate, and 0.29 to 0.00 as a low correlation (Buyukoztirk, 2009).

Findings

In this section, firstly, the participant pre-service teachers’ views regarding the fairness of their
learning environments and the power sources used by lecturers in class management are presented.
Then, based on the multiple regression analysis, it was aimed at determining to what extent the power
sources used by lecturers affect the pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning
environment. The opinions of pre-service teachers regarding their fair learning environment are shown
in Table 1.

Table 1.

Pre-Service Teachers’ Opinions Regarding their Fair Learning Environment
Dimensions n X S

Respectful Partnership 455 2.80 .80

Systemic Fairness 455 3.07 77

Total 455 291 .73

According to Table 1, it was identified that the pre-service teachers perceive their fair learning
environment in the systemic fairness dimension and the whole scale as partially fair, and in the
respectful partnership dimension as a medium level. Comparison of the pre-service teachers’ opinions
regarding their fair learning environments in terms of gender variable is shown in Table 2.

Table 2.
Comparison of Opinions Regarding Fair Learning Environments in terms of Gender Variable
Scale Dimension Gender n X S df t p
Respectful Partnership Fi/ln;ile igg ;38 ;g 453 13 .89
Gt semcrames e 220 3% 0 am am o
e R w2 W

According to Table 2, pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning environment do not
differ according to the variable of gender (p>.05). However, female pre-service teachers think that the
level of fairness in their learning environment in respectful partnership and systemic fairness dimensions
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and the whole scale is higher than for males, even though the difference is not significant. The findings
related to the comparison of the pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning
environment in terms of class variable are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Comparison of Opinions Regarding Fair Learning Environments in terms of Class Variable
Dimensions Class n } S df F P Difference
1stGraders 94 3.02 .75 3-451 15.66 .00 1-3 3-4
Respectful 2nd Graders 126 3.03 .69 1-4
Partnership 3rd Graders 107 2.74 .82 2-3
4th Graders 128 2.44 .79 2-4
1stGraders 94 3.28 .73 3-451 13.48 .00 1-3
Systemic Fairness 2"d Graders 126 3.27 .68 1-4
3rd Graders 107 3.00 .80 2-3
4th Graders 128 2.76 .74 2-4
1stGraders 94 3.12 .66 3-451 17.33 .00 1-3 3-4
Total 2nd Graders 126 3.13 .63 1-4
3rd Graders 107 2.84 .76 2-3
4th Graders 128 2.57 72 2-4

According to Table 3, the pre-service teachers opinions regarding their fair learning environment
significantly differ in respectful partnership, systemic fairness and the whole scale in terms of the
variable of class (p<.05). This significant difference is between the first and second grade pre-service
teachers having relatively higher scores, and third and fourth grade pre-service teachers having lower
scores. Besides, the opinions of third and fourth grade pre-service teachers differ in respectful
partnership dimension and the whole scale. The third graders gave higher scores than the fourth graders
in both dimensions. The pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning environment in
terms of department variable are shown in Table 4.

Table 4.
Comparison of Opinions Regarding Fair Learning Environments in terms of Department Variable
Dimensions Department n X S df F p Difference
1. Elementary Education Teaching 216 259 .76 4-450 7.93 .00 1-2
Respectful 2. Educational Sciences 75 297 81 1-3
Partnership 3. Turkish Language Teaching 66 296 .80 1-4
4. Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.14 74
5. Foreign Languages Teaching 53 2.89 .78
1. Elementary Education Teaching 216 288 .75 4-450 6.73 .00 1-2
Systemic 2. Educational Sciences 75 324 75 1-3
Fairness 3. Turkish Language Teaching 66 328 .75 1-4
4. Fine Arts Teaching 45 330 .73
5. Foreign Languages Teaching 53 3.09 .75
1. Elementary Education Teaching 216 270 .71 4-450 8.58 .00 1-2
2. Educational Sciences 75 3.08 .72 1-3
Total 3. Turkish Language Teaching 66  3.09 .72 14
4. Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.20 .68
5. Foreign Languages Teaching 53 297 .70

According to Table 4, pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning environment differ
in all dimensions according to the variable of department (p<.05). This difference is between the pre-
service teachers studying at the department of Elementary Education Teaching, who have relatively
lower scores, and of Educational Sciences, Turkish Language Teaching, and Fine Arts Teaching in all
dimensions. The findings regarding the power sources used by lecturers according to the opinions of
pre-service teachers are shown in the following parts.
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Table 5.
Pre-service Teachers’ Opinions Regarding the Power Sources used by Lecturers
Dimension n X S
Legitimate Power 455 3.29 1.01
Expert Power 455 3.19 91
Referent Power 455 3.18 .84
Personal Power 455 3.06 .84
Informational Power 455 2.85 .87
Understanding Power 455 2.62 .95
Coercive Power 455 2.46 .95

According to Table 5, pre-service teachers think that lecturers use legitimate power the most. This is
followed by expert, referent, personal, informational, understanding, and coercive powers. According to
the findings, legitimate, expert, referent, personal, informational, and understanding powers are used at
a medium level, and coercive at a low level. The findings related to the comparison of the pre-service
teachers’ opinions regarding the power sources used by lecturers in class management in terms of
gender variable are shown in Table 6.

Table 6.

Comparison of Opinions Regarding the Power Sources Used by Lecturers in terms of Gender Variable

Scale Dimensions Gender n X S df t P
Personal Power F:/E?;e igg :82 ;§ 453 .01 .99
Coercive Power F:/T;ze ig; ;g g? 453 -1.14 .26

Lecturers’ Referent Power F:/Irgfele igg ii; Sg 453 02 98

:cc:l\:vrecres Informational Power F:/Irgfele ig; 223 gz 453 37 71

Scale Expert Power F:/I":;e ig; gig :22 453 141 .16
Legitimate Power F:Argf;e igg igi i?160 453 114 26
Understanding Power F‘:/I":;e ig; ;?Z :g; 453 159 .11

According to Table 6, the pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding the power sources used by
lecturers in class management do not differ according to the variable of gender in all dimensions
(p>.05). However, female pre-service teachers think that personal, coercive, referent, expert, and
legitimate powers are used more, and informational, understanding less than the male pre-service
teachers think. The findings related to the pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding the power sources
used by lecturers in terms of the class variable are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7.
Comparison of Opinions Regarding Power Sources Used by Lecturers in terms of Class Variable
Dimensions Class n X S df F p  Difference
1stGraders 94 3.31 71 3-451 10.79 .00 1-4
Personal Power 2" Graders 126 3.12 .78 2-4
3rd Graders 107 3.14 .86 3-4
4th Graders 128 2.72 .86
1stGraders 94 2.20 .81 3-451 11.56 .00 1-3
Coercive Power 2" Graders 126 2.20 .81 1-4
3rd Graders 107 2.63 .98 2-3
4th Graders 128 2.76  1.03 2-4
1stGraders 94 3.50 .82 3-451 11.54 .00 1-3
Referent Power 2" Graders 126 3.28 .76 1-4
3rd Graders 107 3.12 .85 2-4
4th Graders 128 2.87 .81
1stGraders 94 3.03 .89 3-451 5.23 .00 1-4
Informational Power 2nd Graders 126 2.98 .83 2-4
3rd Graders 107 2.77 .88
4th Graders 128 2.64 .85
1stGraders 94 3.42 .84 3-451 432 .01 1-4
Expert Power 2nd Graders 126 3.23 .82
3rd Graders 107 3.17 1.00
4th Graders 128 2.98 91
1stGraders 94 3.50 1.01 3-451 4.12 .01 1-4
Legitimate Power 2nd Graders 126 3.36 .90
3rd Graders 107 329 1.03
4th Graders 128 3.04 1.05
1stGraders 94 2.58 .94 3-451 12 .95
Understanding 2nd Graders 126 2.60 1.00
Power 3rd Graders 107 2.64 .98
4th Graders 128 2.65 .86

According to Table 7, the pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding the power sources used by
lecturers differ in all dimensions (p<.05) excluding the understanding power (p>.05) in terms of the
variable of class. When the findings are examined, it is seen that the first, second. and third grade pre-
service teachers think that lecturers use personal power more, when compared to the fourth graders.
Concerning the coercive power dimension, first and second graders state that lecturers use this power
source less, when compared to the third and fourth graders. Another finding shows that the first
graders, when compared to the third and fourth graders, and second graders, when compared to the
fourth graders, think lecturers use referent power more. Lastly, the first grade pre-service teachers think
lecturers use expert and legitimate power sources more, when compared to the fourth graders. The
comparison of the pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding the power sources used by lecturers in terms

of department variable is shown in Table 8.

Table 8.
Comparison of Opinions Regarding Power Sources Used by Lecturers in terms of Department Variable
Dimensions Department n X df F p  Differ.
1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 2.82 .79 4-450 9.06 .00 1-2
2.Educational Sciences 75 3.24 .79 1-3
Personal Power  3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 3.14 74 1-4
4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.43 .96 1-5
5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 3.29 .83
383
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Dimensions Department n X S df F p  Differ.

