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Abstract

The primary aim of this study was to evaluate school principals’ instructional leadership behaviours based on
teachers’ views. The instructional leadership model developed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985) was used, and
the phenomenological design of qualitative research was employed. The participants were 16 teachers working
at public schools in Turkey. The data were analysed using content analysis technique. The results showed that
school principals performed well in some of the areas determined by Hallinger and Murphy while performing
weakly in other areas. They performed strong behaviours in conveying the objectives of the school, organising
the curriculum, being available, preserving the time allocated to instruction, appreciating teachers’ success and
monitoring student development. However, they were reported to show a weak performance in determining the
school objectives, improving the curriculum, contributing to teachers’ professional development and following
student learning. Based on the results, it can be suggested that policy-makers should create favourable conditions
for school principals to act more independently in curriculum development. Moreover, school principals should
make an effort to ensure teachers’ professional development and form a school culture that would strengthen
professional cooperation among teachers. Above all, school principals’ knowledge and expertise regarding ins-
tructional leadership can be enhanced by means of in-service training programs.
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Oz

Bu arastirmada, 6gretmenlerin perspektifinden okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim liderligi davranislarinin degerlendi-
rilmesi amaglanmustir. Hallinger ve Murphy tarafindan gelistirilen 6gretim liderligi modelinin boyutlarinin élgiit
alindig1 bu caligma, fenomenolojik desende kurgulanmustir. Arastirmanin galisma grubunu kamu okullarinda
gorev alan 15 6gretmen olusturmaktadir. Arastirma verileri i¢erik analizine tabii tutulmugtur. Arastirma sonuc-
lar1 okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim liderligi bakimmdan bu modelde belirtilen bazi alanlarda giiclii, baz1 alanlarda ise
zayif davranislar gosterdikleri goriilmiistiir. Okul mudirleri okulun amaglarini iletme, miifredati izleme, ulagi-
labilir olma, ders zamanini etkili kullanma, 6gretmen basarisini takdir etme ve 6grenciyi 6grenmeye tesvik etme
konularinda giiclii davraniglar sergilemislerdir. Diger taraftan okulun amacini belirleme, miifredati gelistirme,
ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimine katkida bulunma ve 6grenci 6grenmelerini izleme konularinda da zayif davra-
niglar sergiledikleri goriilmiistiir.
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Introduction

In the field of educational leadership, many theoretical and empirical stu-
dies have been conducted to improve schools and enhance student achievement
during the past 60 years. These studies often addressed the the effects of school
principals’ behaviours on the educational. Different administrative understan-
dings of school principals led to various leadership models in the literature. In
educational research, instructional leadership (Blase & Blase, 2000; Hallinger &
Murphy 1985; Hallinger, 2003, 2005; Heck, Larsen & Marcoulides, 1990; Marks
& Printy, 2003; Southworth, 2002), transactional and transformational leaders-
hip (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987; Leithwood & Jantzi 1990, 2000, 2005; Silins 1994;
Yang, 2014), teacher leadership (Berry, Johnson & Montgomery, 2005; Coyle,
1997; Lambert, 2003; Muijs & Harris, 2006; Smylie, Conley & Marks, 2002) and
distributed leadership (Harris, 2004; Harris & Spillane, 2008; Heck & Hallinger,
2009; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001) are among the commonly studied
research topics. In fact, Glimiis, Bellibag, Esen, Gtimts, (2018) found that dist-
ributed, transformational, instructional and teacher leadership have been four
most frequently studied leadership models.

One of the noteworthy research topics in the field is instructional leaders-
hip, which is considered as an important leverage for teaching and learning (Bla-
se & Blase, 2000; Hallinger & Murphy 1985; Hallinger, 2003, 2005; Southworth
2002; Tan, 2012). Both research and practice showed evidence that instructional
leadership is a prominent indicator in the development of students and the scho-
ol (Lai & Cheung, 2013). The research on instructional leadership in effective
schools emerged in the United States, and these studies were evaluated in three
periods (Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Harris, 2004; Hopkins, 2013 Leithwood et al.,
2005; Rigby, 2014; Robinson, 2010; Scheerens, 2012; Sheppard, 1996). In the
first period, the differences in the educational achievement of schools in spite
of having similar student profiles and resources were found to be due to the ins-
tructional leadership of school principals. Moreover, variables including gender,
professional experience and pre-service education of principals were emphasised
in the studies of this period (Hallinger & Murphy 1985; Heck, Larsen, & Marco-
ulides, 1990; Heck, 1992). In the second period, the studies focused on instructi-
onal leadership practices and the characteristics of the organisation to improve
teaching and learning in schools. These characteristics included school level and
size, socio-economic status, students’ readiness, teacher quality and conditions
of the school district (Hoadley, Christie & Ward, 2009; Leithwood & Steinbach,
2003; Leithwood et al., 2005; Southworth, 2002). In the last period, the effects
of instructional leadership practices on schools were analysed. The studies of
this period concentrated on the characteristics of the school environment such
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as school climate, collective efficacy, trust in and commitment to the school, and
school quality and development as well as student achievement. (Hallinger, 2015;
Lee, Hallinger & Walker, 2012; Hallinger & Lee, 2014; Kaparou & Bush, 2015).
After all, it is obvious that current research on instructional leadership mostly
focuses on teacher performance and commitment, collective teacher competen-
cies, roles and responsibilities of teachers, professional learning community and
professional attitudes (Al-Mahdy, Emam, & Hallinger, 2018; Brandon, Holl-
weck, Donlevy, & Whalen, 2018; Hallinger, Walker, Nguyen, Truong and Ngu-
yen; 2017; Hallinger, Hosseingholizadeh, Hashemi & Kouhsari, 2018; Zheng,
Yin & Li, 2018).

Along with this development in the literature, different measurement tools
were developed to be used in empirical studies on the behaviours of school prin-
cipals as instructional leaders (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hallinger, 2011; Krug,
1992; Sisman, 2004). However, it can be argued that there is no considerable
difference between the dimensions of these instruments (Blase & Blase, 2000;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Lambert, 2003; Sisman, 2004). The present study is
based on the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) that is
widely accepted in the empirical studies on instructional leadership (Hallinger &
Murphy 1985). PIMRS was adapted to Turkish by Bellibas, Bulut, Hallinger and
Wang (2016), and it was revealed that the scale is compatible with Turkish cultu-
re, except for some items in the dimension of management (administration) of
educational programs. This instrument is comprised of three dimensions regar-
ding instructional leadership that are (i) defining the mission of school, (if) ma-
naging the instructional program, and (iif) promoting a positive learning climate.
Defining the school’s mission refers to determining the objectives of the school
and conveying these objectives to teachers to improve the school’s mission. This
dimension is also related to the contribution of these aspects to teacher and stu-
dent achievement. Managing the instruction program is about school principals’
level of coordinating the curriculum and that also covers functions such as su-
pervising and evaluating education and student development. Lastly, promoting
a positive learning climate at school consists of responsibilities such as using the
instructional time effectively, supporting teachers’ professional development,
improving their vision, strengthening cooperation at school, establishing com-
munication with the external environment and encouraging them for learning
(Hallinger, Walker, Nguyen, Truong and Nguyen, 2017; Leithwood, Harris &
Hopkins, 2008; Leithwood, Patten & Jantzi, 2010; Marks & Printy, 2003; Sofo,
Fitzgerald and Jawas, 2012; Terosky, 2016).
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The Context of Instructional Leadership in Turkey

Turkey has not been able to achieve sustainability in its policies of training
school principals in areas such as curriculum development and teacher education
in spite of reform efforts in education. Although many steps in training educa-
tional administrators have been taken in Turkey for the last 60 years, the legal
principle “The basis of the profession is teaching” has prevented school mana-
gement from being a professional occupation (Beycioglu & Wildy, 2015; Can &
Celikten, 2000; Simsek, 2002). In accordance with the suggestions in the reports
of the Central Government Organization Project (MEHTAP) and Public Admi-
nistration Research (KAYA) published by the Public Administration Institute for
Turkey and Middle East and the report of the Fourth National Education Co-
uncil of Turkey (KAYA, 1991; Ministry of National Education [MEB], 1949; bu,
1963), undergraduate programs were opened towards specialisation in training
educational/school administrators (Balci, 2008; Beycioglu & Donmez, 2006). In
Turkey, various legal regulations were enacted with regard to the appointment of
school administrators between 1998-2017. According to these regulations, school
administrators were sometimes appointed based on test scores, while they were
sometimes directly appointed due to political concerns (MEB, 2017; Oriicii &
Simsek, 2011; Recepoglu & Kiling, 2014; TED, 2018). The view that objectivity is
not observed in written and oral exams in the appointment of principals is often
expressed by the public. This situation and the political concerns in Turkey have
led to a lack of standardisation in appointing school principals.

In addition to the uncertainties regarding the appointment of school princi-
pals in Turkey, there also seems to be an ambiguity related to principals’ duties
and responsibilities. The bureaucratic structure of the Turkish education system
and the additional duties other than teaching prevented school administration
from being a profession. This eventually caused school principals to experience
role conflicts and have less power (Bursalioglu, 2010). In the current regulations
of the Turkish Ministry of National Education, school administrators have duties
such as leadership in teaching and learning, building teamwork, guiding, moni-
toring, supervising and evaluating teachers and instruction, developing a school
culture, integrating the school with its environment, and following scientific and
technological developments (MEB, 2017). However, it is hard to say that school
principals have the expertise to fulfil these duties and responsibilities. In fact, the
instructional leadership behaviours proposed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985),
which include defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional program,
and promoting a positive learning climate, also require a certain level of expertise.

Instructional leadership has been a popular research topic in the Turkish
context since the early 2000s. The instructional leadership scale developed by
Sisman (2004) was often employed by Turkish researchers. However, the PIMRS
scale developed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985), which is commonly used in stu-
dies worldwide, was rarely preferred (Cansoy & Polatcan, 2018). There seem to
be two trends in the research on instructional leadership in Turkey. Some of the
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studies focused on the instructional leadership behaviours that principals perfor-
med at school (Anil & Sarpkaya, 2014; Bas & Yildirim, 2010; Bellibag & Gedik,
2014; Giimiis & Akcaoglu, 2013; Inandi1 & Ozkan, 2006). These studies repor-
ted that school principals could not show instructional leadership behaviours for
some reasons such as bureaucratic obstacles, lack of time and frequent changes
of duties and roles. Other studies investigated the relationship of instructional
leadership with organisational concepts such as teacher work attitudes (Duyar,
Bellibas & Giimiis, 2013), teachers’ self-efficacy (Bellibas & Liu, 2017), profes-
sional development (Gimis & Bellibas, 2016), organisational commitment (Se-
rin & Bulug, 2012), conflict resolution (Arslantas & Ozkan 2012), self-efficacy
and collective efficacy (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgact & Kiling, 2012), organisational
climate (Ayik & Sayir, 2014), school climate (Sahin, 2011; Bellibas & Liu, 2018),
organisational citizenship behaviours (Unal & Celik, 2013), academic optimism
(Yilmaz & Kursun, 2015) and organisational health (Parlar & Cansoy, 2017). In
a review of 35 studies on instructional leadership conducted in Turkey between
2000 and 2017, researchers of these studies were found to mostly employ the sur-
vey design, a quantitative research method (Cansoy & Polatcan, 2018). Moreo-
ver, they reported based on teachers’ perceptions that the most often performed
behaviour of school principals as instructional leaders was sharing the objectives
and vision of the school. Yet, as observed in the studies, teachers thought that
they did not receive sufficient professional support from the principals.

The educational regulations in Turkey can be considered to be inadequate
for creating a new leadership role for school principals. Furthermore, the Turkish
Ministry of National Education does not have nationwide leadership programs
related to school principals’ development of instructional leadership. Likewise,
because of the ministry’s central authority structure, school principals are not
given enough autonomy to conduct new practices based on the conditions of
the environment where the school is located. Consistently, in a study published
by OECD (2011), Turkey was observed to have given lower levels of autonomy
to schools in developing and evaluating the curriculum, assessing students and
using the school resources compared to other OECD countries. In other words,
the centralist structure of the Turkish education system seems to be restrictive for
school principals’ practices. Despite this, revealing how instructional leadership
behaviours are performed and what is actually done with regard to this type of
leadership are of significance for a better understanding of the phenomenon and
improving schools in this respect. In this way, the nature of instructional leaders-
hip can be understood and improved in centralist systems.

This study focused on teachers’ evaluation of Turkish principals’ instructional
leadership behaviours based on the conceptual framework developed by Hallinger
and Murphy (1985) by using a qualitative approach. Only few studies investigated
how the instructional leadership model by Hallinger and Murphy was perceived
and practiced in a centralized education system (Alsaleh, 2018; Hallinger & Lee,
2014; Harris, Jones, Cheah, Devadason & Adams, 2017). Therefore, it is of great
importance to analyse the extent to which this model overlaps with the Turkish
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education system that has a centralist structure. The present study can thus make
a contribution to the literature on this research topic. On the other hand, the
model proposed by Sisman (2004) in the Turkish context was commonly used in
the national literature (Cansoy & Polatcan, 2018). In this regard, examining a
different model in the Turkish context can provide researchers the opportunity to
make a comparison with Hallinger and Murphy’s model (1985) that is often refer-
red in the literature (Hallinger, 2011). In the literature, only the opinions (views)
of the school principals were asked before in Kalman and Arslan’s (2016) qualita-
tive research on the PIMRS. However, taking into consideration the instructional
leadership behaviors of the principals from the perspective of the teachers makes
this current research original. The findings obtained from this study can provide
important data for policy-makers to develop school principals’ instructional lea-
dership behaviours. In addition, despite many studies on instructional leadership
that were conducted in the Turkish and the international literature mentioned
above, the primary significance of this study may be the in-depth examination
and evaluation of school principals’ instructional leadership practices based on
teacher views. In other words, the present study can contribute to the literature
in terms of revealing Turkish school principals’ leadership behaviours in accor-
dance with the conceptual model of instructional leadership. The study aimed
at conducting a detailed examination of school administrators’ instructional lea-
dership behaviours based on teacher views. In line with this purpose, the research
question “How do teachers make sense of school principals’ instructional leadership
behaviours at schools?” was addressed in the study.

Method

Design

Since the aim of this study was to reveal how school principals exhibit ins-
tructional leadership behaviours at school based on teacher views, the phenome-
nological design of the qualitative research method, was adopted. Phenomeno-
logy introduces individuals’ views on a phenomenon based on their experience,
feelings and thoughts. It is a philosophical concept that is used to examine and
question individuals’ experience and the meanings of the time they live in (van
Manen, 2007). In short, phenomenology is the essence within a person’s conscio-
us experience (Creswell, 2013). According to Merleau-Ponty (2012), a phenome-
non is individuals’ perception and making sense of themselves, their experience
and environment in a way that is unique to them. Phenomenology is both a phi-
losophical approach and a research method. In the course of time, phenomeno-
logical studies have been addressed in two different approaches being Husserl’s
transcendental and Heidegger’s interpretive phenomenology (Laverty, 2003). In
transcendental phenomenology, individuals try to define, make sense and explain
the environment they live in, independent from their personal thoughts (Giorgi,
2008). On the other hand, interpretive phenomenology is based on a process in
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which experiences cannot be described independent from personal thoughts, and
thus, the researcher makes an interpretation of those experiences (van Manen,
2007). Accordingly, transcendental phenomenological design was employed in
the present study because it was aimed to have a detailed and in-depth descripti-
on of teachers’ personal experiences regarding instructional leadership practices.

Participants

In phenomenological studies, it is important to select participants among
individuals who can explain their experience related to the phenomenon focu-
sed (Yildirim & Simsek, 2008). Therefore, purposive sampling is often used in
phenomenology. In purposive sampling, individuals who meet certain criteria
related to the research topic are included in the study (Padilla-Diaz, 2015; Pat-
ton, 2002). Criterion and maximum variation sampling methods were employed
together in the present study. Criterion sampling was preferred so that senior
teachers could be selected to describe their experiences related to instructional
leadership at school. The teachers who participated in the study should have had
at least two years of professional experience. In addition, the maximum variation
sampling was used to address the cases related to the phenomenon of instructi-
onal leadership behaviours from different perspectives. In maximum variation
sampling, the aim is to determine the discrepancies between different cases and
reveal different aspects of a problem (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz
& Demirel, 2017). In this context, in accordance with the purpose of the study,
experienced teachers working in different types of schools formed (constituted)
the sample of the research. With respect to the ideal sample size in phenome-
nological studies, there are different views stated by researchers. Yildirim and
Simgek (2008) asserted that the sample size in phenomenological studies should
not exceed 10 participants since an in-depth analysis related to the research phe-
nomenon is needed. Creswell (2013) stated that the number of participants may
range between 3-25 individuals in phenomenology.

Consequently, a total number of 16 teachers, 10 of which working at middle
schools and 6 working at high schools in Karabuk province during the 2017-2018
school year, participated in the present study. In this way, it was aimed to obtain
teachers’ observations on instructional leadership in detail. The professional ex-
perience of teachers was 10.4 years on average. In other words, they had a consi-
derable amount of school experience. Twelve of the participants were female and
four were male. The average age of the participants was 35 (Table 1).
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Table 1
Demographics of the Participants.

Code Gender School Type Age Experiences
T1 Female Middle 29 6
T2 Male Middle 32 5
T3 Female High 43 19
T4 Female Middle 28 3
TS Female Middle 44 11
T6 Male High 34
T7 Female Middle 27 5
T8 Female Middle 33 10
T9 Female Middle 40 18

T10 Male High 35 13
T11 Male High 47 22
T12 Female High 37 13
T13 Female Middle 32 6
T14 Female Middle 30

T15 Female Middle 29 5
T16 Female High 40 17

Data Gathering

The data were gathered through a semi-structured interview form develo-
ped by the researchers based on the dimensions of Hallinger and Murphy’s ins-
tructional leadership scale (1985) and the pre-interviews with field experts and
teachers (Yildirim & Simsek, 2008). The draft version of the interview form was
revised and finalised in accordance with the experts’ opinion. After that the te-
achers who would participate in the study were selected, they were contacted for
an appointment to conduct the interviews. The duration of the interviews ranged
from 30 to 75 minutes. Prior to the interviews, the teachers were given assu-
rance that their privacy would be respected, and the interviews were conducted
with those who volunteered to participate in the study. Permission to record the
interviews was obtained from the teachers. All of the teachers gave permission
for audio-recording. The accuracy of the notes taken during the interviews was
confirmed by the teachers. Sample questions included in the interview form are
as follows: “How does your school principal spend most of his/her time at scho-
01?7, “What does your school principal do to motivate teachers?”, “What does
your school principal do in the case of a failure”. Instead of their real names, the
teachers were coded as T1, T2...T16 in the study.
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The validity and reliability analyses were performed in three steps including
data triangulation, external revision and direct quotations (Christensen, Johnson
& Turner, 2015). In data triangulation, observation notes were taken in addition
to the interviews conducted. With regard to external revision, interviews about
the research findings were conducted with individuals who were field experts and
had research experience in this area. As for direct quotations, the statements of
the teachers were directly quoted while reporting the findings. The codes T1,
T2...T16 were used in the direct quotations. To ensure the reliability of the study,
the data coded by different researchers were compared for consistency.

Data Analysis

Different methods are used in the data analysis process for phenomenolo-
gical studies. Yet, the steps commonly followed in the analysis of phenomenolo-
gical research data include intentionality, bracketing, phenomenological reduc-
tion, imaginative diversity and synthesising (Giorgi, 2008; Lin, 2013; Moustakas,
1994). As a matter of fact, it was assumed in the present study that the teachers
evaluated how school principals exhibited instructional leadership behaviours
based on their own experience. In the process of bracketing, the researchers took
notes of teacher views on the phenomenon of instructional leadership. Then,
these notes were analysed in the scope of the teachers’ experience. In phenome-
nological reduction, the researchers assumed that all participants’ experiences
had the same value and excluded the unnecessary statements that did not over-
lap with the research aim. For imaginary diversity, the researchers revealed the
similarities and differences in the teachers’ views on the phenomenon. In the
synthesising process, they revealed the common meanings based on these views.

Findings

As a result of the data analysis, themes and sub-themes were revealed by
categorising the codes given to the teachers’ statements in accordance with Hal-
linger and Murphy’s (1985) instructional model. The main themes were defining
the school’s mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a po-
sitive school learning climate. The sub-themes were coded with a number and
letter. For example, the code “1a” refers to a sub-theme related to determining
the school objectives. Accordingly, the main themes and sub-themes revealed in
the study are as follows: Defining the School’s Mission; (1a) determining the scho-
ol objectives, (1b) conveying the school objectives; Managing the Instructional
Program: (2a) supervising and evaluating instruction, (2b) organising the curricu-
lum, (2c¢) monitoring student development, Promoting a Positive School Learning
Climate: (3a) preserving the time allocated to instruction, (3b) availability, (3h)
motivating teachers, (3c) supporting teachers’ professional development, (3d)
encouraging students for learning.

587



Ramazan Cansoy, Mahmut Polatcan & Ali Cagatay Kiling

Defining the School’s Mission

(1a) Determining the school objectives: According to the teachers, school prin-
cipals shared the common objectives of the school with teachers in the meetings
held at the beginning of semesters. In these meetings, school principals provide
information on the vision and mission in accordance with the legal legislation.

In these meetings, school principals provide information on the vision and mis-
sion partaking in school legislation. The primary objective of educating good indivi-
duals and citizens, which is clearly set in the related framework by the ministry, was
the most frequent one stated by the teachers. The second most frequent objective was
the expectations towards improving academic achievement. Educating good citizens
consisted of raising individuals who are committed to national and moral values and
are beneficial for their country. In some schools, achieving a high level of success in
central examinations and sending students to top universities or high schools stand out
as the most important indicators of a common academic objective:

Our school’s objective is to educate good and well-behaved students who have the
national values as stated in the overall aims of the national education. In our pre-
semester meetings, our principal reminds us of this objective (T4).

(1b) Conveying the school objectives: School principals were reported to dis-
cuss the common instructional objectives in meetings with the teachers. They
seem to perceive such meetings a good opportunity to convey the school objecti-
ves to the teachers. Besides, there are descriptions related to the school mission
and vision on the websites of schools affiliated with the ministry. In this way, the
objectives can also be shared with stakeholders:

Well, vision... There is our vision on the website. The principal reminds us that, like
he determines what we are going to do, we talk about these issues in the meetings
(T15).

As 1 said, because everything is changing so fast, particularly our vision is to be the
institution that sends more students to university education (T12).

The school objectives are both educating students and direct them to quality scho-
ols by which they can be successful in the future and have a good profession. Since
we are a middle school, our academic goal is to send our students to a good high
school. Our principal brings up this issue in the pre-semester meetings. We talk
about our objectives and to what extent we achieved them the previous year (T7).

Managing the Instructional Program

(2a) Supervising and evaluating instruction: Some of the teachers stated that
their school principals periodically attended and observed their classes. Yet, ot-
hers said that their principals either rarely or never came to their classroom. Tho-
se who were observed by the principals acknowledged that they were provided
with feedback to improve instruction.

He/she comes to my class once a semester and takes notes. He/she gives verbal
advice if necessary (T11).
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Our principal does not supervise my instruction during the classes, he/she doesn’t
observe how I teach. However, he/she makes observations from outside, or talks to
students about how lessons are delivered, and about the teacher’s characteristics
and competence (T13).

The principal has confidence in teachers, and thus he/she doesn’t intervene in my
teaching (T8).

Our principal used to make classroom observations, but not anymore (T7).

(2b) Organising the curriculum: According to most of the teachers, school
principals paid attention to whether the curricula were followed in classrooms.
Their criteria included finishing the subjects in due course and ensuring the coor-
dination between the classes in which the curricula were implemented.

The principal holds periodic meetings and we talk about our instructional proces-
ses. We check whether things are going in accordance with the yearly plans and
curricula. And every teacher talks about how he/she implements the curriculum,
then we contribute to the discussion (T7).

Some of the teachers stated that school principals did not attach much im-
portance to the curricula, and only signed the yearly plans on paper, without furt-
her checking whether everything was going as planned. Some school principals
were reported to have a good command of the curricula implemented in their
schools.

The principal announces the official documents arrived at school but doesn’t fol-
low our classes. In fact, he/she could check the class books, which would be benefi-
cial. Teachers are supposed to write the outcome on the class books. The principal
follows the yearly plans only when they sign the papers. I mean he/she doesn’t care
what people do (T10).

(2c) Monitoring student development: Most of the teachers stated that their
school principals touched upon students’ level of achievement and learning in
the meetings. These meetings were usually those held by necessity at the begin-
ning of semesters. Besides, they said student development could be monitored in
group meetings, and in some schools, additional meetings were held to discuss
the reasons behind student failure. According to the teachers interviewed, some
school principals monitored the curriculum only partially and did not focus on
improving the content, the applicability of the curriculum and student outcomes.
Most of the school principals were reported to monitor student development
by following the results of pilot tests and midterm/final exams, and make their
evaluation accordingly:

Our school principal follows student achievement by means of their scores in exams
(T2).

Pilot tests are regularly administered in our school. We follow the results with our
counseling teacher and branch teachers. .. our school principal also monitors these
results (T12).

We find the source of failure, eliminate it, and improve the current situation. If it’s
because of the teacher, the principal gives the necessary warnings (T13).
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Promoting a Positive School Learning Climate

(3a) Preserving the time allocated to instruction: Majority of the school prin-
cipals were stated to try to preserve the time allocated to instruction at school.
They reportedly took the necessary measures for the instruction time to be effec-
tive. They ensured that the teachers and students paid due attention to the class
entry and exit times. They warned the individuals concerned when there was
noise in the classrooms.