1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 2.68 .97 4-450 7.74 .00 1-2

2. Educational Sciences 75 2.18 .87 1-4
Coercive Power  3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 2.50 91 1-5

4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 2.20 .90

5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 2.09 .83

1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 2.92 .76 4-450  10.56 .00 1-2

2.Educational Sciences 75 3.40 .89 1-3
Referent Power  3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 3.32 .76 1-4

4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.52 .81 1-5

5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 3.41 91

1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 2.64 .84 4-450 8.51 .00 1-2
Informational 2.Educational Sciences 75 3.12 .89 1-3
Power 3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 2.78 .89 1-4

4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.17 .82 1-5

5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 3.13 .76

1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 3.00 .90 4-450 6.04 .00 1-2

2.Educational Sciences 75 3.48 .85 1-4
Expert Power 3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 3.13 .85 1-5

4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.42 .94

5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 3.39 .85

1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 3.07 .98 4-450 5.48 .00 1-2
Legitimate 2.Edu9ationa| Sciences . 75 3.53 .97 1-5
Power 3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 3.29 1.05

4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 3.46 1.03

5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 3.62 .94

1.Elementary Education Teaching 216 2.45 .97 4-450 4.13 .01 1-4
Understanding 2.Edu9ationa| Sciences . 75 2.63 .93
Power 3.Turkish Language Teaching 66 2.78 .94

4.Fine Arts Teaching 45 2.97 .88

5.Foreign Languages Teaching 53 2.77 77

According to Table 8, the pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding the power sources used by
lecturers in class management differ across all dimensions in terms of department variable (p<.05). This
difference is between the pre-service teachers studying at the department of Elementary Education
Teaching having lower scores and the pre-service teachers studying at the other departments in all
dimensions apart from coercive power dimension, which is the total reverse. When the findings are
examined in terms of each dimension, the difference is between the pre-service teachers studying at the
department of Elementary Education Teaching having relatively lower scores and of Educational
Sciences, Turkish Language Teaching, Fine Arts Teaching, and Foreign Languages Teaching in terms of
personal, referent and informational powers, and of Educational Sciences, Fine Arts Teaching, and
Foreign Languages Teaching in terms of expert power, and of Educational Sciences and Foreign
Languages Teaching in terms of legitimate power, and of Fine Arts Teaching in terms of understanding
power. As for coercive power, it is seen that pre-service teachers studying at the department of
Elementary Education Teaching think lecturers use this power sources more, when compared to pre-
service teachers studying at the departments of Educational Sciences, Fine Arts Teaching, and Foreign
Languages Teaching. Presented next are findings related to the multiple regression analysis regarding to
what extent the power sources used by lecturers have an effect on pre-service teachers’ perceptions of
fairness regarding their fair learning environment.
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Table 9.
Prediction of Respectful Partnership

. Standard Zero Partial
Variables B Error 6 t p Order r
Constant .954 .163 - 5.85 .00 - -
1. Personal Power .352 .058 .368 6.105 .000 71 .28
2. Coercive Power -111 .028 -.131 -3.955 .000 -.39 -.18
3. Referent Power .079 .064 .083 1.235 217 .68 .06
4. Informational Power .259 .048 .282 5.437 .000 .67 .25
5. Expert Power -.020 .042 -.022 -.469 .639 .55 -.02
6. Legitimate Power .059 .033 .075 1.813 .071 .52 .08
7. Understanding Power -.030 .027 -.035 -1.112 .267 12 -.05
R=0.76 R’ =.57 F(7-447) = 88.73 p =0.00

According to Table 9, the findings of the regression analysis indicate that the respectful partnership
dimension has a high level positive relationship with personal power (r=0.71), a medium level positive
relationship with referent power (r=0.68), information power (r=0.67), expert power (r=0.55), and
legitimate power (r=0.52), a low level positive relationship with understanding power (r=0.12), and a
medium level negative relationship with coercive power (r=-0.39). When the other variables remain
constant, respectful partnership has a low level positive relationship with personal power (r=0.28) and
informational power (r=0.25), and a negative and low level with coercive power (r=-0.18). The power
sources used by lecturers as a whole have a high level positive relationship with respectful partnership
(r=0.76, p<0.01). The order of importance of the power sources used by lecturers on the respectful
partnership dimension is as (B); personal, information, coercive, referent, legitimate, understanding and
expert power. The power sources used by lecturers explain 57% of the total variance of the respectful
partnership dimension. According to the findings, the regression equation of the respectful partnership
dimension is as follows:

Respectful partnership = .954+0.352 Personal power - 0.111 Coercive power + 0.079 Referent power +
0.259 Informational power — 0.020 Expert power + 0.059 Legitimate power — 0.030 Understanding
power

Table 10.

Prediction of Systemic Fairness

Variables B Standard 8 t P Zero Partial
Error Order r

Constant 1.627 177 - 9.177 .000

1. Personal Power .333 .063 .362 5.306 .000 .64 .24

2. Coercive Power -.124 .030 -.153 -4.070 .000 -.38 -.19

3. Referent Power .063 .069 .068 .902 .367 .61 .04

4. Informational Power .163 .052 .184 3.143 .002 .58 .15

5. Expert Power .034 .046 .040 .740 .459 .51 .03

6. Legitimate Power .019 .036 .025 .540 .590 .45 .03

7. Understanding Power -.040 .029 -.048 -1.351 177 .09 -.06

R =0.68 R 2 _ 46 F(7-447) = 55.33 p =0.00

According to Table 10, the regression analysis findings also indicate that systemic fairness dimension
has a medium level positive relationship with personal power (r=0.64), referent power (r=0.61),
informational power (r=0.58), expert power (r=0.51) and legitimate power (r=0.45), a low level positive
relationship with understanding power (r=0.09), and a medium level negative relationship with coercive
power (r=-0.38). When the other variables remain constant, systemic fairness has a positive and low
level relationship with personal power (r=0.24) and informational power (r=0.15), negative and low level
with coercive power (r=-0.19). The power sources used by lecturers as a whole have a medium level
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positive relationship with systemic fairness (r=0.68, p<0.01). The order of importance of the power
sources used by lecturers on the systemic fairness dimension is as (B); personal, information, coercive,
referent, understanding, expert, and legitimate power. The power sources used by lecturers explain 46%
of the total variance of the systemic fairness dimension. According to the findings, the regression
equation of the systemic fairness dimension is as follows:

Systemic fairness = 1.627+ 0.333 Personal power - 0.124 Coercive power + 0.063 Referent power + 0.163
Informational power + 0.034 Expert power + 0.019 Legitimate power — 0.040 Understanding power

Conclusion, Discussion and Recommendations

This study aimed at determining the effect of power sources used by lecturers on pre-service
teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning environment. Additionally, responses were
sought as to whether or not pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning environment and
power sources used by lecturers differ in terms of gender, class, and department variables. Lastly, it was
also investigated to what extent the power sources used by lecturers have an effect on pre-service
teachers’ perceptions of fairness regarding their learning environments.

Based on pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning environment, it might be
asserted that they perceive their learning environment in systemic fairness dimension and the whole
scale as partially fair, and in the respectful partnership dimension as a medium level of fair. Tomul et al.
(2012) also indicated in their study that pre-service teachers stated their lecturers have discriminatory
practices. The results also coincide with findings of Ozer & Demirtas’s (2010) study. The studies
conducted identify that one of the qualifications students expect from their teachers is fairness
(Hosgoriir, 2012, 2015; Raji¢, Hosgorir, & Drvodeli¢; 2015). Considering the fact that practices in teacher
training institutions are a set model for pre-service teachers, this finding is disappointing. In order to
enhance pre-service teachers’ level of fairness regarding their learning environment, creating process
maps related to students affairs and ensuring the employees comply with these standards are thought
to be a possible solution for the problems which stem from the faculty administration. In terms of the
academic staff, providing accountability through giving students feedback within the learning process by
clearly defining methods of evaluation and expectations from pre-service teachers might work well for
the problems stemming from the academic staff. According to the results of this study, it is also clear
that pre-service teachers have anxiety over fairness. For this reason, it is considered appropriate to
design qualitative studies for deep investigation of which practices of academic staff, that have a
primary level impact on students, are perceived as unfair by pre-service teachers. To be able to stress
the critical value of the situation, Lunenburg & Ornstein (2013, p. 17) state that in the case of less than
perfect implications for education and fairness, points to the reality that education itself is not
democratic.

Pre-service teachers’ opinions regarding their fair learning environments do not significantly differ
according to gender variable. Ozer & Demirtas (2010) and Caglar (2013), both state in their studies that
female pre-service teachers find their learning environments to be fairer than do their male
counterparts. When it was assumed that both groups have similar expectations from the learning
environments, the difference between the results could be due to the equalitarian approach of the
faculty environment. In terms of the class variable, it has been identified that the first and second grade
pre-service teachers perceive their learning environment fairer than the third and fourth graders. The
findings coincide with the findings of Ozer & Demirtas’s (2010) and Caglar’s (2013) studies. Considering
that pre-service teachers have many more ideas about the faculty learning environment as their
learning time progressed, it might be asserted that the situation is not favourable. In addition, results
regarding the respectful partnership dimension and the whole scale indicate that third graders perceive
their learning environment to be relatively fairer than the fourth graders. This situation might stem from
the fact that the senior students experience anxiety over their graduation, and for this reason, they
perceive the practices as opposite to the facts. When pre-service teachers’ opinions are evaluated in
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terms of the department variable, it has been identified that pre-service teachers studying at the
department of Elementary Education Teaching perceive their learning environment to be less fair than
that of Educational Sciences, Turkish Language Teaching, and Fine Arts Teaching across all dimensions.
Considering that all pre-service teachers share the same educational environment and interact with the
same faculty administration, this difference between departments is thought to stem from the academic
staff of the departments.

The results of the study concerning the power sources used by lecturers assert that the pre-service
teachers think the lecturers use legitimate power the most. This is followed by expert, referent,
personal, informational, understanding, and coercive powers, respectively. As for legitimate power, the
source of effect is independent of the lecturers’ qualifications in class management. Ozdemir (2013)
concluded in his study that lecturers use expert power the most and, similar to the findings of this study,
they use coercive power the least. In the use of legitimate power, lecturers use their position, which was
awarded to them by law, as a tool to influence their students. For this reason, the source of the effect is
independent of lecturers’ qualifications concerning class management. Aslanargun & Eris (2013)
indicated in their study that effectiveness will improve when lecturers use informational, expert, and
referent powers, which take their source from personal qualifications instead of legitimate and coercive
powers which take their source only from their position within in the organisation. Besides, in studies
about power sources, excessive use of legitimate power causes authoritarianism, as well as job
dissatisfaction, resistance and conflictions within the target audience of the power (Yilmaz & Altinkurt,
2012; Altinkurt et al., 2014). Bolman & Deal (2013, pp. 232-233), also highlighted that administrators
that use their position as a source of influence, create both resistance and a serious opposition.
Moreover, the results of the study indicate that lecturers use coercive power, even if just at a low level.
Hoy & Miskel (2010, p. 212) state that effective administrators avoid using coercive power as it damages
referent power and leads to hostility, alienation and even aggression in those exposed to it. In addition,
Hosgorir (2016) in her study asserts that the increase in the use of coercive power of administrations
leads those exposed to this power to an increase in their organisational cynicism level. Another study
finding shows that when lecturers take their power from their expertise and personal qualifications,
they do not feel the need to use legitimate and coercive power (Ozdemir, 2013). For this reason,
lecturers’ use of legitimate power comes into prominence, and the use of coercive power, even if it at a
low level, is thought to be worrisome for academic learning environments, especially for those
institutions taking a critical role like teacher training.