The priority of our principals is teachers’ having working discipline. Starting and
ending classes inn time is an important factor (12).

Our school principal takes the necessary measures to ensure the smooth instructi-
onal process, and when necessary, intervenes in the classes if the teacher couldn’t
come that day (T5).

(3b) Availability: Most of the teachers stated that their school principals were
usually at school, and they could access the principals when needed. Moreover,
the principals were supposedly available even after school. However, they could
be outside the school for official ceremonies or meetings. On the other hand,
some school principals were stated to wander around the school, often walked in
the teacher’s room and stopped by the classrooms during the breaks:

The principal usually comes to school before the first school bell, checks the gate
and whether teachers attend their classes in time, walks around the corridors, and
pays attention to students’ uniform. In the remaining time, he/she is either in his/
her office or outside the school (T12).

The principal stops by the teacher’s room to say hi during the breaks and drinks a
cup of tea while talking about the school (T13).

(3c) Motivating teachers: The teachers said that principals praised them for
their special success and efforts, and thanked them for achievements in their
classes:

It was like an official thing, but the principal honours you with his/her words. He/
she often thanks you (T7).

Our school principal monitors achievement levels by looking at test results. He/she
thanks successful teachers and students, and thus rewards them psychologically
(T11).

Some of the teachers stated that teachers in their schools were not rewarded
by the principal in any wise. The teachers working in these schools asserted that
there was a partial reward system towards students, but teachers were mostly
neglected.

The principal usually monitors and rewards student achievement. There is no such
policy for the teachers (T12).

Successful students are rewarded, in the case of being placed in the first place in a
competition or test, they are given a gold coin as a reward. I never witness a teacher
being rewarded (T10).
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(3d) Supporting teachers’ professional development: According to the teac-
hers, school principals supported their professional development. Principals were
observed to perform weakly in determining the school objectives, improving the
curriculum, contributing to teachers’ professional development, the in-service
training organised by the ministry for professional development were announced
to the teachers, and their participation was ensured:

Various seminars are organised at school and in the city centre. Our school prin-
cipal informs us about these seminars and tries to ensure our participation (T7).

Some school principals themselves were reported to organise seminars for
teachers. However, it seems that their number was quite limited. Certain prob-
lems were also stated with regard to supporting teachers’ professional develop-
ment. For example, attending the in-service trainings organised by the ministry is
usually obligatory for teachers, which was one of the problems. Moreover, these
seminars for professional development were not really effective:

Some of our colleagues follow in-service training. Seminars are usually compulsory,
and people are not very motivated because these training are simply ineffective and
are seen as forced labour (T3).

(3e) Encouraging students for learning: Most of the teachers stated that stu-
dents who were successful in different areas were rewarded by school principals.
Rewards were in the form of announcing a student as the student of the month,
giving him/her a plaque, small financial rewards or verbal acknowledgment. It
can be concluded that most school principals encourage students for learning,
recognised their success and rewarded them. On the other hand, in some schools,
the meetings in which students’ success was evaluated, those with a low level of
achievement were directed to after-school courses.

Successful students are rewarded, in the case of being placed in the first place in a
competition or test, they are given a gold coin as a reward. (T13).

They are rewarded by being selected as the student of the month. They are also given
rewards that would motivate them (T6).

According to the teachers, school principals also made effort to increase
student achievement by talking to teachers. In this regard, it seems that activities
towards students who fell behind others in terms of academic achievement or
suggestions to further improve the performance of successful students were dis-
cussed. Moreover, in some schools, the supplementary activities were conducted
to encourage students for learning.

Our school principal emphasises students’ academic achievement in science and
mathematics as well as producing projects related to technology. He/she cares abo-
ut providing students the necessary facilities and the materials needed. (T8).
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Discussion

According to the results of the research, most of the participants stated that
school principals showed instructional leadership behaviours. They performed
strong behaviours in conveying the objectives of the school, organising the cur-
riculum, being available, preserving the time allocated to instruction, apprecia-
ting teachers’ success and monitoring student development. Some of them stated
that they exhibited less instructional leadership behaviours. They were observed
to perform weakly in determining the school objectives, improving the curricu-
lum, contributing to teachers’ professional development and following student
learning. These results overlap with the arguments stated in the literature (Le-
ithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008; Leithwood, Patten & Jantzi, 2010; Marks &
Printy, 2003). Yet, contradictory results can be found in empirical studies. For
example, Murphy (1998) indicated that the primary duty of the school principal
as an instructional leader was to improve instructional processes and focus on
teacher development and student achievement. In parallel with the results of
the present study, Giimiis and Akgaoglu (2013) reported that school principals
rarely implemented instructional leadership practices in the Turkish context. Si-
milarly, Harris, Jones, Cheah, Devadason and Adams (2017) stated that Malay-
sian school principals were interested in monitoring and evaluating teachers and
their professional development. Accordingly, it can be argued that Turkish scho-
ol principals are effective in humanistic characteristics such as communicating
with the staff and students, monitoring the curriculum planned beforehand and
appreciating teachers, but not competent in technical skills.

Defining the school’s mission refers to what is to be done at school, and how
the objectives are to be communicated to the school community. In other words,
school principals’ defining the school missions means that they determine and
share the common objectives. In the study, school principals were observed to
exhibit behaviours related to determining and conveying the common objectives
in two main dimensions. The first of these relates to educating good and well-
behaved individuals and citizens, as determined by the ministry, and the second
is about academic achievement. In these dimensions, school principals examine
the common objectives either superficially or in detail and make decisions with
teachers. The decisions are about instruction, academic achievement and edu-
cation. In this context, Blase and Blase (2000) listed some of the instructional
leadership roles of school principals as receiving feedback from teachers and
uniting the school community around. On the other hand, based on the results
of the current study, it can be inferred that school principals do not fully reveal
where they are, where they want to be and how they are going to do it in terms
of academic achievement in the meetings while determining the common ob-
jectives. This is because they rarely consider the data from the previous years
in planning or setting goals. Therefore, it can be stated that common objectives
related to academic achievement are mostly limited to abstract statements. In
other words, common objectives in schools are often determined with regard to
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academic achievement, but who is going to do what usually seems not to be clear.
The behaviours of determining and conveying the school objectives should thus
be improved. Hallinger (2003) asserted that school principals had responsibilities
such as sharing the school’s mission with the staff instead of making decisions
on their own to determine the vision and mission of the school. In her study,
Alsaleh (2018) found that the vision and mission of schools were determined by
the ministry of national education in Kuwait, but principals were not competent
in improving this vision. Consequently, school principals seem not to be able to
enhance and enact the mission and vision of their schools at desired levels.

The dimension of supervising and evaluating instruction requires providing
teachers feedback related to instruction by making informal or formal classroom
observations or monitoring students. School principals reportedly tried to exhibit
this behaviour but could not do it effectively. According to the teachers intervie-
wed, some school principals monitored the curriculum only partially, and did not
focus on improving the content, the applicability of the curriculum and student
outcomes. Yet, some school principals did not follow the curriculum or follo-
wed it in a non-functional way. In this respect, Pansiri (2008) found that school
principals could not motivate teachers to improve instruction because of their
poor inter-personal communication skills. Moreover, they could not improve the
curriculum due to their lack of creativity and innovation. Functionality is about
leading the curriculum and the instructional process, but as Bush (2015) said, the
primary aim of instructional leadership is to enhance student achievement. It can
thus be argued that school principals cannot manage the process of implemen-
ting the curriculum effectively. Sebastian and Allensworth (2012) stated that the
performance differences between schools, teachers’ professional development
and the stability of the curriculum were related to instructional leadership. They
argued that creating a school-focused environment in high schools and encou-
raging success at school were also related to instructional leadership. Likewise,
organising the curriculum pertains to monitoring, evaluating and improving the
implementation of the curriculum as planned. Demonstrating the effectiveness
of curricula in terms of student outcomes requires overcoming the deficiencies
and dealing with the coordination between classes.

Monitoring student development calls for following students’ academic per-
formance, evaluating their exam results, providing them feedback and talking
to teachers about their development. School principals were reported to follow
students’ development through the evaluations of exam results and the meetings
with teachers. However, the main problem here seems to be how a number of
students are evaluated individually and what measures are taken for improve-
ment. Nettles and Herrington (2007) stated that school principals should create
a working environment in which they would collaborate with others to solve the
problems at school. In this regard, the results show that principals would hardly
answer how student development should be followed in schools. Accordingly, it
seems that issues related to student development are demonstrated in meetings,
but the solutions applied and the results of such solutions for students are not
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monitored by principals to the desired extent. Yet, in a study on school principals’
instructional leadership behaviours in Paraguayan public schools, Borden (2011)
determined that the school principals who exhibited instructional leadership be-
haviours improved instructional activities and student achievement. Therefore, it
can be stated that Turkish school principals do not examine student development
in detail, and their efforts in this direction are not quite functional.

According to the teachers interviewed, most school principals paid due at-
tention to preserve the time allocated to instruction at school. This consisted of
classes beginning and ending on time, and teachers’ being careful about their
timetable. It can thus be argued that school principals exhibited the instructional
leadership characteristics related to preserving the time allotted to instruction at
satisfactory levels. Being available is about meeting teachers and students, visi-
ting classrooms to understand school problems, attending extracurricular activi-
ties and meeting the educational needs of teachers. Regarding this aspect, Hoad-
ley, Christie and Ward (2009) emphasised the strength of successful instructional
leaders’ relationships with the school community and considering developmental
characteristics while improving student outcomes.

In the present study, school principals were reported to try to solve diffe-
rent problems encountered at school every day (e.g. security), wander around
different parts of the school, and attempt to meet the needs determined. Besi-
des, school principals were always open to teachers, and were reached freely by
the school community. Motivation teachers, appreciating and announcing achi-
evements, processing these achievements in their staff files, and praising them
in different contexts are all related to instructional leadership behaviours. In
this regard, Turkish school principals often reportedly exhibited the behaviour
of thanking teachers for their achievements. Yet, a considerable number of the
teachers’ interviews stated that there was no thanking or appreciation system in
their schools. Aktepe and Bulug (2014) and Bozkurt and Arslanargun (2015) re-
ported that school principals performed this behaviour. On the other hand, Sagir
and Emigoglu (2013) demonstrated that school principals could not create a po-
sitive school environment due to reasons such as the inadequacy of the physical
environment, and the age profile of teachers being different. It seems that the
instructional leadership behaviours towards the motivation of teachers are not at
desired levels in terms of practices and effectiveness. In fact, May and Supovitz
(2011) asserted that school principals’ focusing on teacher development would
contribute to teachers’ effectiveness.

According to the teachers interviewed in this study, Turkish school princi-
pals strived to promote a positive school learning environment. However, they
reportedly did no exhibit the desired behaviours in improving education and ins-
truction, which forms the basis of schools. In this respect, they were also observed
to perform weakly in determining the school objectives, improving the curricu-
lum, contributing to teachers’ professional development and following student
learning. As a matter of fact, Kalman & Arslan (2016) found in their research

594



Instructional Leadership Behavior

that principals are insufficient in terms of change management, encouraging
teachers’ professional development, cooperating with teachers and creating a
positive learning environment. Ministry of Education may pose an obstacle for
both school principals and teachers to produce new ideas towards education and
instruction. Policy makers should thus enact new and original policies regarding
this issue. School principals should regard their schools as professional learning
communities and be supportive of cooperation. In this way, teachers would sup-
port each other in terms of learning and teaching. Furthermore, measures can be
taken in schools with respect to monitoring student learning. School principals
may not be able to monitor the learning of every single student. There should be
more cooperation with teachers who can help principals in monitoring student
learning. In the coming years, the importance of instructional leadership is likely
to increase, and school principals should develop instructional leadership beha-
viours particularly to equip students with the skills of the 21% century.