The opinions of pre-service teachers regarding the power sources used by lecturers do not
significantly differ according to the gender variable. The accessed studies found in the literature which
relate to the power sources that lecturers employ did not explicate the differences in terms of gender,
grade level, and department variables (comparisons with the related literature could not be made in this
section). When the results are interpreted in terms of the class variable, it is seen that first, second, and
third grade pre-service teachers think lecturers use personal power much more than the fourth graders
think. The dimension of personal power refers to individual qualifications possessed by lecturers and the
ability to impact students through being a role model. In this regard, results related to the personal
power dimension might stem from an increase in pre-service teachers’ competence regarding class
management, and in the expectations they have of the lecturers. Another result of the study concerning
the class variable indicates that the first and second grade pre-service teachers think lecturers use
coercive power less than do the third and fourth graders. This finding might stem from the fact that
students in the first years of their higher education might find the harsh and repressive attitudes of the
lecturers relatively more natural, and their level of awareness about such practices increase as they
become more conscious. It also might result from the fact that lecturers do not feel themselves needing
to use this power source due to the shy attitudes that pre-service teacher’s exhibit in their first years in
the organisation. Another dimension where there is a meaningful difference is referent power
dimension. Pre-service teachers in their first years as compared to third and fourth years, and pre-
service teachers in their second years compared to fourth years, think their lecturers use referent power
more. According to the results related to expert end legitimate power, pre-service teachers in their first
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years stated that their lecturers use these power sources more compared to those in their final years.
These results might stem from the fact that the pre-service teachers in the very first years, when their
level of awareness towards the teaching profession is relatively low, might attribute values to lecturers
more than they possess, and that these pre-service teachers might perceive the distance they have with
the lecturers as high. When the results are interpreted in terms of the department variable, it is seen
that the lecturers in Elementary Education Teaching Department use coercive power more, and the
other power sources less than those from other departments. This result might result from the fact that
the number of programmes, branches, and the ratio of students to academic staff, in the Elementary
Education Teaching Department is higher than for other departments. Besides, lecturers’ heavy
workloads might lead them to use coercive power. Additionally, this result coincides with the result
which states that pre-service teachers in the Elementary Education Teaching Department have lower
levels of perception regarding their learning environments, compared to those in other departments.
The negative impacts of coercive power on pre-service teachers might decrease their level of
perceptions regarding fair learning environments.

The last purpose of this study is to investigate to what extent the power sources used by lecturers
predict the pre-service teachers’ perceptions of fairness. For this reason, multiple regression analysis
was conducted. The results show that the respectful partnership dimension of the fair learning
environment has a high level positive relationship with personal power, a medium level positive
relationship with referent, informational, expert, and legitimate powers, a low level positive relationship
with understanding power, and a medium level negative relationship with coercive power. When the
other variables remain constant, respectful partnership has a low level positive relationship with
personal power and informational power, has a low level negative relationship with coercive power. The
power sources used by lecturers as a whole have a high level positive relationship with respectful
partnership. The results also show that the systemic fairness dimension of the fair learning environment
has a medium level positive relationship with personal, referent power, informational, expert, and
legitimate powers, low level of positive relationship with understanding power, and medium level of
negative relationship with coercive power. When the other variables remain constant, systemic fairness
has a positive low level relationship with personal and informational power, and a negative low level
relationship with coercive power. The power sources used by lecturers as a whole has a medium level
positive relationship with systemic fairness. According to regression analysis results, it has also been
identified that personal power, information power and coercive power are the significant predictors of
systemic fairness and respectful partnership dimensions. It might be claimed that the students felt
themselves to be safe in their learning environment when their lecturers used their fund of knowledge,
as well as their personal and occupational qualifications in class management as an effective tool.
Ozdemir (2013) highlights in his study that when lecturers use their expert power in an effective way,
the motivation and identification levels of pre-service teachers also increase as a result. Besides, using
the coercive power as an effective tool, and creating a culture of fear in the learning environment might
increase pre-service teachers’ level of anxiety and lead their fairness expectations to decrease.

One of the most important sources that cause people to feel safe in social life is their perceptions
related to justice. For this reason, establishing the perception of fairness acquired in teacher training
institutions is also seen as a priority in terms of providing the societal dissemination of this value. The
positive impact of lecturers’ preferring to use power sources based on their personal qualifications in
class management on pre-service teachers’ perception of fairness might contribute to pre-service
teachers acquiring similar attitudes during the process of education, and to reflect such behaviours over
the course of their career. From the results of this study regarding the fair learning environments and
power sources used by lecturers, it is thought that further studies aiming at investigating and comparing
such factors as power sources used by lecturers and the academic background which cause them to use
these power sources, and the ratio of students to academic staff, in order to clearly evaluate the source
of difference regarding the results about the department variable.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Girig

Adalet kavrami genel olarak, bir kimsenin haklari ile baskalarinin haklari arasinda bir uyumun
bulunmasi hali, hak ve hukuka uygun olma durumu olarak agiklanir (Cevizci, 1996, s. 11). Orgiitsel
ortamda adaletten s6z edildiginde ise; yoneticilerin davranis ve uygulamalarinin etik ve ahlaki degerlere
uygunluguna dair orgut icindeki bireylerin yaptiklari degerlendirmeler ¢erceveyi olusturur (Cropanzano,
Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007, s. 35). Bireylerin orgutsel adalete iliskin algilari, onlarin degerler sistemi ile
iliskilidir (Enoksen & Sandal, 2015). Bu yonuyle oOrgitsel adalet, bireylerin orglitte maruz kaldiklar
durumlarin, ahlaki degerlere uygunluguna dair kisisel diistincelerini temsil etmektedir. Bu baglamda, bir
yoneticinin adil olma girisimi, davranis ve uygulamalarini isgérenlerin bakis agilarindan
degerlendirmesini gerektirir (Cropanzano et al. 2007, s. 35). Bireylerin adalete iliskin bakis acilarini
sekillendiren unsurlardan birinin, yoneticilerin onlarla etkilesimlerinde giclerini hangi kaynaktan aldiklari
konusunun olusturdugu diisiinilmektedir.

Orgiitsel adalet

Orgiitsel adalet kavrami alanyazinda, gelir, 6dil ya da firsatlarin dagitiminda esitlik varsayimina
dayanan dagilimda adalet, yoneticilerin kararlarinin bireylere, zamana ve ortama gore farklilasmamasi
gerektigine vurgu yapan yontemsel adalet ile galisanlarla iliskilerin esitlik cercevesinde yuritilmesi
anlamindaki etkilesimsel adalet kavramlari ile ifade edilmektedir (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan,
2005). Dagilimda adalet agisindan Lawler (1977), orglt igerisinde kaynaklarin paylastiriimasi,
odullendirme ve performans degerlendirme gibi konularda esit davranilmasinin, bireylerin adalet
algilarini olumlu etkileyerek yapilan isten daha ylksek diizeyde doyum sagladiklarini ve orgitsel
etkililiklerinin yikseldigini belirtmektedir. Yontemsel adalet ise, yoneticilerin tutarli, onyargisiz ve
tarafsiz davranislari ile etik ilkeler cercevesinde herkese hitap eden kararlar almalariyla saglanmaktadir
(Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980). Ayrica, 6rgit icerisinde bireylere nazikce ve saygl cergevesinde
yaklasiimasi, bireylerle dirist ve samimi bicimde iletisim kurulmasi ve alinan kararlara iliskin yeterli
aciklamalarin yapilmasi gibi etmenlerin bireylerin iletisimsel adalet algilarini etkiledigi séylenmektedir
(Bies & Moag, 1986; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).

Adams’a (1965) gore, orgltsel yapi icerisinde etkilesimin, paylasimin ve karar verme sireglerinin
olmasi adaletsizlik olgusuna rastlanma olasiligini da beraberinde getirmektedir. Konuyla ilgili olarak,
Aydin (2001, s. 156), bir 6rgltte isgorenlerin gonilglclini olumsuz yonde etkileyen en 6nemli
degiskenlerden birinin, yoneticilerin diristliglinden ve tarafsizhigindan kusku duyulmasi oldugunu
belirtir. Hoy ve Tarter (2004), 6rgut igindeki bireylerin adalet algilarinin is tatminleri lizerinde dogrudan
etkisi olduguna vurgu yapar. Bununla birlikte, Tyler ve Caine (1981) kararlarin uygulanis bigiminin kisilere
gore farklilasmamasinin  orgiit yoneticilerinin  benimsenmesinde olduk¢ca 6nemli oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Arastirmalar ayrica, bireylerin 6rgitsel adalete yonelik algilarinin performanslarini ve
orgutsel baghliklarini etkiledigini gostermektedir (Schminke, Arnaud & Taylor, 2015). Bu anlamda,
isgorenlerin adalet algilarinin bireysel ve orgitsel agidan oldukga kritik olabilecek bir etkiye sahip oldugu
sdylenebilir. Orgiitsel adalet olgusu sinif ortamina aktarildiginda, bir sinif ydneticisi olarak égretmenin
davranislarinin, hedef kitle olan 6grenciler Uzerindeki etkisi ¢ok daha 6nemli sonuglara neden
olabilecektir. Whalen ve Koernig (2009), 6grencilerin egitim ortamlarina yonelik adalet algisinin, onlarin
performanslarini ve derslere ve 6gretim elemanlarina yonelik tutumlarini etkiledigini belirtir. Egitimin
hedef kitlesinin 6gretmen adaylari olmasi durumunda ise, 6gretmen adaylarinin meslege karsi tutumlari
da bundan etkilenebilecektir. Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim ortamlarina yénelik adalet algilari {izerine
etki eden degiskenlerden birinin, 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari glic kaynaklari olabilecegi
distintilmektedir.
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Orgiitsel glic

Gl genel olarak, bireylerin gergeklestirmeleri istenen davraniglari onlara yaptirabilme becerisini
ifade eder ve resmi, resmi olmayan, yasal ve yasal olmayan yontemleri icerir (Hoy & Miskel, 2010, s.
203). Orgiitlerde gii¢ sahibi olan bireylerin onu akla uygun ve adil bir bicimde kullanabileceklerinin
garantisi bulunmamaktadir (Bolman & Deal, 2008, s. 238). Bu baglamda, 6gretim elemanlarinin giiglerini
hangi kaynaktan aldiklari konusu 6nem tasimaktadir. Alanyazinda gli¢ kaynaklar ile ilgili yapilan
calismalara temel olusturdugu sdylenebilecek French ve Raven’in (1959) siniflandirmasina gore; yasal
gig, odil gicl, zorlayicl gig, karizma glici ve uzmanlik gicli olmak (lizere bes glic kaynagi
bulunmaktadir.

S6z konusu glic kaynaklarindan yasal gl¢ ve zorlayici gig ile 6dil glict yoneticilerin sahip oldugu
orglitsel konumdan dolay! ortaya gikmaktadir (Hoy & Miskel, 2010). Yasal giig, kaynagini ydneticinin
bulundugu resmi konumundan alarak astlari yonetmek igin kullanilan gili¢ tirtdir. Tyler’a (1990) gore
yetki ve otorite kullanimini iceren bu gic tirinde astlar, yoneticinin emirlerine uymak ve kararlarini
uygulamak durumundadir. Benzer bicimde zorlayici giig, yoneticilerin astlarinin istenmeyen
davranislarini ceza ile etkileme yetenegidir. Raven ve French (1958) yasal glic ve zorlayici giiclin
gozlemlenebilirlik agisindan farklilagtigini, zorlayici glicin somut olarak goézlemlenirken, yasal giliclin
somut olarak gériilemeyebilecegini belirtmektedir. Odiil giicii ise, ydneticinin bekledigi davranisin
sergilenebilmesi igin astlarini 6dil ile etkilemesidir. Bu glc kaynaginin etkisi, 6dilin gekiciligine ve
yoneticinin 6dul kaynaklarini kontrol etme diizeyine baglidir.

Uzmanlik ve bilgi glci ile karizmatik glg kaynaklarinin ise yoneticilerin sahip olduklari bireysel
konumdan dolayi ortaya ciktigl ifade edilebilir. Uzmanlik glci, yoneticinin sahip oldugu bilgi ve beceriler
ile astlarinin davranislarini etkileme yetenegi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Karizmatik gilg ise, yoneticiye
duyulan hayranligin etkisiyle astlarin davranislarini etkileyebilme becerisidir. Martin’e gére (1978)
karizmatik giig, kullanildiginda daha genis kitlelere ulasilabilmesi yoéniyle uzmanhk giciinden
ayrilmaktadir. French ve Raven’in (1959) siniflandirmasina daha sonra Raven (1965) tarafindan eklenen
bilgi giicl, yoneticinin sahip oldugu bilgi nedeniyle astlarini etkileme yetenegi olarak belirtilmektedir.
Erchul ve Raven’a (1997) gore, alanyazinda bilgi gliciiniin genellikle uzmanlik giiciintin altinda toplandigi
gorilmektedir. ki giic tirinde de, astlar sorunun ¢dziimiinde kullanilacak en iyi yolun ydneticinin
onerileri oldugunu kabul etmektedir. Ancak, bilgi gliclinde astlar sunulan ¢6ziim yolunun kendileri igin
neden c¢ok iyi oldugunu kavrarken, uzmanlk giicinde astlar 6nerinin dogrulugunun nedenini anlamaya
¢alismazlar.

Yapilan arastirmalar, bu gilic kaynaklarindan 6zellikle zorlayici giiciin, bireyler Gzerinde olumsuz
etkileri oldugundan s6z etmektedir (Aslanargun, 2009; Ozdemir, 2013). Ozdemir (2013, s. 285) yaptig
arastirmasinda; Ogretim elemanlarinin zorlayici glic kaynaklarina basvurduklarinda, 06gretmen
adaylarinin motivasyonlarinin azaldigini; referans, 6dil ve uzmanlik giclerini tercih ettiklerinde
motivasyonlarinda artis gézlendigini belirtmektedir. Bununla birlikte, Jamieson ve Thomas’in (1974)
calismasinda, zorlayici gliciin kullaniminin 6grencinin 6grenme ortamindan sagladigi doyum, 6grenme
kalitesi ve 6gretmenin sinif Gzerindeki etkisi ile negatif yonde iliskili oldugu belirtilmektedir. Ayrica,
McCroskey ve Richmond’in (2009) arastirmasinda, 6grencilerin bilissel ve duyussal 6grenmelerinin yasal
ve zorlayici gii¢ kullanimi ile negatif, karizma ve uzmanlik giiciniin kullanimi ile pozitif yonde iliskili
oldugu belirtiimektedir.

Alanyazinda 6gretmenlerin (Altinkurt & Yilmaz, 2010; Babaoglan & Ertiirk, 2003; Bas & Senturk,
2011; Dindar & Tabancali, 2012; Oguz, 2011; Polat & Celep, 2008; Yildiz, 2013; Yilmaz, 2011; Yilmaz &
Tasdan, 2009) ve 6grencilerin (Chory-Assad, 2002; Chory, 2007; Caglar, 2013; Hoy & Tarter, 2004; Lizzio,
Wilson, & Hadaway, 2007; Paulsel, Chory-Assad, & Dunleavy, 2005; Tata, 1999; Tomul, Celik, & Tas,
2012) orgitsel adalet konusundaki diisiincelerine iliskin gesitli calismalar bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismalarin
yani sira, egitim orgitlerinde okul yoneticilerinin (Altinkurt & Yilmaz, 2012; Altinkurt, Yilmaz, Erol, &
Salali, 2014; Aslanargun, 2009; Atmaca, 2014; Gokkaya, 2010; Helvaci & Kayali, 2011; Hosgorir, 2016;
Johnson & Short, 1998; Kosar & Calik, 2011; Koyuncu, 2016; Ugurlu & Demir, 2016; Yilmaz & Altinkurt,
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2012), egitim denetmenlerinin (Sapanci, Arslanargun, & Kilig, 2014; Titrek & Zafer, 2009), Universite
b&liim ve anabilim dali bagkanlarinin (Ozaslan & Giirsel, 2008), 6gretim elemanlarinin ve dgretmenlerin
(Jamieson & Thomas, 1974; McCroskey & Richmond, 2009; Ozdemir, 2013) kullandiklari giig
kaynaklarina iliskin g¢esitli caligmalar bulunmaktadir. Bu arastirmalarda orgitsel adalet ve gilg
kaynaklarinin c¢esitli degiskenler ile iliskisi arastirilmistir. Ancak bu arastirmalar arasinda o6gretim
elemanlarinin sinif yénetiminde kullandiklari gi¢ kaynaklari ile 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme
ortamlarina iliskin algilar arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen herhangi bir calismaya ulasilamamistir. Bu
arastirmanin amaci, 6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yénetiminde kullandiklari gli¢ kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen
adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin algilarina etkisini belirlemektir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda
asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmigtir:

1. Ogretmen adaylarinin 6grenme ortamlarina iligkin adalet algilari nasildir?

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin adalet algilari; cinsiyet, bélim ve sinif
degiskenlerine gore farklihk gostermekte midir?

3. Ogretmen adaylarinin, &gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic kaynaklarina iliskin gérisleri
nasildir?

4. Ogretmen adaylarinin, 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic kaynaklarina iliskin gérusleri;
cinsiyet, bolim ve sinif degiskenlerine gore farklilik gostermekte midir?

5. Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklar giic kaynaklari, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenme ortamlarina
iliskin adalet algilarinin anlamli bir yordayicisi midir?

Yontem

Arastirma iliskisel tarama modelinde desenlenmistir. Arastirmanin evrenini, 2015-2016 6gretim
yilinda Mugla Sitki Kogman Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesinde 6grenim géren 3135 6gretmen adayi
olusturmaktadir. Orneklemin belirlenmesinde, oransiz kiime &rnekleme teknigi kullaniimistir. Evreni
temsil edecek 6rneklem buylUkligu % 95 giiven diizeyi icin 342 olarak hesaplanmistir. Geri donislerde
eksikler olabilecegi géz oniinde bulundurularak 488 0Ogretmen adayindan veri toplanmis, bunlar
arasindan kullanilabilir durumda olan 455 tanesi ile analizler yapilmistir.

Katilimcilarin % 66.4° kadin (n=302), % 33.6’sI erkektir (n=153). Katilimcilarin % 20.7’si (n=94) birinci
sinif, % 27.7’si (n=126) ikinci sinif, % 23.5’i (n=107) Ulglinch sinif, % 28.1'i (n=128) doérdiincl siniftadir.
Katiimcilarin % 47.5’i (n=216) ilkdgretim, % 16.5’i (n=75) Egitim Bilimleri, % 14.5’i (n=66) Tiirkce, %
11.6’s1 (n=53) Yabanci Diller Egitimi ve % 9.9’u (n=45) Guzel Sanatlar Egitimi boliimlerinde 6grenim
gormektedir.