In the present study, school principals’ practices related to the instructio-
nal leadership model proposed by Hallinger and Murphy were examined based
on teachers’ views. Since this is a widely accepted model in the international
literature, similar studies can also be conducted for different school types and
contexts in Turkey. In this way, the current situation in the Turkish context can be
demonstrated in comparison to the rest of the world. Additionally, students can
be included in these studies and different perspectives can be revealed. Further
studies can also carry out comprehensive qualitative analyses of the obstacles
hindering instructional leadership.
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Giris

Egitim liderligi alaninda, okulu gelistirmek ve dgrenci basarisini artirmak
icin yaklasik 60 yildir cok sayida kuramsal ve ampirik ¢alisma yapilmaktadir.
Bu arastirmalarda okulun egitimsel basarisinda okul mudiirlerinin sergiledikle-
ri davraniglarin etkileri irdelenmeye calisiimistir. Boylece miidiirlerin okuldaki
farkli yonetim anlayislari, cesitli liderlik modellerinin ortaya ¢ikmasina zemin
hazirlamistir. Egitim arastirmalarinda 6gretimsel liderlik (Balase ve Blase, 2000;
Hallinger ve Murphy 1985; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger, 2005; Heck, Larsen ve
Marcoulides, 1990; Marks ve Printy, 2003; Southworth, 2002), islemsel ve do-
ntgiimci liderlik (Kuhnert ve Lewis, 1987; Leithwood ve Jantzi 1990, 2000,
2005; Silins 1994; Yang, 2004), 6gretmen liderligi (Berry, Johnson ve Montgo-
mery, 2005; Coyle, 1997; Lambert, 2003; Muijs ve Harris, 2006; Smylie, Con-
ley ve Marks, 2002) ve dagitimer liderlik (Harris, 2004; Harris ve Spillane, 2008;
Heck ve Hallinger, 2009; Spillane, Halverson ve Diamond, 2001) iizerinde yogun
olarak calisilan konular olmustur. Sonuc olarak Giimiis, Bellibas, Esen, Glimiis,
(2018) egitimde liderlik iizerine yapilan arastirmalari incelendigi calismalarinda
dagitimci, dontisimcii, 6gretim ve 6gretmen liderligi konular siklikla calisildigi-
n1 ifade etmisleridir. S6z konusu ¢alismalarda arastirmacilar mudiirlerin liderlik
davranislarinin 6grenci basarisi tizerindeki etkilerine odaklanmustir.

Egitim alaninda 6grenci basarisi, 6grenme ve 6grenme ortami konusunda
onemli goriilen liderlik modellerinden 6gretim liderligi énemli arastirma ko-
nular1 arasindadir (Blase ve Blase, 2000; Hallinger ve Murphy 1985; Hallinger,
2003; Hallinger, 2005; Southworth 2002; Tan, 2012). Nitekim 6gretim liderligi-
nin 0grenciyi ve okulu gelistirmede 6nemli bir gosterge oldugu konusunda aras-
tirmacilar ve uygulayicilar arasinda bir uzlasi bulunmaktadir (Lai ve Cheung,
2013). Etkili okullarda 6gretim liderligi arastirmalar1 ABD’de ortaya ¢ikmig ve
bu arastirmalarin gelisimi {i¢ donemde incelenmistir (Hallinger ve Wang, 2015;
Harris, 2014; Hopkins, 2013 Leithwood vd., 2005; Rigby, 2014; Robinson, 2010;
Scheerens, 2012; Sheppard, 1996). Ilk dénem arastirmalarinda okullarin benzer
ogrenci profiline ve kaynaklara sahip olmalarina ragmen okullar arasindaki egi-
timsel basar1 farkliliklarinin, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim liderliginden kaynaklan-
dig1 saptanmustir. Bununla birlikte bu donem arastirmalarinda cinsiyet, mesleki
deneyim ve hizmet 6ncesi egitim degiskenleri 5nemli goriilmiistiir. Ikinci dénem
arastirmalarinda okullarda 6grenme ve 0gretimi gelistirmeye yonelik 6gretimsel
liderlik uygulamalar1 ve okul Orgiitiiniin 6zellikleri incelenmistir. Bu 6zellikler
arasinda okul diizeyi ve biiyiikliigl, sosyo-ekonomik durum ve 6grencinin ha-
zirbulunuglugu, 6gretmen kalitesi ve okul bolgesinin kosullart yer almaktadir.
Son dénem dénemde ise 0gretim liderligi uygulamalarinin okul iizerindeki etki-
leri analiz edilmistir. Bu donem arastirmalarinda okul iklimi, kolektif yeterlilik,
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okula giiven ve baglilik gibi okul ortaminin 6zellikleri ile birlikte okul kalitesi,
okul gelisimi ve dgrenci basarisina odaklanimistir (Hallinger ve Murphy 1985;
Hallinger, 2015; Lee, Hallinger ve Walker, 2012; Leithwood ve digerleri, 2005).
Bununla birlikte giincel 6gretim liderligi aragtirmalarinin 6gretmen performansi
ve bagliligy, kolektif 6gretmen yeterlikleri, 6gretmenlerin rol ve sorumluluklari,
mesleki 6grenme toplulugu ve mesleki tutumlarina yogunlastigi goriilmektedir
(Al-Mahdy, Emam, & Hallinger, 2018; Brandon, Hollweck, Donlevy, & Whalen,
2018; Hallinger, Walker, Nguyen, Truong and Nguyen; 2017; Hallinger, Hosse-
ingholizadeh, Hashemi & Koubhsari, 2018; Zheng, Yin & Li, 2018).

Tim bu gelismelerle birlikte bir 6gretim lideri olarak okul miidiirlerinin
davraniglaria ilisgkin ampirik aragtirmalarda kullanilmak tizere cesitli 6lgme
araglari gelistirilmistir (Hallinger ve Murphy, 1985; Hallinger, 2011; Krug, 1992;
Sisman, 2004; Sisman, 2016). Ancak gelistirilen 6lgme araglarinin boyutlar: ara-
sinda dikkat cekici bir farkliligin olmadigi ileri siiriilebilir (Blase ve Blase, 2000;
Hallinger ve Murphy, 1985; Lambert, 2002; Sisman, 2004). Bu ¢calisma, 6gretim
liderligi ampirik calismalarinda yaygin kabul goren PIMRS (Principal Instructio-
nal Management Rating Scale) dlgme araci baglaminda ele alinmistir (Hallinger
ve Murphy 1985). PIMRS Bellibas, Bulut, Hallinger ve Wang (2016) tarafindan
tiikceye uyarlanmis ve egitim programlarinin yonetimi boyutundaki bazi mad-
deler diginda 6lgegin Tirk kiiltiirtiyle uyumlu oldugu ortaya konulmustur. Bu
6lgme aracinda 6gretim liderligi; (i) okulun misyonunu tanimlama, (ii) 6gretimin
ve 0gretim programinin yonetimi, (iii) okulda olumlu 6grenme iklimi olusturma
boyutlarindan olugsmaktadir. Okulun misyonunu olugturma boyutu, okul midii-
riintin sorumluluklari arasinda okulun misyonunu gelistirmek icin okulun hedef-
lerini belirlemek ve bu hedefleri 6gretmenlere iletmeyi ifade etmektedir. Bunun-
la birlikte bu boyut, s6z konusu bu iglevlerin 6gretmen ve dgrenci basarisina olan
katkisina odaklanmaktadir. Ogretimin ve 6gretim programinin yonetimi boyutu,
okul midiriiniin 6gretim programini esgiidiimleme diizeyi ile ilgili olup egitimin
denetimi ve degerlendirilmesi ve Ogrenci gelisimi gibi islevleri kapsamaktadir.
Son olarak okulda olumlu 6grenme iklimi gelistirme boyutu ise 6gretim siiresini
etkili kullanma, 0gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimini destekleme, vizyonlarin gelis-
tirme ve 6grenmeye tegvik etme gibi sorumluluklardan olugsmaktadir (Leithwo-
od, Harris ve Hopkins, 2008; Leithwood, Patten ve Jantzi, 2010; Marks ve Printy,
2003).

Tirkiye’de Ogretim Liderliginin Baglami

Cagdas okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim programlarini esglidiimleyen, 6gretmeni
gelistiren, 6grenci basarisini artiran ve okulda olumlu 6grenme iklimi olusturan
bir 6gretim lideri olmalar1 beklenmektedir. Bu baglamda bu arastirmada 1950’li
yillarda etkili okullarda ortaya cikan 6gretim liderliginin Tiirkiye’de okul mii-
diirleri tarafindan algilanma ve uygulanma diizeylerinin Hallinger ve Murphy
tarafindan ortaya konulan modele gore ayrintili bir bicimde analiz edilmesi
amaclanmistir. Ttrkiye’nin egitim alanindaki reform ¢aligmalaria karsin egitim
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programu gelistirme ve 6gretmen yetistirme alanlarinda oldugu gibi okul miidii-
rii yetigtirme politikalar1 konusunda da siireklilik olusturamadig ifade edilebi-
lir. Tirkiye’de yaklagik 60 yildir egitim yoneticisi yetistirme konusunda gesitli
adimlar atilmasma ragmen, yasal metinlerde “meslekte esas olan dgretmenlik-
tir.” ilkesi okul midiirligiiniin profesyonel bir meslek haline gelmesini engelle-
mistir (Beycioglu ve Wildy, 2015; Can ve Celikten, 2000; Simsek, 2002). Egitim/
okul yoneticisi yetistirmeye yonelik olarak TODAIE (Tiirkiye Ortadogu Amme
Idaresi Enstitiisii) tarafindan yayinlanan MEHTAP (Merkezi Hiikiimet Tegki-
lat1 Arastirmalart Projesi), KAYA (Kamu Yonetimi Arastirmalart) ve IV. Milli
Egitim Strasi raporlarmin (KAYA, 1991; MEB, 1949; MEHTAP, 1963) onerile-
ri dogrultusunda uzmanlagsmaya yonelik lisans diizeyinde programlar1 agilmigtir
(Balcy, 2008; Beycioglu ve Donmez, 2006). Tiirkiye’de 1998-2017 yillar1 arasinda
okul yoneticilerinin atanmasina yonelik ¢esitli yasal diizenlemeler yapilmistir.
Bu yasal diizenlemelerde okul yoneticilerin atanmasinda bazen siav uygulama-
lar1 yapilmig bazen de politik kaygilardan dolayr dogrudan atamalar yapilmistir
(MEB, 2017, Oriicii ve Simsek, 2011; Recepoglu, ve Kiling, 2014; TED, 2018).
Yazil ve sozlii sinavlarda tarafsizlik ilkelerinin korunmadig: saiki kamuoyu tara-
findan siklikla dile getirilmistir (EGiTiM-BiR—SEN, 2017). Tim bu gelismeler
ve Tiirkiye’deki politik kaygilar okul miidiirii atamalar1 konusunda bir standart-
lagsmaya gidilememesine neden olmustur.

Tirkiye’de okul mudiirii atamalar1 konusundaki belirsizlikler ile birlikte
miudiirlerin gorev ve sorumluluklar1 konusunda da bir tutarlilik olmadigi s6ylene-
bilir. Zira Tirk Egitim Sistemi’ndeki biirokratik yapilanma, 6gretmenlik gorevle-
ri digindaki ek gorevler okul yoneticiliginin bir meslek olarak gelismesini engel-
lemistir. Dolayisiyla bu durum, okul miidiirlerinin rol ¢atismasi yagamalarina ve
giiclerinin azalmasina yol acmustir (Bursalioglu, 2010). Giincel MEB mevzuatin-
da okul yoneticilerinin egitim ve 6gretimde liderlik yapma, takim ¢aligmasi olus-
turma, rehberlik yapma, izleme, denetim ve degerlendirme, okul kiiltiiriint ge-
listirme, okulu cevresiyle biitlinlestirme, bilimsel ve teknolojik gelismeleri takip
etme gibi gorevleri bulunmaktadir (MEB, 2017). Buna karsin okul miidiirlerinin
bu gorev ve sorumluluklari yerine getirmesi konusunda uzman olduklarini sdyle-
mek giictiir. Zira Hallinger ve Murphy’nin (1985) ileri siirdiigii okulun misyonu-
nu tanimlama, 6gretimin ve 0gretim programinin yonetimi ve olumlu 6grenme
iklimi olusturma gibi 6gretim liderligi davranislari uzmanlik gerektirmektedir.

Ulusal egitim arastirmalarinda 6gretim liderligi, 2000’li yillardan itibaren
yayginlagmaya baglamistir. Arastirmalarda Sisman’in (2004) gelistirmis oldugu
ogretim liderligi Olcegi yaygin olarak kullanilmistir. Ancak diinyada yaygin ola-
rak kullanilan Hallinger ve Murphy’nin (1985) gelistirmis oldugu PIMRS 6l¢e-
ginin nadiren kullanildig1 goriilmistiir (Cansoy ve Polatcan, 2018). Tiirkiye’deki
ogretim liderligi arastirmalarinda iki egilimin oldugu ifade edilebilir. Baz1 aras-
tirmalar, miidirlerin okulda sergiledikleri 6gretim liderligi davraniglarina odak-
lanmigtir (Anil ve Sarpkaya, 2014; Bas ve Yildirim, 2010; Bellibag ve Gedik, 2014;
Giimiig ve Akcaoglu, 2013; Inand1 ve Ozkan, 2012). Bu arastirmalarda biirokra-
tik engeller, zaman yetersizligi, gorev ve rollerin siklikla degismesi gibi nedenler-
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le okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim liderligi davramiglarini sergileyemediklerini ortaya
koymustur. Diger aragtirmalarda ise 6gretim liderliginin orgiitsel baglilik (Serin
ve Bulug, 2012), catisma ¢ozme (Arslantas ve Ozkan 2012), 6z yeterlilik ve kolek-
tif yeterlilik (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci ve Kiling, 2012), drgiit iklimi (Ayik ve Sayir,
2014), okul kiiltiirii (Sahin, 2011), 6rgiitsel vatandaslik davramsi (Unal ve Celik,
2010), akademik iyimserlik (Yilmaz ve Kursun, 2015) ve orgiitsel saglik (Parlar
ve Cansoy, 2017) gibi 6rgiitsel davranig kavramlariyla olan iligkileri incelenmistir.
Nitekim Cansoy ve Polatcan (2018), Tiirkiye’de 2000-2017 yillar1 arasinda 6gre-
tim liderligine iliskin yapilmis 35 makaleyi derledikleri ¢alismalarinda, 6gretim
liderligi aragtirmalarinda nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden tarama deseni yogun
bir bicimde kullanildigini saptamislardir. Bununla birlikte arastirmalarin ortak
bulgularinda dgretmen algilarina gore 6gretim lideri olarak okul miidiirlerinin
okulun amaclarmin ve vizyonunun paylasiimas: davramigini daha cok gosterdik-
leri goriilmiistiir. Diger taraftan 6gretmenlere gore okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmen-
lerin mesleki gelisimlerine yeterince destek vermedikleri sonucuna ulagilmistir.

Tirkiye’de okul miidiirleri i¢in yeni bir liderlik rolii olusturulmasina yonelik
mevzuatin yetersiz oldugu ifade edilebilir. Bununla birlikte MEB tarafindan okul
miudiirlerinin 6gretim liderligi becerilerinin gelistirilmesine iligkin ulusal diizey-
de liderlik programlarinin oldugu da sdylenemez. Ayni sekilde MEB’in merkezi
yonetim yapisindan dolayr okul miidirlerinin okulun bulundugu ¢evredeki ko-
sullara gore yeni uygulamalar yapmalar1 konusunda kendilerine yeterince 0zerk-
lik taninmamugtir. Bu durumu destekleyecek bicimde OECD (2011) tarafindan
yapilan bir aragtirmada Tirkiye’nin OECD iilkeleri i¢inde 6gretim programinin
gelistirilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi, 6grencileri degerlendirilmesi ve okul kaynak-
larmin kullanimi konusunda okullara cok diistik diizeylerde 6zerklik tanindigi
ifade edilmektedir. Diger bir anlatimla merkeziyet¢i yapinin okul miidiirlerinin
uygulamalarinda sinirlayict oldugu ifade edilebilir. Ancak bu sinirlayict durumlar
olmasina ragmen Ogretim liderligi davraniglarinin nasil yiritildigt, bu liderlik
davraniglarini gergeklestirmeye yonelik neler yapildiginin ortaya konulmasi ko-
nunun anlasilmasi ve okullarda gelistirilmesi bakimindan 6nemli oldugu ifade
edilebilir. Boylece merkeziyet¢i sistemlerde ogretim liderliginin dogas1 anlagila-
bilir ve gelistirilebilir.

Bu baglamda mevcut arastirma ogretmenlerin, Tirkiye’de okul mudiirle-
rinin Hallinger’in kavramsal modeli baglaminda sergiledikleri 6gretim liderligi
davranislarina yonelik degerlendirmelerini ortaya koymayi amacglamaktadir. Di-
ger taraftan Hallinger ve Murphy (1985) tarafindan gelistirilen 6gretim liderligi
bazi merkeziyetci egitim sistemlerde nasil uygulandigi ve hangi davranig 6riintii-
leri 6ne ciktig1 arastirilmistir. Ancak bu arastirmalarin oldukca sinirl diizeyde
oldugu gorilmistiir. (Harris, Jones, Cheah, Devadason ve Adams, 2017; Alsa-
leh, 2018; Hallinger ve Lee, 2014). Bu baglamda merkeziyetci bir yapiya sahip
olan Tiirk Egitim Sisteminin bu model ile 6rtiisme durumunun analiz edilmesi
onemli gorilmektedir. Bu baglamda mevcut calisma bu konudaki alanyazinin
genislemesine bir katki sunabilir. Bunlarin yaninda ulusal alan yazinda Sigsman
(2004) tarafindan 6nerilen modelin arastirmalarda cogunlukla kullanildigi goriil-
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mektedir (Cansoy ve Polatcan, 2018). Bu bakimdan farkli bir modelin ulusal alan
yazinda incelenmesi, uluslararasi alan yazinda siklikla kullanilan Hallinger ve
Murhph (1985) modeli ile bazi karsilastirma imkani sunabilir (Hallinger, 2011).
Alan yazinda Kalman ve Arslan’in (2016), PIMRS’e iliskin nitel arastirmalarinda
okul midiiri goriislerine bagvurulmustur. Ancak mevcut aragtirmada miidiirle-
rin sergiledikleri 6gretim liderligi davraniglari, 6gretmenlerin perpektifinden ele
alinmasi, ¢aligmay 6zgiin kilmaktadir. Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular okul
miidirlerinin 6gretim liderligi davramiglarinin gelistirilmesine yonelik politika
yapicilar icin dnemli bazi veriler sunabilir. Bununla birlikte 6gretim liderligine
yonelik gerek ulusal gerekse uluslararasi alan yazinda yapilan ve yukarida sozii
edilen bir dizi calismaya ragmen bu ¢aligmanin 6zgiin yanini, okul midiirlerinin
gerceklestirdikleri 6gretim liderligi uygulamalarinin §gretmen goriiglerine gore
derinlemesine irdelenmesi ve degerlendirmesinin olusturdugu sdylenebilir. Yani
mevcut calisma, 6gretim liderligi kavramsal modelinin okul miidiirlerinin lider-
lik davraniglar1 uygulamalarinin ortaya konulmasi ve bunlarin agiga c¢ikarilmasi
bakimindan alan yazina katki saglayabilir. Bu arastirma dgretmenlerin goriisleri
baglaminda okul yoneticilerinin okuldaki 6gretim liderligi davraniglarini ayrintil
bir bigcimde incelemeyi amacglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda arastirmada su sorulara
yanit aranmuistir. Bu arastirmanin amaci; doktora siirecindeki danigsman-6grenci
iligkilerini, 6grenci algisina dayali olarak derinlemesine incelenmektir. Bu amac
dogrultusunda “Ogretmenler, okul miidiirlerinin okulda 6gretim liderligi davra-
niglarini nasil anlamlandirmaktadir?” sorusuna yanit aranmistir.

Yontem

Desen

Bu arastirmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin goriisleri baglaminda okul midiir-
lerinin okulda 6gretim liderligi davraniglarini nasil sergilediklerini ortaya koy-
maktir. Dolayisiyla bu calismada nitel arastirma yontemlerinden fenomenolo-
jik desen kullanilmistir. Zira fenomenoloji, kisilerin yasantilarindan, duygu ve
diisiincelerinden hareketle bir fenomen hakkindaki diisiincelerini ayrintili bir
bicimde ortaya koymaktir. Fenomenoloji insanlarin yagsanmis deneyimlerini, ya-
sadiklar1 zamanin anlamlarini arastirmak ve sorgulamak icin kullanilan felsefi
bir kavramdir (van Manen, 2007). Daha 6z bir anlatimla fenomenoloji, kisinin
bilingli deneyimlerinde yer alan 6zdiir (Creswell, 2013). Merleau-Ponty’e (2012)
gore fenomen ise kisinin kendisi, yasantis1 ve ¢evresini kendine 6zgii bir bicimde
algilama ve anlamlandirmadir. Fenomenoloji hem felsefi bir yaklagim hem de bir
arastirma yontemidir. Tarihsel gelisim siireci icerisinde fenomenolojik arastirma-
lar, Husserl’in transandantal ve Heidegger’in yorumlayici fenomenolojik aras-
tirmalar iki farkli yaklagim baglaminda ele alinmistir (Laverty, 2003). Transan-
dantal fenomenolojide birey, kisisel diisiincelerinden bagimsiz olarak yasadigi
ortami tanimlama ve anlamlandirma ve agiklamaya ¢alismaktadir (Giorgi, 2008).
Ote yandan, yorumlayici fenomenolojide ise deneyimlerin kisisel diisiincelerden
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bagimsiz bir sekilde betimlenemeyecegini ve dolayisiyla aragtirmacinin yagsanmis
deneyimlerin anlamina yorum yaptig! bir siirece dayanmaktadir (van Manen,
2007). Bu kapsamda mevcut arastirmada, 6gretmenlerin bakis acisiyla okul mii-
diirlerinin 6gretim liderligi davranislarina iliskin deneyimleri ayrintil bir bicimde
betimlenmeye calisildifi icin transandantal fenomenoloji deseni kullanilmistir.

Katihmcilar

Bu arastirmada fenomenolojik arastirma deseni kullanildigindan verilerin
ayrintili bir bigimde analiz edilmesi icin arastirma katilimcilarinin, fenomene
iliskin deneyimi aciklayabilecek kisiler arasindan secilmesi dnemlidir (Yildirim
ve Simsek, 2016). Bu kapsamda fenomenolojik caligmalarda genellikle “amacl
ornekleme” kullanilir. Amach 6rneklemede derinlemesine arastirma yapabil-
mek i¢in katilimer secimi, aragtirma konusunun Olciitlerini karsilayan bireylerin
arastirmaya dahil edilir (Padilla-Diaz, 2015). Amagh 6rnekleme, aykir1 durum,
maksimum ¢esitlilik, benzesik, tipik durum, tabakali amagsal ve Olciit 6rnekleme
gibi alt1 yontemi bulunmaktadir. Bu arastirmada 6l¢iit ve maksimum cesitlilik
ornekleme yontemleri birlikte kullanilmigtir. Aragtirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin
okuldaki 6gretim liderligi fenomenine iliskin deneyimlerinin betimlenebilmesi
kidemli 6gretmenler arasindan segilmesi icin Olgiit 6rneklemeden yararlanilmis-
tir. Bununla birlikte 6gretim liderligi davraniglari fenomenine iligkin durumlarin
farkli acilardan ele alinmasi veya benzesik goriislerin ortadan kaldirilmasi icin
maksimum Ornekleme yontemi kullanilmigtir. Maksimum Orneklemede amag
genelleme yapmak degil bilakis farklilik gosteren durumlar arasindaki aykirilik-
lar1 saptamak ve problemin farkli boyutlarimi ortaya koymaktir (Biiytikoztiirk,
Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2017). Diger taraftan fenomenolojik
arastirmalarda drneklem biiyiikliiniin ne olmasi gerektigine yonelik olarak aras-
tirmacilar tarafindan farkli goriisler ileri siiriilmiistir. Yildirim ve Simsek (2008),
fenomenolojik arastirmalarda bir fenomene (6gretim liderligi davranislari) ilis-
kin derinlemesine inceleme yapilmasi gerektiginden, 6rneklem biiyiikliigliniin
10 katilimciyr gecmemesi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Creswell (2013), fenome-
nolojik arastirmalarda katilimei sayisinin 3 ile 25 arasinda degisebilecegini ifade
etmektedir.

Bu cercevede mevcut arastirmaya Karabiik 1li lise ve ortaokullarinda 2017-
2018 egitim-6gretim yilinda gorev yapan 15 6gretmen katilmistir. Katilimer 6g-
retmenlerin mesleki deneyimlerinin olmasina ve ulusal sinavlara 6grenci hazirla-
yan derslere girmelerine dikkat edilmistir. Bu ylizden en az 2 y1l deneyime sahip
Ogretmenler arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. BOylece 6gretim liderligi ile ilgili 6g-
retmenlerin dogrudan gozlemlerine detayli bicimde ulagmak hedeflenmistir. Ka-
tilimcilarin mesleki kidemlerinin ortalamasi 10.4 yildir. Yani katilimcilarin okul
deneyimlerinin oldukga yiiksek oldugu séylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin 12’si kadin
4’ii erkektir. Ogretmenlerin 9'u lise ve 7’si ortaokulda gorev yapmaktadirlar. Yas
ortalamalari ise 35’tir. Katilimcilara ait demografik bilgiler Tablo 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1
Katiimcuara Iliskin Demografik Bilgiler

Kod Cinsiyet Okul Tiirii Yas Deneyim
o1 Kadin Ortaokul 29 6
02 Erkek Ortaokul 32 5
03 Kadin Lise 43 19
04 Kadin Ortaokul 28 3
05 Kadin Ortaokul 44 11
06 Erkek Lise 34

o7 Kadin Ortaokul 27 5
08 Kadin Ortaokul 33 10
09 Kadin Ortaokul 40 18
010 Erkek Lise 35 13
o11 Erkek Lise 47 22
012 Kadin Lise 37 13
013 Kadin Ortaokul 32 6
014 Kadin Ortaokul 30

015 Kadin Ortaokul 29 5
016 Kadin Lise 40 17

Verilerin Toplanmas

Arastirma verileri Hallinger ve Murphy (1985) tarafindan gelistirilen 6g-
retim liderligi 6lgeginin boyutlar: dogrultusunda alan uzmani ve dgretmen 6n
goriismeleri sonucunda arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan yari-yapilandirilmig
goriisme formu araciligiyla toplanmistir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2008). Elde edilen
verilere gore taslak goriisme formu, uzman goriisiine dayali olarak yeniden goz-
den gegirilerek formun nihai hali olusturulmustur. Nihai form olusturulduktan
sonra uygulama asamasina gecilmistir. Goriisme yapilacak dgretmenler belir-
lendikten sonra goriisme yapilacak 0gretmenlerden onceden randevu alinmis-
tir. Goriismeler ortalama 30 dakika ile 75 dakika arasinda stirmiistiir Uygulama
oncesinde katilimer 6gretmenlerin gizlilik haklarina saygi duyulacagi konusunda
giivence verilmis ve aragtirmaya goniillii katilmak isteyen 6gretmenler ile goriis-
me yapimigtir. Yapilan goriismelerin ses kaydinin yapilmasi igin 6gretmenlerin
izni alinmigtir. Izin vermeyen 6gretmenler ile olan goriigmeler sirasinda ve son-
rasinda notlar alinmigtir. Goriismeler sirasinda alinan notlarin dogrulugu kati-
limc1 6gretmenlere onaylatilmistir. Gorligme formunda kullanilan 6rnek sorular
su sekildedir: “Okul miidiiriiniiz okulda zamaninin ¢ogunu nasil gegirmektedir”,
“Okul midiiriiniiz 6gretmenleri giidiilemek icin neler yapar”, “Basarisizlik du-
rumunda okul miidiirii neler yapmaktadir”. Goriismeler farkl kisiler tarafindan
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yapilmustir. Katilimeilarin gergek isimlerine aragtirmada yer verilmemis ve 6gret-
menler icin OGR1, OGR2...0OGR16 kodlar1 kullanilmistir.