Arastirma verileri Adil Ogrenme Ortami Olgegi ve Ogretim Elemanlan Gii¢ Tirleri Olcegi ile
toplanmistir. Adil Ogrenme Ortami Olgegi, liniversite &grencilerinin egitim ortamlarini ne diizeyde adil
algiladiklarini belirlemek amaciyla Lizzio et al. (2007) tarafindan gelistirilmis, Ozer ve Demirtas (2010)
tarafindan Tiirkceye uyarlanmistir. Olgek, besli Likert tipi 15 madde ve “Saygiya Dayali isbirligi” (9
madde) ve “Adil Kurumsal isleyis” (6 madde) olmak tizere iki alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Saygiya dayali
isbirligi boyutunda 6grenciler ve fakilte ¢alisanlari arasi iliskilerde; adil kurumsal isleyis boyutunda ise,
bilgiye erisme ve sorunlarin etkili ¢dziimi igin izlenilen yollar konularinda kisilerarasi adaletin gozetilip
gozetilmedigi ile ilgili maddeler bulunmaktadir (Lizzio et al. 2007). Her bir ifade “1-Katilmiyorum” ve “5-
Tamamen Katiliyorum” araliginda puanlanmaktadir. Olgegin boyutlarindan alinan yiiksek puan égrenme
ortamlarinda sayglya dayall isbirligi ve adil kurumsal isleyis dlizeyinin yiliksek oldugu anlamina
gelmektedir. Olcegin madde toplam korelasyon katsayilari .39 ile .74 arasinda degismektedir. Olcegin
acikladig kiimiilatif varyans oraninin % 44.71 (Saygiya Dayali isbirligi: 35.82, Adil Kurumsal isleyis: 8.89)
ve Cronbach’s Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisinin .87 (Saygiya Dayali isbirligi = .81; Adil Kurumsal isleyis = .76)
oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu calisma kapsaminda Cronbach’s Alpha katsayisi .89 (Saygiya Dayali isbirligi =
.87; Adil Kurumsal isleyis = .73) olarak hesaplanmistir.
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Ogretim Elemanlari Giig Tirleri Olgegi, Aslanargun ve Eris (2013) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, 6gretim
elemanlarinin giiclerini hangi kaynak ya da kaynaklardan aldiklarini belirleme islevi tasimaktadir. Olgek,
begli Likert tipi 34 maddeden olugmakta ve 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic turlerini; kisisel giic
(10 madde), zorlayici glig (6 madde), karizmatik gl¢ (7 madde), bilgi glici (4 madde), uzmanhk giict (3
madde), yasal glic (2 madde) ve anlayis glici (2 madde) olmak lzere yedi alt boyutta belirlemektedir.
Olgekte her bir ifade “1-Hi¢ Katilmiyorum” ve “5- Tamamen Katiliyorum” arasinda puanlanmaktadir.
Olgekten toplam puan alinamamaktadir. Olgekteki boyutlar “1.00- 1.79: Cok diisiik”, “1.80- 2.59: Diisiik”,
“2.60- 3.39: Orta”, “3.40- 4.19: Yiksek” ve “4.20- 5.00: Cok yiksek” diuzeyde gli¢ kullanimi seklinde
yorumlanmaktadir. Olgegin madde toplam korelasyon katsayilari .36 ile .66 arasinda degismektedir.
Olgegin acikladigi varyans orani % 53.32 ve Cronbach’s Alfa i¢ tutarhlik katsayisi .92 seklinde
belirlenmistir. Bu galisma kapsaminda Cronbach’s Alpha katsayisi .91 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Verilerin analizinde betimsel istatistikler, t-testi ve ANOVA kullaniimistir. Anlamli ¢ikan F degerleri
icin, farkin kaynagini belirlemek {izere goklu karsilastirma testlerinden Tukey testi kullanilmistir. Ogretim
elemanlarinin kullandiklari gii¢ tirlerinin 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin
distncelerini anlamli derecede yordayip yordamadiginin belirlenmesi icin ¢oklu regresyon analizi
kullanilmigtir. Korelasyon katsayisinin mutlak deger olarak, 0.70-1.00 arasinda olmasi yiiksek; 0.69-0.30
arasinda olmasi orta; 0.29-0.00 arasinda olmasi ise dusiuk diizeyde iliski olarak tanimlanmistir
(Bliytikoztiirk, 2009).

Bulgular

Bu bolimde oncelikle arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin, adil 6grenme ortamlarina ve
ogretim elemanlarinin sinif yonetiminde kullandiklar giic kaynaklarina iliskin gorisleri sunulmustur.
Ardindan, yapilan ¢oklu regresyon analizinin sonuglarina dayanarak, 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari
guc¢ kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik gorislerini ne dizeyde
yordadigi belirlenmeye cahsiimistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina yénelik gorisleri ile
ilgili bulgular Tablo 1’'de verilmistir.

Tablo 1.
Odgretmen adaylarinin Adil OGrenme Ortamlarina iliskin Gériisleri
Boyut n X S
Saygiya Dayali isbirligi 455 2.80 .80
Adil Kurumsal isleyis 455 3.07 77
Toplam 455 291 .73

Tablo 1’e gbre, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenme ortamlarini; adil kurumsal isleyis boyutunda ve
olgegin toplaminda kismen, saygiya dayali isbirligi boyutunda ise orta diizeyde adil olarak algiladiklar
gorilmektedir. Ogretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin gérislerinin cinsiyet degiskenine
gore karsilastirilmasina iliskin bulgular Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2.
Adil O§renme Ortamlarina lliskin Gériislerin Cinsiyet Dediskenine Gére Karsilastiriimasi

Olcek Boyutlar Cinsiyet n X s sd t p
il Saygiya Dayali isbirligi E?E;E zg% g?g %g 453 .13 .89
- . . . adain . .
gftraer:rlv;sl Adil Kurumsal Isleyis Erkek 153 599 82 453 1.51 13

% f e W
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Tablo 2’ye gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin gorasleri, cinsiyet degiskenine
gore farklilasmamaktadir (p>.05). Ancak, aradaki fark anlamli olmasa da; kadinlar, erkeklere gére saygiya
dayal igbirligi ve adil kurumsal isleyis boyutlarinda ve 6lgegin tamaminda, 6grenme ortamlarinda adalet
diizeyinin daha yiiksek oldugu gérisiindelerdir. Ogretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin
goruslerinin 6grenim gorilen sinif degiskenine gore karsilastiriimasina iliskin bulgular Tablo 3’te
sunulmustur.

Tablo 3.
Adil Ogrenme Ortamlarina iliskin Gériislerin Sinif Dediskenine Gére Karsilastiriimasi
Boyutlar Sinif n X S sd F P Fark
1. Sinif 94 3.02 .75 3-451 15.66 .00 1-3 3-4
Savaiva Davall isbirlii 2. Sinif 126 3.03 .69 1-4
yglya Layall lsoirlie 3. sinif 107 274 .8 23
4. Sinif 128 2.44 .79 2-4
1. Sinif 94 3.28 73 3-451 13.48 .00 1-3
. . . 2. Sinif 126 3.27 .68 1-4
Adil Kurumsal Isleyis 3. sinif 107 3.00 .80 23
4, Sinif 128 2.76 74 2-4
1. Sinif 94 3.12 .66 3-451 17.33 .00 1-3 3-4
Toplam 2. Sinif 126 3.13 .63 14
P 3. sinif 107 284 .76 23
4. Sinif 128 2.57 72 2-4

Tablo 3’e gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin gorisleri sinif degiskenine gore
sayglya dayali isbirligi ve adil kurumsal isleyis boyutlarinda ve 6lgegin tamaminda anlamli olarak
farkhlastig1 gérilmektedir (p<.05). Bu farkllik, géreli olarak yiiksek ortalamaya sahip birinci ve ikinci sinif
o6gretmen adaylari ile disiik ortalamaya sahip Ugiinci ve dordiinci sinif 6gretmen adaylari arasindadir.
Bunun yani sira, Gglincl ve dordlnci sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin gorisleri de saygiya dayali isbirligi ve
toplam puanda, Uglinci sinif 6gretmen adaylarinda dordinci sinifta olanlara gére daha fazla olacak
sekilde anlamli olarak farklilasmaktadir. Ogretmen adaylarinin adil &grenme ortamlarina iligkin
goruslerinin 6grenim gorilen bolim degiskenine gore karsilastiriimasina iliskin bulgular Tablo 4’te
sunulmustur.

Tablo 4.
Adil 6§renme Ortamlarina iliskin Gériislerin Béliim Dediskenine Gére Karsilastirilmasi
Boyutlar Boliim n } S sd F p Fark
1. ilkégretim 216 2.59 .76 4-450 7.93 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 2.97 .81 1-3
Saygiya Dayali isbirligi 3. Turkce 66 2.96 .80 1-4
4. Glzel Sanatlar 45 3.14 74
5. Yabanci Diller 53 2.89 .78
1. ilkégretim 216 2.88 .75 4-450 6.73 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.24 .75 1-3
Adil Kurumsal isleyis 3. Turkce 66 3.28 .75 1-4
4. Glzel Sanatlar 45 3.30 73
5. Yabanci Diller 53 3.09 .75
1. ilkégretim 216 2.70 .71 4450 857 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.08 .72 1-3
Toplam 3. Turkce 66 3.09 72 1-4
4. Glzel Sanatlar 45 3.20 .68
5. Yabanci Diller 53 2.97 .70
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Tablo 4’e gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin gorisleri bolim degiskenine
gore tim boyutlarda farkhlagmaktadir (p<.05). Bu farkhiik tim boyutlarda; goreli olarak dusiik
ortalamaya sahip ilkdgretim Bolimi 6gretmen adaylari ile Egitim Bilimleri, Tirkge Egitimi ve Giizel
Sanatlar Egitimi bélimlerinde &grenim géren 6gretmen adaylar arasindadir. Ogretmen adaylarinin
ogretim elemanlarinin  sinif yonetiminde kullandiklari glic kaynaklarina iliskin bulgular izleyen
bolimlerde sunulmustur.

Tablo 5.
Ogretmen Adaylarinin Ogretim Elemanlarinin Kullandiklari Gii¢ Kaynaklarina iliskin Gériisleri
Boyut n X S

Yasal gl¢ 455 3.29 1,01

Uzmanlk giicu 455 3.19 91

Karizmatik gig 455 3.18 .84

Kisisel gii¢ 455 3.06 .84

Bilgi giici 455 2.85 .87

Anlayis glcl 455 2.62 .95

Zorlayici glig 455 2.46 .95

Tablo 5’e gore, Ogretmen adaylari Ogretim elemanlarinin en ¢ok vyasal glice basvurdugu
gorusindedirler. Bunu sirasiyla, uzmanlk giicli, karizmatik gig, kisisel giic, bilgi glci, anlayis glci ve
zorlayici glic izlemektedir. Bulgulara gore, yasal, uzmanlik, karizmatik, kisisel, bilgi ve anlayis giicline orta
diizeyde, zorlayici giice ise disiik diizeyde basvurulmaktadir. Ogretmen adaylarinin, 6gretim
elemanlarinin sinif yonetiminde kullandiklari gli¢ kaynaklarina iliskin goéruslerinin cinsiyet degiskenine
gore karsilastiriimasina yonelik bulgular Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6.
Odgretim Elemanlarinin Kullandiklan Gii¢ Kaynaklarina iliskin Gériislerin Cinsiyet Dediskenine Gére
Karsilastiriimasi

Olcek Boyutlar Cinsiyet n X S sd t p
Kisisel Giig 'éfliﬂ igg :gg :;? 453 .01 99
Zorlayic Giig 'éfs;ﬂ igg ;:g :gi 453 1.14 26
Karizmatik Giic 'éff;E igg :3 :28 453 .02 98
o m m v w v .
Uzmanlik Giici E?I?QE igg iig :gg 453 1.41 16
Yasal Giig 'éff;ﬂ igg :;i 1'?160 453 114 26
Anlayis Giicii E?S;E igg ;31 g; 453 1.59 11