Bu arastirmanin gecgerlik ve giivenirlik caligmasi veri ¢esitlemesi, dis dene-
tim ve dogrudan alint1 gibi iic asamada gerceklestirilmistir (Christensen, Johson
ve Turner, 2015). Veri ¢esitlemesinde arastirmayla ilgili olarak goriismeler yapil-
mis ayrica gbzlem notlarindan yararlanimistir. D1s denetimde arastirmayla ilgili
olarak alan uzmani olan ve bu alanda arastirma yapan kisilerle arastirma goz-
den gecirilmistir. Dogrudan alintida, arastirmaya katilanlarin goriisleri dogrudan
alintilanmustir. Calismadaki dogrudan alintilarda OGR1, OGR2...OGR15 kod-
lar1 kullanilmistir. Dis denetimde ise alanda calismalari olan kisilerle arastirma
sonuglari tizerine goriismeler yapilmistir. Bununla birlikte arastirmanin giivenir-
ligi i¢in, verileri kodlayan farkli aragtirmacilarin verileri karsilagtirilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Fenomenolojik aragtirmalarda verilerin analizinde farkli yontemler kullan-
miglardir. Ancak yaygin olarak fenomenolojik arastirma verilerinin analizinde yo-
nelimsellik, paranteze alma, fenomenolojik indirgeme, imgesel cesitlilik ve sentez-
leme gibi agamalar dikkate alinmaktadir dnermektedir (Giorgi, 2008; Lin, 2013;
Moustakas, 1994). Bu baglamada yonelimsellik basmaginda nesnel bir gercege
ulagmaktan ziyade kisinin bilin¢li eylemlerinin kendine 6zgii gergeklik baglaminda
ele alinmasidir. Daha acik bir ifadeyle yonelimsellik, 6gretmenlerin 6gretim lider-
ligi deneyimini kendi bilincinde nasil anlamlandirdiklarina ulagmayr amaclamak-
tadir (Giorgi, 2009). Paranteze alma siireci, aragtirmacinin arastirma siirecinde
konuya iligkin kisisel deneyimlerini askiya almasidir. Fenomenolojik indirgeme,
katilimcilarinin yasanilan deneyime iligkin algilarinin farkli ve benzer yonlerini or-
taya koyarak ayrintiya inme stirecidir. Fenomenolojik indirgemede katilimcilarin
goriiglerinin egit anlam tagidig1 varsayilmakta bilincli olamayan ifadeler dikkate
alinmamaktadir. Imgesel cesitlitlilikte arastirmaci, hayal giiciinii kullanarak, re-
ferans cercevelerini ¢esitlendirerek ve geri donisleri kullanarak fenomene farkli
perspektiflerden, konumlardan veya rollerden yaklasarak olasi anlamlar1 ortaya
koymaktadir. Son olarak sentezleme ise inceleme konusu olan fenomenin kati-
Iimcilardan elde edilen goriislerin ortak anlam ve Ozlerine ulasilmasi siirecidir
(Giorgi, 2009; Lin, 2013; Moustakas, 1994). Nitekim bu aragtirmada da okul mii-
diirlerinin 6gretim liderligi davraniglarini nasil uyguladiklarini 6gretmenler kendi
deneyimlerinden yola ¢ikarak degerlendirdikleri varsayilmistir. Paranteze alma
stirecinde arastirmacilar 6gretim liderligi fenomenine 6gretmen goriislerini kayit
altina alarak yaziya dokmiislerdir. Dolayisiyla arastirmacilar yaziya doktigi veri-
leri katilimcilarin deneyimleri kapsaminda degerlendirme yapmiglardir. Fenome-
nolojik indirgeme siirecinde arastirmacilar, biitiin katilimeilarin deneyimlerini esit
anlam tagidigini varsaymis ve aragtirma amacina uygun olmayan gereksiz ifadeleri
ortadan kaldirmuslardir. Imgesel cesitlilik siirecinde arastirmacilar, katihmecilarin
ogretim liderligi fenomenine yonelik goriiglerinin farkli ve benzer yonlerini ortaya
koymuslardir. Sentezleme siirecinde ise aragtirmacilar, katilimcilardan elde edi-
len goriislerden hareketle ortak anlamlara ulasilmistir.
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Bulgular

Arasgtirma bulgulari veri analizi sonucunda olusturulan ana ve alt temalar
siiflandirilmig ve bu temalar bagliklar seklinde verilmistir. Bu baglamda aras-
tirmacilar, veri analizinde 6gretmenlerin cevaplari siniflandirarak kategoriler
arasindaki ortintiileri ve iligkileri Hallinger ve Murphy (1985) 6gretim modeline
gore ortaya koymuslardir. Boylece bu 6gretim liderligi modeli temelinde veriler,
alt kategoriler ve kodlar olusturularak ii¢c ana tema ve on bir alt temada toplan-
mugtir. Ana temalar; okul misyonunu tanimlama, 6gretim programini ve 6gretimi
yOnetimi, olumlu 6grenme iklimi olusturmadir. Alt temalar ise 1a, 1b... biciminde
kodlanmugtir. Ornegin 1a kodu, okul amaglarin belirlemeye yonelik kod olarak
ifade edilmistir. Bu kapsamda arastirmada olusturulan ana tema ve alt temalar
su sekilde simflandirilmistir: Okulun Misyonunu Tanimlama; (1a) okul amagla-
rm1 belirleme (1b) okul amaglarini iletme; Ogretim Programinin ve Ogretimin
Yonetimi: (2a) 0gretimi denetleme ve degerlendirme, (2b) egitim programini
diizenleme, (2c) 6grenci gelisimini izleme, Olumlu Ogrenme Iklimi Geligtirme:
(3a) 6gretim zamanini koruma, (3b) ulasilabilir olma, (3c) 6gretmenleri giidiile-
me, (3d) 6gretmen mesleki gelisimini destekleme, (3¢) 6grenmeye tesvik etme.

Okulun Misyonunu Tanimlama

(1a) Okul amaglarini belirleme: Ogretmen goriislerine gore, okul midiirle-
ri egitim-0gretim yilinin baginda yapilan toplantilarda okulun ortak amaclarim
ogretmenlerle paylasmaktadirlar. Milli Egitim Bakanlhig: tarafindan cercevesi
¢izilen iyi insan ve vatandag yetistirme temel amaci bu paylagimlarda ilk sirada
bulunmaktadir. Ikinci sirada ise akademik basariyr artirmaya yonelik beklentiler
bu amaclar arasinda yer almaktadir. Iyi vatandas yetistirme ¢ercevesinde milli ve
manevi degerlere bagli, tilkesine faydali bireyler yetistirme ana hedefi olustur-
maktadir. Baz1 okullarda merkezi yapilan sinavlarda yiiksek basari elde etmek,
basarili iniversitelere veya liselere 6grenci yerlestirmek akademik ortak amacin
en Odnemli gostergeleri olarak goriilmektedir:

Okulumuzun amaclar milli egitimin amaglarina uygun milli varliga sahip ahlakl,
iyl dgrenciler yetigtirebilmek. Okul baginda yapilan toplantilarda miidiiriimiiz bu
hatirlatmalar yapar (OGR4).

(1b) Okul amacglarin iletme: Okul midirlerinin 6gretmenlerle yaptiklar
toplantilarda egitimin ortak amaclarini tartistiklar: goriilmektedir. Okul miidiir-
lerinin amaclarini iletme konusunda toplantilar: iyi bir firsat olarak gordiikleri
anlagilmaktadir. Bunun yaninda Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagh tiim okullarin
internet sitelerinde belirledikleri misyon ve vizyon ifadeleri bulunmaktadir. Bu
sekilde de amaclar paydaslara iletilebilmektedir:

Vizyon internet sitesinde yazan vizyon var ondan ibaret. Sene basinda hatirlatma
yapar, séyle yapacagiz béyle yapacagiz diye belirler, toplantnida konusulur onlar
(OGRIS).

Dedigim gibi ¢cok hizli degistigi icin her ey, ozelinde vizyonumuz tiniversiteye daha
¢ok ogrenci yerlestiren kurum olmak (OGRI2).
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Okulun amaclan ogrencileri hem egitmek hem de onlar gelecekte basarilt ve mes-
lek sahibi olabilecek giizel okullara yonlendirmektir. Orta okul oldugumuz icin
akademik anlamdaki amacuniz iyi bir liseye ogrencilerimizi yerlestirmektir. Sene
basinda miidiiriimiiz bu konuyu toplantida giindeme getirir. Amaclardan konusu-
ruz ve bu amaclar ne kadar gerceklestirdigimizi tartiginz (OGR7).

Ogretim Programunin ve Ogretimin Yonetimi

(2a) Ogretimi denetleme ve degerlendirme: Ogretmenlerin bazilari formal ya
da informal yollarla okul miidiirlerinin derslerini belirli araliklarla gézlemledik-
lerini belirtmektedirler. Digerleri ise okul miidiirlerinin kendi derslerini nadiren
gozlemlemediklerini ya da hic gozlemlemediklerini ifade etmislerdir. Dersleri
okul midiirii tarafindan gozlemlenen 6gretmenlerin bazilari kendilerine egitim
ve Ogretimi iyilestirmeleri icin geribildirim verildigini ifade etmektedirler.

Her dénem birer kez derse girer, not tutar. Gerekli goriirse sozlii olarak tavsiyelerde
bulunur (OGRI11).

Derslere girerek ders denetimi yapma seklinde takip yapmaz, ders islenisi esnasinda
simif gozlemi yapmaz. Fakat uzaktan gozlem yaparak ya da ogrencilerle konusa-
rak derslerin iglenigi, ogretmen ozellikleri ve yeterlilikleri konusunda bilgi sahibidir
(OGRI3).

Miidiir gretmenlere giivendiginden, derslerime ¢ok fazla miidahil olmuyor
(OGRS).

(2b) Egitim programum diizenleme: Ogretmenlerin gogunluguna gore okul mii-
diirlerinin siniflarda izlenen 6gretim programlarini takip ettikleri goriilmektedir.
Takip Olciitleri arasinda programlarin belirlenen zamanda bitirilmesi, programi
uygulayan siniflar arasinda esgiidiimiin saglanmasi bulunmaktadir.

Belirli araliklarla toplanti yapar ve egitim stireclerimiz hakkinda konusuruz. Yillik
programlarla es zamanl gidip ditmedigimizi kontrol ederiz. Ve her ogretmen prog-
ram uygulayigindan soz eder birbirimize katkida bulunuruz (OGR?7).

Diger taraftan bazi 6gretmenler okul midiirlerinin okullarda egitim prog-
ramlarmi takip etmedikleri ya da bu davranisi sergilemede oldukga yetersiz ol-
duklarimi ifade etmektedirler. Bu goriisii bildiren 6gretmenler okul miidiirlerinin
egitim programlarimi kagit iizerinde imzaladiklarini ve takip ettiklerini, islevsel-
ligi ile ilgilenmediklerini belirtmektedirler. Ayni zamanda okul miidiirlerinin bir
kisminin miifredat programlarma iliskin hakimiyetlerinin olmadig: ifade edil-
mektedir.