Tablo 6’ya gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yonetiminde kullandiklar gig
kaynaklarina iliskin gorusleri cinsiyetlerine gore hicbir boyutta anlamli olarak farklilasmamaktadir
(p>.05). Ancak kadin 6gretmen adaylari, erkeklere gore kisisel, zorlayici, karizmatik, uzmanlk ve yasal
giiciin daha fazla, bilgi ve anlayis giiciiniin daha az kullanildigi gériisiindedirler. Ogretmen adaylarinin,
o6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yénetiminde kullandiklari glic kaynaklarina iliskin gorislerinin 6grenim
gorilen sinif degiskenine gore karsilastiriimasina yonelik bulgular Tablo 7'de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 7.
Ogretim Elemanlarinin Kullandiklari Gii¢ Kaynaklarina iliskin Gériislerin Sinif Dediskenine Gére
Karsilastiriimasi

. Sinif 107 2.64 .98
. Sinif 128 2.65 .86

Boyutlar Sinif n X S sd F 1] Fark
1. Sinif 94 3.31 71 3-451 10.79 .00 1-4
Kisisel G 2. Sinif 126 3.12 .78 2-4
3. Sinif 107 3.14 .86 3-4
4. Sinif 128 2.72 .86
1. Sinif 94 2.20 .81 3-451 11.56 .00 1-3
Zorlayici Giig 2. Sinif 126 2.20 .81 1-4
3. Sinif 107 2.63 .98 2-3
4. Sinif 128 2.76 1.03 2-4
1. Sinif 94 3.50 .82 3-451 11.54 .00 1-3
Karizmatik Giig 2. Sinif 126 3.28 .76 1-4
3. Sinif 107 3.12 .85 2-4
4. Sinif 128 2.87 .81
1. Sinif 94 3.03 .89 3-451 5.23 .00 14
Bilgi Giicil 2. Sinif 126 2.98 .83 2-4
3. Sinif 107 2.77 .88
4. Sinif 128 2.64 .85
1. Sinif 94 3.42 .84 3-451 4.32 .01 1-4
- 2. Sinif 126 3.23 .82
Uzmanlik Glcd 3. Sinif 107 317  1.00
4. Sinif 128 2.98 91
1. Sinif 94 3.50 1.01 3-451 4.12 .01 1-4
2. Sinif 126 3.36 .90
Yasal Gug 3. Sinif 107 3.29 1.03
4. Sinif 128 3.04 1.05
1. Sinif 94 2.58 .94 3-451 12 .95
Anlayis Giicii g Sinif 126 2.60 1.00
4

Tablo 7’ye gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin, 6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yonetiminde kullandiklari giig
kaynaklarina iliskin goérusleri sinif degiskenine gore, anlayis glicli disinda (p>.05), tim boyutlarda
farkhlagmaktadir (p<.05). Bulgular incelendiginde, birinci, ikinci ve Gglncl siniftaki 6gretmen adaylari,
dordinci sinifta 6grenim gorenlere gore 6gretim elemanlarinin kisisel glicii daha fazla kullandiklarini
belirttikleri gorilmastlr. Zorlayici glic boyutu ile ilgili olarak; birinci ve ikinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylari,
Uglncl ve dordiincl siniftakilere gére 6gretim elemanlarinin bu gig tirliine daha az basvurduklarini
belirtmislerdir. Bir diger bulgu, birinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylarinin, lglnci ve dordinci siniftakilere
gore ve ikinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylarinin da dérdiinci siniftakilere gére 6gretim elemanlarinin
karizmatik glct daha fazla kullandiklarini belirttiklerini gdéstermistir. Son olarak, birinci siniftaki
o6gretmen adaylarinin, dérdiinci siniftakilere gére 6gretim elemanlarinin uzmanlik gliciine ve yasal giice
daha fazla basvurduklarini diisiindiiklerini géstermektedir. Ogretmen adaylarinin, 8gretim elemanlarinin
sinif yoénetiminde kullandiklari gli¢ kaynaklarina iliskin goruslerinin, 6grenim gorilen boélim degiskenine
gore karsilastirilmasina yonelik bulgular Tablo 8'de sunulmustur
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Tablo 8.
Ogretim Elemanlarinin Kullandiklan Gii¢ Kaynaklarina iliskin Gériislerin Bélim Dediskenine Goére
Karsilastiriimasi

Boyutlar Béliim n X S sd F p Fark
1. ilkdgretim 216 2.82 .79 4-450 9.06 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.24 .79 1-3
Kisisel Guig 3. Turkce 66 3.14 74 1-4
4. Guzel Sanatlar 45 3.43 .96 1-5
5. Yabanc Diller 53 3.29 .83
1. ilkdgretim 216 2.68 .97 4-450 7.74 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 2.18 .87 1-4
Zorlayici Glig 3. Turkge 66 2.50 91 1-5
4. Glzel Sanatlar 45 2.20 .90
5. Yabanci Diller 53 2.09 .83
1. ilkdgretim 216 2.92 .76 4-450 10.56 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.40 .89 1-3
Karizmatik Gig 3. Turkce 66 3.32 .76 1-4
4. Guzel Sanatlar 45 3.52 .81 1-5
5. Yabanci Diller 53 3.41 91
1. ilkégretim 216 2.64 .84 4-450 8.51 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.12 .89 1-3
Bilgi Glcu 3. Turkge 66 2.78 .89 1-4
4. Guzel Sanatlar 45 3.17 .82 1-5
5. Yabanci Diller 53 3.13 .76
1. ilkdgretim 216 3.00 .90 4-450 6.04 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.48 .85 1-4
Uzmanlik Glici 3. Tiurkge 66 3.13 .85 1-5
4. Guzel Sanatlar 45 3.42 .94
5. Yabanci Diller 53 3.39 .85
1. ilkégretim 216 3.07 .98 4-450 5.48 .00 1-2
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 3.53 .97 1-5
Yasal Giic 3. Turkce 66 3.29 1.05
4. Guzel Sanatlar 45 3.46 1.03
5. Yabanci Diller 53 3.62 .94
1. ilkégretim 216 2.45 .97 4-450 4.13 .01 1-4
2. Egitim Bilimleri 75 2.63 .93
- 3. Turkce 66 2.78 .94
Anlayis GUcl 4 Giizel sanatlar 45 2.97 .88
5. Yabanci Diller 53 2.77 77

Tablo 8'e gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin, 6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yonetiminde kullandiklar giig
kaynaklarina iliskin gorisleri bolim degiskenine gére tim boyutlarda anlamli olarak farkhlagsmaktadir
(p<.05). Bu farklilik, zorlayici glic boyutunda tam tersi yonde olmak (izere, tim boyutlarda disiik
ortalamaya sahip ilkdgretim Bolimi 6gretmen adaylari ile diger béliimlerdeki 6gretmen adaylari
arasindadir. Bulgular boyutlara goére ayri ayri incelendiginde, farklarin, goreli olarak diisiik ortalamaya
sahip ilkégretim Bolumi 6gretmen adaylar ile; kisisel giic, karizmatik giic ve bilgi giicii boyutlarinda
Egitim Bilimleri, Turkce Egitimi, Glzel Sanatlar Egitimi ve Yabanci Diller Egitimi bolimi 6gretmen
adaylar arasinda; uzmanlik giici boyutunda, Egitim Bilimleri, Glizel Sanatlar Egitimi ve Yabanci Diller
Egitimi bolimleri arasinda; yasal glic boyutunda Egitim Bilimleri ve Yabanci Diller Egitimi bolimleri
arasinda ve anlayis glicli boyutunda Gilizel Sanatlar Egitimi bolim arasindadir. Zorlayici gii¢ boyutu ile
ilgili olarak ise, ilkdgretim Bolimindeki 6gretmen adaylarinin, Egitim Bilimleri, Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi ve
Yabanci Diller Egitimi bolimi 6gretmen adaylarina gore 6gretim elemanlarinin bu glic tlirine daha fazla
basvurduklarini belirttikleri gérilmistir. izleyen bélimde, dgretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giig
kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik goérislerini ne dlzeyde
yordadigina iliskin yapilan ¢oklu regresyon analizinden elde edilen bulgular sunulmustur.
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Tablo 9.
Saygiya Dayali Isbirliginin Yordanmasi
.. Standart ikili .
Degiskenler B Hata 6 t p ’ Kismi r
Sabit .954 .163 - 5.85 0.00 - -
1. Kisisel Glg .352 .058 .368 6.105 .000 71 .28
2. Zorlayici Gug -111 .028 -.131 -3.955 .000 -.39 -.18
3. Karizmatik Gli¢ .079 .064 .083 1.235 217 .68 .06
4. Bilgi Gucl .259 .048 .282 5.437 .000 .67 .25
5. Uzmanlik Gicl -.020 .042 -.022 -.469 .639 .55 -.02
6. Yasal Glg .059 .033 .075 1.813 .071 .52 .08
7. Anlayis Guci -.030 .027 -.035 -1.112 .267 12 -.05
R=0.76 R%=.57 F (7-447) =88.73 p=0.00

Tablo 9’a gore, adil 6grenme ortamlarinin saygiya dayali isbirligi boyutunun, kisisel giic ile pozitif ve
ylksek dizeyde (r=0.71), karizmatik gii¢ (r=0.68), bilgi giicti (r=0.67), uzmanlik glci (r=0.55) ve yasal gii¢
(r=0.52) ile arasinda pozitif ve orta diizeyde, anlayis giicii ile arasinda pozitif ve disik diizeyde (r=0.12)
ve zorlayici gig ile arasinda negatif ve orta diizeyde(r=-0.39) iliski oldugunu gorilmektedir. Diger
degiskenler kontrol edildiginde, kisisel gli¢ (r=0.28) ve bilgi giici (r=0.25) ile saygiya dayal isbirligi
arasinda pozitif ve diisik dizeyde, zorlayici gl ile arasinda ise negatif ve diistk dizeyde (r=-0.18) bir
iliski bulunmaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklar gii¢ kaynaklarinin tiimi birlikte, saygiya dayali
isbirligi ile pozitif ve yiiksek diizeyde bir iliski vermektedir (R=0.76, p<0.01). Ogretim elemanlarinin
kullandiklari giic kaynaklarinin, saygiya dayali isbirligi boyutu Gzerindeki goreli dGnem sirasi (B); kisisel
glc, bilgi glcl, zorlayicl giic, karizmatik giig, yasal glic, anlayis glici ve uzmanlk gict seklindedir.
Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic kaynaklari, adil 6grenme ortamlarinin saygiya dayali isbirligi
boyutunun toplam varyansinin %57’sini acgiklamaktadir. Elde edilen bulgulara gére saygiya dayali
isbirliginin regresyon esitligi soyledir:

Saygiya dayali isbirligi = .954+ 0.352 Kisisel gii¢ - 0.111 Zorlayici gli¢ + 0.079 Karizmatik gii¢ + 0.259 Bilgi
glicii —0.020 Uzmanlik giicii + 0.059 Yasal gii¢ — 0.030 Anlayis giicii

Tablo 10.

Adil Kurumsal isleyisin Yordanmasi

Degiskenler B Standart 8 t P ikili r Kismi r

Hata

Sabit 1.627 177 - 9.177 .000

1. Kisisel Glig .333 .063 .362 5.306 .000 .64 .24

2. Zorlayici Gug -.124 .030 -.153 -4.070 .000 -.38 -.19

3. Karizmatik Giig .063 .069 .068 .902 .367 .61 .04

4. Bilgi Guci .163 .052 .184 3.143 .002 .58 .15

5. Uzmanlik Glci .034 .046 .040 .740 459 .51 .03

6. Yasal Glg .019 .036 .025 .540 .590 45 .03

7. Anlayis Glicl -.040 .029 -.048 -1.351 177 .09 -.06
R=0.68 R’ =.46 F (7-447) =55.33 p=0.00

Tablo 10’a gore, kisisel glic (r=0.64), karizmatik gli¢ (r=0.61), bilgi glici (r=0.58), uzmanhk gici
(r=0.51) ve yasal gli¢ (r=0.45) ile arasinda pozitif ve orta diizeyde, anlayis gilici ile arasinda pozitif ve
diisik dizeyde (r=0.09), zorlayici gii¢ ile arasinda ise negatif ve orta diizeyde (r=-0.38) bir iliski
bulunmustur. Diger degiskenler kontrol edildiginde, adil kurumsal isleyis ile kisisel gli¢ (r=0.24) ve bilgi
glci (r=0.15) arasinda pozitif ve dislik dizeyde, zorlayici gig ile arasinda ise negatif ve dusiuk diizeyde
(r=-0.19) iliski goériilmustiir. Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic kaynaklarinin timi birlikte, adil
kurumsal isleyis ile pozitif ve orta diizeyde bir iliski vermektedir (R=0.68, p<0.01). Ogretim elemanlarinin
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kullandiklari glic kaynaklarinin, adil kurumsal isleyis boyutu Gzerindeki goreli dnem sirasi (B); kisisel g,
bilgi giicii, zorlayici giig, karizmatik gii, anlayis giici, uzmanlik giicii ve yasal gii¢c seklindedir. Ogretim
elemanlarinin kullandiklari gii¢ kaynaklari, adil 6grenme ortamlarinin adil kurumsal isleyis boyutunun
toplam varyansinin %46’sini agiklamaktadir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore adil kurumsal isleyisin regresyon
esitligi soyledir:

Adil kurumsal isleyis = 1.627+ 0.333 Kisisel gii¢ - 0.124 Zorlayici gii¢ + 0.063 Karizmatik gii¢ + 0.163 Bilgi
glicii + 0.034 Uzmanlhk giicii + 0.019 Yasal gli¢c — 0.040 Anlayis glicii

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu calismada, 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari glic kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenme
ortamlarina yonelik adalet algilari Gzerindeki etkisi belirlenmeye ¢alisilmistir. Bunun yaninda, 6gretmen
adaylarinin, adil 6grenme ortamlari ve o6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari gl¢ kaynaklarina iliskin
goruslerinin cinsiyet, sinif ve bélim degiskenine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigina bakilmistir. Son olarak,
o6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari glic kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina
yonelik algilarini ne diizeyde yordadigi arastiriimistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik goriislerine dayanarak, 6grenme ortamlarini;
adil kurumsal isleyis boyutunda ve 6lgegin toplaminda kismen, saygiya dayali isbirligi boyutunda ise orta
dizeyde adil olarak algiladiklari soylenebilir. Tomul vd. de (2012), yaptiklar arastirmada, 6gretmen
adaylarinin, 6gretim elemanlarinin gesitli nedenlerle ayrimcilik yaptiklarini diisiindiklerini bulgulamistir.
Sonuglar, Ozer ve Demirtas’'in (2010) bulgular ile de benzerlik géstermektedir. Yapilan arastirmalar,
ogrencilerin 6gretmenlerde en fazla aradiklari niteliklerden birinin adalet oldugunu gostermektedir
(Hosgériir, 2012; Hosgdrir, 2015; Raji¢, Hosgoriir, & Drvodeli¢; 2015). Ogretmen yetistiren bir
kurumdaki uygulamalarin, 6gretmen adaylarina model teskil etmesi agisindan, bu sonug istenen diizeyde
bulunamamistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin 8grenme ortamlarina yénelik adalet algilarinin yiikseltilebilmesi
icin; okullarda 6grenci isleri ile ilgili streg¢ haritalarinin gikarilmasi ve ¢alisanlarin bu standartlara
uymalarinin  saglanmasinin, fakilte yonetiminden kaynaklanan boyut agisindan bir ¢6zim
olusturabilecegi dusiiniilmiistiir. Ogretim elemanlarinin ise, dgretmen adaylarindan beklentilerini ve
degerlendirme yontemlerini net bir sekilde ortaya koyarak, sire¢ boyunca gerekli geri bildirimi
ogrencilere saglama yoluyla hesap verilebilirligi saglamalari, 6gretim elemanlarindan kaynaklanan boyut
acisindan yardimci olabilecektir. Arastirma sonuglarina gére 6gretmen adaylarinin adalet konusunda
kaygi tasidiklari agiktir. Bu nedenle 6zellikle, 6gretmen adaylari izerinde birinci derecede etki sahibi olan
Ogretim elemanlarinin hangi uygulamalarinin adalet disi bulunduguna yonelik derinlemesine bilgi
saglayacak nitel arastirmalar desenlenmesinin uygun olabilecegi disliniimustiir. Lunenburg ve Ornstein
(2013, s. 17) durumun kritik degerine vurgu yapmak agisindan, egitimdeki uygulamalarin mikemmel ve
esit olmamasinin, egitimin de demokratik olmadigi anlamina geldigini belirtmektedir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin adil 6grenme ortamlarina yénelik algilari, cinsiyet degiskenine gére anlamli bir
farklilik géstermemektedir. Ozer ve Demirtas (2010) ve Caglar (2013), arastirmalarinda, kadin égretmen
adaylarinin erkek 6gretmen adaylarina gore 6grenme ortamlarinin daha adil oldugunu diisindiklerini
gostermistir. Sonuglar arasindaki farkin, her iki grubun da egitim ortamlarindan beklentilerinin benzer
oldugu varsayildiginda, fakiilte ortamindaki esitlik¢i yaklasimdan kaynaklandigi distntlmastir. Sinif
degiskeni agisindan ise, tim boyutlarda birinci ve ikinci sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin Gglncl ve dordiinci
siniftakilere gére 6grenme ortamlarini daha adil olarak algiladiklari gériilmistiir. Bulgular Ozer ve
Demirtas (2010) ve Caglar'in (2013) bulgulari ile benzerlik géstermektedir. Ogretmen adaylarinin,
o6grenim sireci boyunca ilerledikge, fakiiltedeki 6grenme ortamlari hakkinda daha fazla fikir sahibi
olduklari dusiinildiginde, genel tablonun pek de i¢ agici olmadigl sonucuna ulasiimaktadir. Saygiya
dayali isbirligi boyutu ve 6lgegin tamamina iliskin sonuglar ise UglincU siniftaki 6gretmen adaylarinin,
dordiinci siniftakilere gére 6grenme ortamlarini gérece olarak daha adil algiladiklarini géstermistir. Bu
durumun, son siniftaki 6gretmen adaylarinin mezun olma kaygisi icinde olmalarinin, uygulamalari
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oldugundan daha fazla aleyhlerine algilamalarindan kaynaklanmis olabilir. Ogretmen adaylarinin
gorisleri bélim degiskeni acisindan degerlendirildiginde; tim boyutlarda, ilkégretim Bélimiindeki
O0gretmen adaylarinin, Egitim Bilimleri, Turkge Egitimi ve Glzel Sanatlar Egitimi béliimlerindeki 6gretmen
adaylarina gére 6grenme ortamlarinin daha az adil oldugunu distindukleri gorilmistir. Bolimler
arasindaki bu farkin, diger bolimler ile ayni egitim ortaminin paylasildigi ve ayni yonetim ile etkilesimde
bulunuldugu disiinildiginde, bolimin 6gretim elemanlarindan kaynaklandigini diistindiirmektedir.

Arastirmanin; 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari gl kaynaklarina iliskin sonuglari, 6gretmen
adaylarinin, 6gretim elemanlarinin en fazla yasal glice basvurduklarini diistindiklerini géstermektedir.
Bunu sirasiyla uzmanhk gucl, karizmatik gug, kisisel giig, bilgi glcu, anlayis glici ve zorlayici giig
izlemektedir. Ozdemir (2013) arastirmasinda, 6gretim elemanlarinin en fazla uzmanlik giiciine
basvurduklarini ve bu arastirmanin sonuglarina benzer sekilde, en az da zorlayici giice basvurduklarini
bulgulamistir. Ogretim elemani yasal gii¢ tiiriinde, yasa ve ydnetmelikler cercevesinde sahip oldugu
konumunu 6grencileri etkileme araci olarak kullanir. Bu nedenle etkinin kaynagi, 6gretim elemaninin
sinif ydnetimi konusunda sahip oldugu niteliklerden bagimsizdir. Aslanargun ve Eris (2013) calismasinda,
yalnizca orgiitsel konuma bagl olarak ortaya cikan yasal ve zorlayici gic tirleri yerine, kisisel
yeterliklerden kaynagini alan bilgi, uzmanhk ve karizmatik glic tirlerinin kullaniimasinin etkililigi
yiikseltecegini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica, gl tirleri ile ilgili yapilmis arastirmalarda, yasal giice ¢ok fazla
basvurulmasinin otoriterlesmeye ve giiciin hedef kitlesinde de is doyumsuzlugu, direnme ve ¢atismalara
neden olabilecegi belirtiimektedir (Yilmaz & Altinkurt, 2012; Altinkurt et al., 2014). Bolman ve Deal
(2013, s. 232-233), etki kaynagi olarak yalnizca bulunduklar konumu kullanan ydneticilerin hem direng
hem de kendilerine karsi ciddi bir muhalefet olusturduklarini vurgular. Ayrica, arastirmanin sonuglari,
o6gretim elemanlarinin disiik dizeyde zorlayici glice basvurduklarini géstermektedir. Hoy ve Miskel
(2010, s. 212), etkili yoneticilerin; karizma glicline zarar verdigi ve bu gii¢ tlriine maruz kalanlar
tarafindan dismanlik, yabancilasma ve hatta saldirganlkla sonuglandigi icin zorlayici glicu kullanmaktan
kagindiklarini belirtir. Hosgorir (2016) arastirmasinda, yoneticilerin zorlayici glic kullanimlarindaki
artisin, bu gilice maruz kalanlarin orgiitsel sinizm dizeylerinde de artisa neden oldugu sonucuna
ulasmistir. Bir diger arastirma bulgusu, 6gretim elemanlarinin glglerini uzmanlik ve kisisel
yeterliklerinden aldiklarinda, vyasal ve zorlayici glice basvurma gereksinimi hissetmediklerini
gdstermektedir (Ozdemir, 2013). Bu baglamda, akademik 6grenme ortamlarinda, 6zellikle de 6gretmen
yetistirme gibi kritik bir rol Gstlenmis olan kurumlarda 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklar gli¢ kaynaklari
arasinda yasal glicin 6n plana ¢ikmis olmasi ve gorece olarak diisiik diizeyde de olsa zorlayici giice
basvuruyor olmalari kaygi verici bulunmustur.