Gelen yazilan teblig eder, dersleri takip etmiyor. Defterleri ashnda takip etse olay:
cozebilir. Ogretmenlerin ders defterlerine kazammlan yazmalan gerekmektedir. Yil-
Itk planlarin takibini sadece imza atarken takip eder. Kim ne yapmis bakmaz yani
(OGRI0).
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(2c) Ogrenci gelisimini izleme: Ogretmenlerin biiyiik bir cogunlugu okul
miidiirlerinin 6grencilerin egitim-0gretim durumlarini toplantilarda ele aldikla-
rin1 ifade etmiglerdir. Bu toplantilar genellikle egitim-0gretim yilinin bagindaki
zorunlu resmi toplantilardir. Bunun yaninda ziimre toplantilarinin bazilarinda
ogrenci gelisimi izlenebilmektedir. Bazi okullarda ise ek toplantilar yapildig: ve
Ogrenci basarisizlik nedenleri arastirilmaktadir. Okul mudiirlerinin biiyiik bolii-
mi 6grenci gelisimini deneme sinavlari ve yazili sinav sonuclarina gore takip et-
mektedirler ve degerlendirmeler yapmaktadirlar:

Okul miidiirimiiz ogrencilerin bagarisint dgrencilerin sinavlardan aldigr notlar
tizerinden takip eder (OGR2).

Okulumuzda siirekli araliklarla deneme sinavlan yapilmaktadw:. Smavlann takibi
sinif rehber ogretmen arkadaslarimiz ve brang 6gretmen arkadaglanmlzla takip et-
mekteyiz... okul miidiiriimiizde gerekli takipleri yapmaktadir (OGR12).

Basansizligin kaynagimi bulma ve bunu ortadan kaldirma ve iyilestirme yaparz.
Ogretmenden kaynaklaniyorsa miidiir gerekli uyarilan yapar (OGRI3).

Okulda Olumlu Ogrenme Iklimi Geligtirme

(3a) Ogretim zamanim koruma: Okul miidiirlerinin biiyiik kismi okuldaki
Ogretime ayrilan zamani korumaya caligmaktadirlar. Simiflarda 6gretim zama-
ninin etkili olmasina yonelik gerekli tedbirleri almaktadirlar. Ogretmenlerin ve
Ogrencilerin derse giris-cikis saatlerine dikkat etmelerini saglamaktadirlar. Sinif-
larda giiriiltii oldugunda ilgilileri uyarmaktadirlar:

Okul miidiiriimiiz okulda oncelikleri ogretmenlerin ¢calisma disiplininden kopma-
masudr. Derse zamaninda girme ¢itkma dnemli bir faktordiir (OGR?2).

Okul miidiiriimiiz derslerin diizenli isleyis ve asayigini saglamak icin gerekli ted-
birleri alir gerektiginde dgretmen gelmemisse derslere girer; derslere miidahalede
bulunur ve derslerin etkili gecmesini saglar (OGRS).

(3b) Ulasuabilir olma: Ogretmenlerin biiyiik kismi okul miidiirlerinin ¢ogu
zaman okulda bulundugunu ve gerektiginde ulasabildiklerini ifade etmiglerdir.
Bunun yaninda istedikleri zaman okul diginda da ulasabilmektedirler. Okul mii-
diirleri resmi toren ya da toplantilar i¢in okul diginda bulunabilmektedirler. Bu-
nun disindaki zamanlarin cogunu okullarda gecirmektedirler. Diger taraftan bazi
okul miidiirleri okulu gezmekte, sik stk 6gretmenler odasina ve teneffiislerde si-
niflara ugramaktadirlar:

Genelde ders zili ¢calmadan okula gelir, giris cikiglar: kontrol eder, 6gretmenlerin
derse girig saatlerine itina gosterir, koridorlarda gezer, cocuklarin kilik kiyafetlerine
bakar. Geri kalan zamanda da ya odasindadir ya da disarda (OGR 12).

Ik ders arasinda selamlagmak icin 6gretmenler odasina ugrar, okulla ilgili
sohbetler esliginde ¢cayimizi iceriz (OGR 13).

(3c) Ogretmenleri giidiileme: Ogretmenler, okul miidiirlerinin bazilarinin
Ogretmenlere Ozel basarilari ve ¢abalart nedeni ile 6vgiide bulunduklarini ifade
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etmiglerdir. Kendi alanlarinda basar1 elde etmis 6gretmenlere basarilarindan do-
lay1 tesekkiir edilmektedir:

Bunu maddi ya da dyle evrak boyutunda gormedim. Ancak konusmalariyla onur-
landnr: Stk tesekkiir eden bir kisidir (OGR7).

Okul miidiiriimiiz sinav sonuglarina bakarak bagan diizeylerini takip etmektedir.
Basarili 6gretmen ve oOgrenciler tegekkiir edilerek, daha ¢ok manevi bir sekilde
odiillendirilmektedir (OGRI11).

Diger taraftan bazi dgretmenler okul miidiirii tarafindan kendi okullarin-
da o6gretmenlerin herhangi bir sekilde odiillendirilmedigini ifade etmislerdir.
Bu okullardaki 6gretmenlerin bir kismu 6grencilere yonelik bir 6diil sisteminin
oldugunu, ancak 6gretmenlerin ddiillendirilme boyutunun biiyiik oranda ihmal
edildigini belirtmislerdir.

Genel olarak ogrenci basarilarini degerlendirmekte ve ddlzllenglirmektedix Ogret-

menlerimiz icin herhangi bir calismada bulunmamaktadir (OGR 12).

Sosyal alanda basanil 0grenciler odiillendirilir. Birincilik gibi durumlarda altin
hediyesine kadar verilebilir. Ogretmenlere bir hediye verildigine sahit olmadim
(OGRI0).

(3d) Ogretmen mesleki gelisimini destekleme: Okul miidiirleri 6gretmen-
lerin mesleki gelisimlerini desteklemektedirler. Mesleki gelisime Milli Egitim
Bakanliginin yaptig1 hizmet-ici egitimler 6gretmenlere duyurulmakta ve katilim
saglanmaktadir:

Okulda ve il merkezinde cegitli seminerler yapilmaktadir: Okul miidiiriimiiz gerekli
bilgilendirmeyi yaparak seminerlere katilim saglamaya ¢alisir (OGR?7).

Okul miudiirlerinin bir boliimi kendi cabalariyla 6gretmenlere yonelik bazi
seminerler diizenlemektedirler. Ancak bunlarin sayilarinin oldukga sinirl oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimlerini destekleme konusunda bazi
sorunlu alanlar oldugu anlasgiimaktadir. Ornegin bakanhigin yaptigi hizmet-ici
egitimlere katilimin ¢ogu zaman zorunlu olmasi bunlardan biridir. Mesleki geli-
sim adina yapilan bu seminerlerin ¢ok verimli olmadig1 goriilmektedir:

Okulda ve il merkezinde cegitli seminerler yapilmaktadir: Okul miidiiriimiiz gerekli
bilgilendirmeyi yaparak seminerlere katilinu saglamaya ¢alisir (OGR?7).

Hizmet ici Egitimleri takip eden arkadaslar bulunmakta. Seminerler cogunlukla

zorunlu ve verimsiz oldugu i¢in istekli bir katilim saglanamamakta ve angarya ola-

rak goriilmektedir (OGR3).

(3e) Ogrenmeye tegvik etme: Ogretmenlerin biiyiik bir kismi okul miidiirleri
tarafindan okulda farkl alanlarda bagar1 gdsteren 6grencilerin ddiillendirildigini
ifade etmislerdir. Odiillendirme bigimleri ayin égrencisi olarak ilan edilme, pla-
ket verme, kiiciik maddi ddiiller ya da sozel tesekkiir bicimindedir. Okul miidiir-
lerinin biiylik kisminin 6grencileri 6grenmeye tesvik ettikleri, 6grenci basarisinin
tanidiklar ve 6diillendirdikleri sdylenebilir. Diger taraftan miidiiriin de bulundu-
gu bagar1 durumlarinin degerlendirildigi toplantilarda akademik diizeyleri yeter-
siz olan 0grenciler ders takviye kurslarina 6grenciler yonlendirilmektedir.
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Sosyal alanda bagarly 6grenciler édiillendirilir: Birincilik gibi durumlarda altin he-
diyesine kadar verilebilir (OGRI3).

Ay dgrencisi segilerek odiillendiriliyorlar. Motivasyon kaynagi hediyelerde verili-

yor (OGRO).

Diger taraftan okul mudiirleri okuldaki 6gretmenlerle goriiserek basariyi
artic1 ¢aligmalar yaptiklar ifade edilmektedir. Bu baglamda akademik olarak
geri kalmig 0grencilere yonelik yapilabilecek ¢alismalar ya da basarili olanlari
daha basarili hale getirmeye yonelik Onerilerin tartisildigr goriilmektedir. Bunun
yaninda egitim-0gretime yonelik 6grencileri 6grenmeye tesvik edici bazi ek ¢alis-
malar da yuritilmektedir.

Okul mudiiriimtz 6ncelikli olarak 6grencilerin fen matematik alaninda 6g-
rencilerin akademik basarilarinin yani sira teknolojik faaliyetlere proje tretil-
mesi konusunun tizerinde durmaktadir. Egitim ortaminda 6grencinin materyal
eksikliginin giderilmesi imkanlarin 6grencilere sunulmasinda 6zen gostermekte-
dir. (OGRS).

Tartisma

Arasgtirma sonuglari, okul miidiirlerinin bu modelde belirtilen bazi boyut-
larda giiclii 6gretim liderligi davraniglar sergilediklerini bazi boyutlarda ise bu
davraniglart uygulayamadiklarini gostermektedir. Okul miidiirleri okulun amag-
larini iletme, miifredati izleme, ulasilabilir olma, ders zamanini etkili kullanma,
O0gretmen basarisini takdir etme ve 0grenciyi 0grenmeye tesvik etme konularinda
giicli davraniglar sergilemislerdir. Diger taraftan okul miidiirlerinin okulun ama-
cin belirleme, miifredati gelistirme, 0gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimine katkida
bulunma ve 6grenci 6grenmelerini izleme konularinda da zayif davranislar sergi-
ledikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu sonuclar alanyazinda ileri siiriilen gorislerin bazilarimi
destekler niteliktedir (Leithwood, Harris ve Hopkins, 2008; Leithwood, Patten
ve Jantzi, 2010; Marks ve Printy, 2003). Bu sonuclara iligkin yapilan ampirik ca-
ligmalarda farkli sonuglarla karsilasmak miimkiindiir. Ornegin Murphy (1998),
Ogretim lideri olarak okul midiiriiniin temel gorevinin 0gretimi ve 0gretim-0g-
renme stireclerini iyilestirme, 6gretmen gelisimi ve 6grenci basarisina odaklanma
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bu arastirmaninin bulgularina paralel olarak Giimiig
ve Akcaoglu'nun (2013) Tiirkiye 6rneklemindeki arastirmalarinda okul mudiir-
lerinin 6gretim liderligi uygulamalarini ara sira uyguladiklari belirlenmistir. Ayni
sekilde Harris, Jones, Cheah, Devadason ve Adams (2017) arastirmalarinda
Malezya’daki okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenin izlenmesi, degerlendirilmesi ve 6g-
retmenlerin mesleki gelisimi ile ilgilendiklerini belirlemislerdir. Diger taraftan
arastirmada okul midiirlerinin meslektaglar arasinda uyum konusunda sorunlar
yasadiklari saptanmigtir. Bu baglamda okul miidiirlerinin ¢aliganlar ve 6grenciler
ile iletisim kurma, dnceden planlanan miifredatin takibini yapma, 6gretmenleri
takdir etme gibi insani yeterlikler konusunda etkili olduklari, kavramsal ve teknik
yeterlikler konusunda yeterli olmadiklar1 soylenebilir.