Ogretmen adaylarinin égretim elemanlarinin sinif yénetiminde kullandiklari gii¢ kaynaklarina iliskin
gorusleri, cinsiyetlerine gdre anlamli bir fark géstermemektedir. Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic
kaynaklarina iliskin alanyazinda ulasilan arastirmalarda, cinsiyet, sinif ve bolim degiskenine iliskin
farklari irdeleyen calismalara rastlanamadigindan, bu bélimde sonuglara yonelik karsilastirmalar
yapilamamistir. Sonuglar sinif degiskeni agsindan incelendiginde, birinci, ikinci ve Gglinct siniflardaki
o6gretmen adaylarinin, dordiinci siniftakilere gore, 6gretim elemanlarinin kisisel gicli daha fazla
kullandiklarini dustindikleri gorilmektedir. Kisisel glic boyutu, 6gretim elemanlarinin bireysel olarak
sahip olduklari yeterlikleri ile iyi bir rol model olarak 6grenciler tzerinde etki sahibi olmalarini ifade eder.
Bu baglamda, kisisel glic boyutuna yonelik bu sonuglar; 6gretmen adaylarinin sinif yénetiminde yetkinlik
ile ilgili sahip olduklari bilgilerin artisi ile birlikte, 6gretim elemanlarindan beklentilerinin de
ylkselmesinden kaynaklanmis olabilir. Arastirmanin sinif degiskenine iliskin bir diger sonucuna gore,
birinci ve ikinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylari, Gglincii ve dordiinct siniftaki 6gretmen adaylarina gore
ogretim elemanlarinin zorlayici giici daha az kullandiklarini belirttiklerini goéstermistir. Bu durum,
ogrencilerin 6grenimlerinin ilk yillarinda, 6gretim elemanlarinin uyguladiklari kati ve baskici tavirlari
gorece olarak daha dogal bulup, biling dizeyleri arttikca bu uygulamalarin uygunsuzluguna yonelik
farkindaliklarinin artmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilecegi gibi; 6gretmen adaylarinin ilk yillarinda orgitte
veni olmalari nedeniyle gosterdikleri ¢cekingen tavirlarin, 6gretim elemanlarinin bu glic tiirline basvurma
gereksinimi hissetmemelerinden de kaynaklanmis olabilir. Sinif degiskeni ile ilgili anlamli farkin
gorildigi bir diger boyut, karizmatik glic boyutudur. Buna gore, birinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylari
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liciinct ve dordiincl siniftakilere goére; ikinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylari da dordiinci siniftakilere gore
O0gretim elemanlarinin karizmatik glici daha fazla kullandiklarini disiindiklerini géstermistir. Uzmanhk
ve yasal gug ile ilgili olarak da, birinci siniftaki 6gretmen adaylarinin, dérdiincu siniftakilere gére 6gretim
elemanlarinin bu guig turlerini daha fazla kullandiklarini belirttikleri gérilmustiir. Bu sonuglar, 6gretmen
adaylarinin meslege yonelik farkindaliklarinin gérece olarak dusik oldugu ilk yillarinda, 6gretim
elemanlarina sahip olduklari 6zellikler ile ilgili olarak onlara sahip olduklarindan daha fazla deger
atfetmelerinden ve konumlari itibariyle aralarindaki mesafeyi yiiksek algilamalarindan kaynaklanmis
olabilir. Sonuglar bélim degiskeni acgisindan incelendiginde, ilkégretim Bolimiindeki &gretim
elemanlarinin diger boliimlere gore zorlayici gucli daha fazla, diger giic turlerini daha az kullandiklarini
gostermistir. Bu sonug, ilkdgretim Bsliimiindeki programlarin ve programlar dahilindeki sube sayilarinin,
dolayh olarak 6gretim elemani basina diisen 6grenci sayilarinin diger bolimlere gore fazla olusundan
kaynaklanmis olabilir. Ogretim elemanlarinin is yiikiiniin fazla olusu, onlari zorlayici giig kullanmaya itmis
olabilir. Ek olarak, bu sonug, arastirmanin ilkégretim Boéliimiindeki 6gretmen adaylarinin égrenme
ortamlarini diger bolimlerdeki 6gretmen adaylarina gére daha az adil algiladiklar ile ilgili sonucunu
destekler niteliktedir. Zorlayici giice basvurulmasinin 6gretmen adaylari lizerinde neden olabilecegi
olumsuz etkiler, onlarin 6grenme ortamlarindaki adalet ile ilgili algilarini diislirmus olabilir.

Arastirmanin son amaci, 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giig kaynaklarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin
adil 6grenme ortamlarina iliskin algilarini ne diizeyde yordadigi ile ilgilidir. Bu amagla ¢oklu regresyon
analizi yapiimistir. Sonuglar, adil 6grenme ortamlarinin saygiya dayali isbirligi boyutunun, kisisel giig ile
pozitif ve yiuksek diizeyde, karizmatik glig, bilgi glici, uzmanlk giicii ve yasal glg ile arasinda pozitif ve
orta dlzeyde, anlayis glicli ile arasinda pozitif ve disliik diizeyde ve zorlayici giic ile arasinda negatif ve
orta dizeyde iliski oldugunu gostermistir. Diger degiskenler kontrol edildiginde, kisisel gii¢ ve bilgi glici
ile saygiya dayali isbirligi arasinda pozitif ve diisiik diizeyde, zorlayici glic ile arasinda ise negatif ve disiik
diizeyde bir iliski gérilmistir. Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari giic kaynaklarinin timi birlikte,
sayglya dayal isbirligi ile pozitif ve yliksek diizeyde bir iliski vermektedir. Adil 6§renme ortamlarinin adil
kurumsal isleyis boyutu ile ilgili coklu regresyon analizi sonuglarn, kisisel gug, karizmatik gug, bilgi giicd,
uzmanhk glicli ve yasal giic ile arasinda pozitif ve orta diizeyde, anlayis giici ile arasinda pozitif ve distk
diizeyde, zorlayici gii¢ ile arasinda ise negatif ve orta dizeyde bir iliski gostermistir. Diger degiskenler
kontrol edildiginde, adil kurumsal isleyis ile kisisel gli¢c ve bilgi glici arasinda pozitif ve disiuk diizeyde,
zorlayicl gii¢ ile arasinda ise negatif ve diisiik diizeyde iliski gérilmistiir. Ogretim elemanlarinin
kullandiklari glic kaynaklarinin timi birlikte, adil kurumsal isleyis ile pozitif ve orta diizeyde bir iligki
vermektedir. Regresyon sonuglarina gore, kisisel giig, bilgi glici ve zorlayici giiclin, adil 6grenme
ortamlarinin saygiya dayal is birligi ve adil kurumsal isleyis boyutlarinin yordayicilari oldugu
belirlenmistir. Ogretim elemanlarinin, sinif ydnetiminde sahip olduklari bilgi birikimi ve kisisel ve mesleki
yeterliklerini etkileme araci olarak kullandiklarinda, 6grencilerin 6grenme ortamda kendilerini daha
giivende hissettikleri sdylenebilir. Ozdemir (2013) arastirmasinda, 6gretim elemanlarinin uzmanlk
giclerini etkili bir sekilde kullanmalarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin motivasyonlarini ve bununla baglantili
olarak orgitle 6zdeslesmelerini de artirdigini vurgulamaktadir. Bununla birlikte, etkileme araci olarak
zorlayict gug kullanilarak, 6grenme ortaminda korku kiiltlirG olusturulmasi, 6grencilerin 6grenme
ortaminda hissettikleri kaygi ile birlikte adalet beklentilerinin de diismesine neden olabilecektir.

Toplumsal hayatta bireylerin kendilerini glivende hissetmelerinin en 6nemli kaynaklarindan biri
adalete iliskin algilaridir. Bu nedenle, 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlarda bu degerin yerlestirilmesi, degerin
toplumsal yayilliminin saglanmasi agisindan da oncelikli goriilmektedir. Ogretim elemanlarinin sinif
yonetiminde baskin olarak gliclerini kisisel yeterliklerinden almalarinin, 6gretmen adaylarinin adalet
algilan  Gzerindeki olumlu etkisi, 6gretmen adaylarinin yetistiriime sirecinde benzeri tutumlari
kazanabilmelerine ve mesleklerini gerceklestirirken siniflarinda bu davranislari yansitabilmelerine katki
saglayabilecektir. Arastirmanin adil 6grenme ortamlari ve Ogretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari gig
kaynaklari ile ilgili sonuglarinda bolim degiskeni ile ilgili ortaya ¢ikan farklarin kaynaginin daha kesin bir
degerlendirmesini yapabilmek icin, 6gretim elemanlarinin kullandiklari gl tirleri ve bu gli¢ tirlerini
kullanmaya iten akademik arka plan, 6gretim elmani basina diisen Ogrenci sayisi gibi etkenlerin
arastiriimasina ve karsilastiriimasina yonelik ileri arastirmalar yapilabilecegi dlistintimistur.
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