608



Ogretim Liderligi Davranist

Okulun misyonunu tanimlama, okulda nelerin gerceklestirilecegini ve okul
toplumuna bu amaclarin nasil iletilecegini ifade etmektedir. Diger bir anlatimla
okul miidiirlerinin okul misyonunu tanimlamalar1 ortak amaclari belirlemeleri
ve paylagsmalari davraniglarini gerektirmektedir. Aragtirmada okul miidiirlerinin
ortak amag belirleme ve iletme ile ilgili davraniglari iki ana boyutta gosterdikleri
anlagtimaktadir. Tlki Milli Egitim Bakanlig tarafindan belirlenen iyi insan ve iyi
vatandas yetistirme boyutudur. Ikincisi akademik basar1 boyutudur. Okul mii-
diirleri bu boyutlarda ortak amaclar: yiizeysel ya da derinlemesine incelemekte
ve Ogretmenlerle birlikte kararlar almaktadirlar. Bu baglamda alman kararla-
rin temelinde 6gretim, akademik bagar1 ve egitim gibi baghklar bulunmaktadir.
Bu kapsamda Blase ve Blase (2000), okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim liderligi rolleri
arasinda ogretmenlerden geribildirim alma ve okul toplumunu okulun amaclari
etrafinda birlestirme oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Diger taraftan okul miidiirleri-
nin ortak amaclar1 belirlerken toplantilarda akademik bagar1 bakimindan nerede
olduklarini, nerede olmak istediklerini ve bunu nasil yapacaklarini tam olarak or-
taya koymadiklari anlasilmaktadir. Ciinkii planlama ya da hedef koymada 6nceki
yillara iligkin verilerle nadiren calistiklar1 goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla akademik
basari ile ilgili ortak amaglar1 belirlemenin daha ¢ok soyut diizeylerde kaldigi
ifade edilebilir. Diger bir anlatimla okullarda ozellikle akademik basar1 konu-
sunda ortak amaglar belirlendigi, ancak genelde kim yapacak, ne yapacak, nasil
yapacak sorularinin ve cevaplarinin acik bir bicimde ortaya konulmadigi sdylene-
bilir. Bu baglamda okuldaki amaclarin belirlenmesi ve iletilmesi davraniglarinin
gelistirilmesi gerektigi anlasiimaktadir. Hallinger (2003) okul miidiirlerinin oku-
lun vizyon ve misyonunu belirlemede yalniz bagina karar vermek yerine okulun
misyonun caliganlarla paylasma gibi sorumluluklarinin oldugunu ifade etmekte-
dir. Alsaleh (2018) arastirmasinda okulun vizyonu ve misyonunun ulusal egitim
bakanlig tarafindan belirlendigini, ancak okul miidiirlerinin bu vizyonu gelistir-
me konusunda yetersiz olduklarini saptamistir. Sonug olarak okul miidiirlerinin
okulun misyon ve vizyonunu ¢ok arzulanan diizeylerde yerine getiremedikleri
anlagilmaktadir.

Ogretimin denetlenmesi ve degerlendirilmesi boyutu siniflarda informal ya
da formal gozlemler yaparak ya da ogrencileri izleyerek 0gretimle ilgili 6gret-
menlere geri bildirimler vermeyi gerektirmektedir. Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim
liderligine iliskin bu 6zelligi ger¢eklestirmeye calistiklari, ancak bu davranigla-
11 etkili diizeylerde gosteremedikleri ifade edilebilir. Buna gore bazi okul mii-
diirlerinin bir kisminin egitim programu takibini yiizeysel yaptiklari, programla
ilgili icerigin iyilestirilmesi, programin uygulanabilirligi, 6grenci ciktilar: agisin-
dan sonuclar1 konularina deginmedikleri anlasiimaktadir. Bir kisminin ise okul
miudiriinin egitim programini ya hic takip etmedikleri ya da islevsel olmayan
bicimlerde takip ettikleri sonucuna ulasilmaktadir. Benzer sekilde Pansiri (2008)
arastirmasinda okul miidiirlerinin okuldaki egitimin iyilestirilmesi i¢in kisiler
arasl iletigsim becerileri eksiklerinden dolay1 6gretmenleri harekete geciremedik-
lerini belirlemistir. Bununla birlikte okul miidiirlerinin yaraticilik ve yenilikci-
lik becerilerinin eksikliklerinden dolay1 egitim programlarini gelistirememelers,
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aragtirmanin dikkat ¢eken bir diger énemli sonucudur. Islevsellik egitim progra-
mina ve 0gretim-6grenme siirecine dnderlik etmektir. Oysa Bush’un (2015) ifade
ettigi tizere 0gretim liderliginin temel amaci dgrenci basarisinin arttirilmasidir.
Bu baglamda okul miidiirlerinin egitim programinin yiriitiilmesi siirecini etkili
bicimde yiiriitemedikleri ifade edilebilir. Sebastian ve Allensworth (2012), okul-
lar arasindaki bagar farkliliklari, 6gretimin gesitliligi, 6gretmenin mesleki gelisi-
mi ve egitim programinin istikrar1 gretim liderligi iligkili oldugunu ifade etmek-
tedirler. Yazarlara gore liselerde okul odakl bir ortamin olusturulmasi ve okulda
basarinin tegvik edilmesi 6gretim liderligi ile iligkilidir. Zira egitim programinin
diizenlenmesi, egitim programinin planlandig: gibi ytiriitiilmesinin takibi, deger-
lendirilmesi ve gelistirilmesi ile ilgilidir. Ayn1 zamanda programlarin etkililiginin
ogrenci ¢iktilar: acisindan ortaya konulmasi, eksikliklerin giderilmesi ve siniflar
arasindaki eg gildiimii ile ilgilenmeyi gerektirmektedir.

Ogrenci gelisimini izleme, 6grencinin akademik takibinin yapilmasi, sinav
sonuclarinin degerlendirilmesi, geri bildirim verilmesi, 6grencilerin gelisim du-
rumlarinin 6gretmenlerle gorisiilmesini gerektirmektedir. Okul miidiirlerinin
Ogrencilerin gelisimini sinav degerlendirmeleri ve 0gretmen goriislerine gore
toplantilar yoluyla izledikleri goriilmektedir. Ancak buradaki baslica problem
¢ok sayida 6grencinin bireysel olarak nasil degerlendirildigi ve gelisime yonelik
ne gibi tedbirler alindigr ile ilgilidir. Nettles ve Herrington (2007) okul miidiir-
lerinin, okuldaki sorunlarin ¢6ztimil icin is birligi yapacaklari bir caligma ortami
olusturmalari gerektigini belirtmektedirler. Bu baglamda okullarda 6grencilerin
gelisimlerinin nasil takip edilecegine iligkin soruya etkili bir cevap vermelerinin
zor oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bakimdan toplantilarda 6grenci gelisimine iligkin
durumlarin ortaya konuldugu, ancak uygulanan ¢oziimlerin ve 0grenciler agisin-
dan sonuglariin okul midiirleri tarafindan yeterli diizeylerde takip edilemedigi
anlasilmaktadir. Ancak Borden’in (2011) Paraguay’da kamu okullarinda 6gretim
liderligi davraniglarini sergileyen ve sergilemeyen okul midiirlerini inceledigi
arastirmasinda, 6gretim lideri davranisi sergileyen okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim fa-
aliyetlerini gelistirdikleri ve 0grenci basarisinin daha yiliksek oldugunu belirlen-
migstir. Dolayistyla okul miidiirlerinin 6grenci gelisimini ayrintili bir bicimde ince-
lemedigi ve bu konuda yapilan caligmalarin cok islevsel olmadigl ifade edilebilir.

Okul miidiirlerinin biiyiik bolimii okuldaki 6gretim zamanini korumada
gerekli dikkati gostermektedirler. Derslerin zamaninda baglamasi, bitmesi ve
ogretmenlerin derslerine zamaninda girip ¢ikmalarina dikkat edilmektedir. Bu
baglamda okul midirlerinin okuldaki 6gretim zamaninin korunmasina iligkin
ogretim liderligi Ozelliklerini yeterli diizeylerde sergiledikleri ifade edilebilir.
Ulagilabilir olma, 6gretmen ve 6grencilerle goriismek, okul sorunlarini anlamak
icin siniflart gezmek, miifredat digindaki etkinliklere katilmak ve 6gretmenle-
rin egitim 0gretim ihtiyaclarini gidermek davranislariyla ilgilidir. Zira Hoadley,
Christie ve Ward (2009), arastirmalarinda basarili 6gretim liderlerinin okul top-
lulugu ile iliskilerinin gii¢liliigiine, 6grenci ciktilarinin iyilestirilmesinde onlarin
gelisim Ozelliklerinin dikkate alinmasini vurgulamaktadirlar.
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Arastirmada okul miidiirlerinin zamanlarinin biiyiik boliimiinde giin icinde
okulda karsilasilan farkli sorunlari ¢cozmeye calistiklart (giivenlik vb.), okul ge-
nelinde farkli mekanlarda goriiniir olduklari ve ihtiyaclari tespit edip gidermeye
calistiklart ifade edilebilir. Bunun yaninda cogu miidiiriin kapisinin 6gretmen-
lere siirekli agik oldugu anlagiimaktadir. Bu baglamda okul miidiirlerine okul
toplumunun rahatg¢a ulastig1 yorumu yapilabilir. Okullarda 6gretmenlerin giidii-
lenmesi, bagarilarinin takdir edilmesi ve okul genelinde duyurulmasi, basarila-
rinin Ozliikk dosyalarina islenmesi ve degisik ortamlarda dile getirilmesi 6gretim
liderligi davraniglaryla ilgilidir. Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenlerin elde ettikleri
basarilart karsisinda tesekkiir etme davranigini sikca kullandiklar1 goriilmekte-
dir. Ancak diger taraftan azimsanmayacak sayidaki bir okul 6gretmen grubu da
okullarinda bir tesekkiir ya da takdir sisteminin olmadigini ifade etmektedirler.
Aktepe ve Bulug (2014) ve Bozkurt ve Arslanargun’un (2015) arastirmalarinda
da okul miidiirlerinin bu davraniglar1 yerine getirdikleri ortaya konulmustur. Ote
yandan Sagir ve Memisoglu’'nun (2013) arastirmalarinda ise okul miidiirlerinin
okullarin fiziksel ortaminin yetersizligi ve 6gretmen yas profilinin farkl olusu
gibi nedenlerden dolay1 olumlu okul ortami olusturmadiklar: ortaya konulmus-
tur. Ogretmenlerin giidillenmesine iligkin 6gretim liderligi davraniglarinin uy-
gulama bi¢imleri bakimindan ve etkililigi agisindan istenen diizeylerde olmadig:
anlasilmaktadir. Nitekim May ve Spovitz (2011), okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenle-
rin ¢cok yonlii gelisimine odaklanmalarimin 6gretimin etkililigine katki sunacagini
belirtmektedirler.

Arastirmada okul miidiirlerinin okullarinda olumlu bir ¢grenme iklimi
olusturmaya calistiklari, bu baglamda giiclii bir okul kiltiirii ingsaa etmek igin
caba sarfettikleri anlagilmaktadir. Ancak diger taraftan okullarin teknik 6zii olan
Ogretim ve Ogretimin gelistirilmesinde istenen davraniglari sergileyemedikleri
goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda okulun amacini belirleme, miifredati gelistirme,
Ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimine katkida bulunma ve 6grenci 6grenmelerini iz-
leme konularinda da zayif davraniglar sergiledikleri gortilmustiir. Bu bakimdan
okul miidiirlerine 6gretim icerigine miidahale edebilme ve gelistirebilme konu-
sunda daha fazla 6zerklik taninmalidir. Bunun yaninda okul miidiirlerinin kendi
okullarinin amaglarini belirleyebilmelerinin 6nti acilmalidir. Ciinkii sadece Milli
Egitim Bakanliginin belirledigi amaclara bagli kalmak okullarin hem okul mii-
diirlerinin hem de 6gretmenlerin egitim ve 6gretime yonelik yeni fikirler tiret-
melerinin 6niinde bir engel olabilir. Bu baglamda politika yapicilarin bu konuda
Ozgiin yeni politikalar tiretmeleri onerilebilir. Okul miidiirlerinin okullar1 birer
mesleki 6grenme toplulugu olarak, isbirligini destekleyici davraniglar1 goster-
meleri Onerilebilir. Boylece okulda 6gretmenler arasinda 6grenme ve birbirini
Ogretim bakimindan destekleme davranislar1 yayginlastirilabilir. Bunun yaninda
okullarda 6grenci 6grenmelerinin izlenmesi ile ilgili 6nlemler alinabilir. Okul
miudirlerinin tiim okuldaki 6grenmeyi tek tek izleme durumu olmayabilir. Bu
bakimdan 6gretmenlerle daha fazla isbirligi saglanabilir ve 0gretmenler 6gre-
timin izlenmesinde miidiire daha fazla yardime olabilir. Oniimiizdeki yillarda
ogretim liderliginin onemi giderek artabilir. Ozellikle 21. Yiizyil becerilerinin ka-
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zandirilmasi i¢cin okul miidiirlerinin 6gretim liderligi davraniglarin gelistirmeleri
ve bu baglamda okul yoneticilerinin 6zel olarak yetistirilmeleri 6nerilebilir.

Bu calismada Hallinger ve Murphy tarafindan gelistirilen 6gretim liderligi
davraniglarini gergeklestirmeye yonelik okul miidiirlerinin yaptiklar1 ¢aligmalar
incelenmistir. Bu model uluslararasi alanyazinda genis kabul géren bir model ol-
dugundan bu calismaya benzer calismalar farkli okul tiirlerinde ve baglamlarin-
da arastirilabilir. Boylece ulusal diizeydeki durumumuz diinya ile karsilastirmali
olarak incelenebilir. Bunun yaninda 6grenciler bu caligmalara dahil edilebilir ve
farkli bakis agilar1 ortaya konulabilir. Diger taraftan gelecekteki ¢aligmalarda 6g-
retim liderligi 6niindeki engeller kapsamli nitel aragtirmalarla incelenebilir.
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