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Research Article

The effect of principals’ instructional leadership style on the teaching profession has
received much scrutiny. However, there is an apparent need for more studies in Turkey
that address the relationships between instructional leadership and teacher autonomy.
This quantitative study aimed to explore the association between principals’
instructional leadership and teacher autonomy. More importantly, the current study
sought to determine the extent to which instructional leadership behaviors explain the
variance in teacher autonomy. Two existing scales were conducted to collect data from
500 teachers. We conducted descriptive statistics analysis to measure the teachers’
perception of instructional leadership and teacher autonomy, the bivariate correlation
was used to assess the relationship between the variables and finally we conducted a
regression analysis to examine the extent to which instructional leadership explains
variance in teacher autonomy. The result indicates a positive relationship between
principals’ instructional leadership and teacher autonomy. More importantly, the result
of regression analysis reveals that principals’ instructional leadership style is a predictor
of teacher autonomy. The implications and limitations of this study, as well as

recommendations for future researchers, are presented.
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Arastirma Makalesi

Okul mudurlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik tarzinin 6gretmenlik meslegi tUzerindeki etkisi
¢okga incelendi. Ancak, Tirkiye'de 6gretimsel liderlik ve 6gretmen Ozerkligi arasindaki
iligkileri ele alan daha fazla arastirmaya ihtiya¢ oldugu agiktir. Bu nicel g¢alisma,
mudurlerin 6gretimsel liderligi ile 6gretmen Ozerkligi arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmayi
amaglamistir. Daha da 6nemlisi, mevcut calismada, 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarinin
o0gretmen 6zerkligindeki varyansi ne dlglide agikladigini belirlemeye galigiimistir. Mevcut
iki dlgek ile 500 6gretmenden veri toplanmistir. Ogretmenlerin okul midirlerinin
ogretimsel liderlik davraniglari ve 6gretmen oOzerkligine iliskin algilarini 6lgmek igin
betimsel istatistik analizi yapilmistir, Degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi degerlendirmek igin
iki degiskenli korelasyon kullanildi. Son olarak 6gretimsel liderliginin 6gretmen
ozerkligindeki varyansi ne olgiide agikladigini incelemek igin bir regresyon analizine
basvuruldu. Sonuglar okul mudirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglari ile 6gretmen
ozerkligi arasinda pozitif bir iliski oldugunu géstermektedir. Daha da 6nemlisi, regresyon
analizinin sonucu, okul maddrlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik stilinin 6gretmen 6zerkliginin bir
yordayicisi oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin gikarimlari ve sinirlamalari ile
gelecekteki aragtirmacilar igin dneriler sunulmustur.

*This paper was produced from data collected for the master thesis of the first author under the supervision of the second author.
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Introduction

Scholars and practitioner leaders have continuously and systematically sought to identify the factors
that play a core role in improving student learning outcomes and nurturing a stable and quality learning
environment to meet students' sophisticated needs and demands. The results of studies focusing on
school leadership have provided compelling evidence indicating the impact and importance of leaders on
school outcomes. As a result, researchers have increasingly focused on the response to the question of
what leadership paradigms work best in the school system. Several models have been evolved to sustain
a stable school improvement and overcome school challenges and problems (ten Bruggencate et. al. 2012;
Hallinger & Heck, 1997; Heck & Hallinger, 2011; Heck, et al., 1991). Existing literature concluded that
different leadership models (i.e. transformational leadership, transactional leadership, distributed,
servant leadership, and strategic leadership) can effectively ensure a quality learning environment.
Another specific and outstanding form of leadership, especially in the educational context, is instructional
leadership of which prominent effects are elicited by a substantial number of studies from different
countries and economies (Bellibas et al. 2016; Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger, 2005; 2011; Hallinger &
Wang, 2015; Heck et al., 1991; Heck, et al., 1991; Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Liu et
al., 2021; Mascall et al., 2009; ten Bruggencate et al., 2012).

Instructional principals differentiate from principals who devote much time to managerial issues and
tasks because instructional principals seek to improve academic achievement through a set of actions
such as creating a positive learning environment, motivating teachers, the discussing school’s mission and
vision with teachers, fostering the the professional development and maintaining high visibility (Blasé &
Blasé, 2000; Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger, 2003, 2011; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hallinger & Wang,
2015; 1983; Heck, Marcoulides & Lang, 1991; Rosenholtz, 1985; Southworth, 2002).

Instructional leadership is relatively a new concept in Turkey but there is an increasing interest from
scholars and researchers over the last decades (Bellibas, 2015; Bellibas et al., 2020; Cansoy & Polatcan,
2018). However, the results of studies dealing with instructional leadership in Turkey negate each other
by providing contradicting results concerning principals’ competency and skills of instructional leadership.
That is, findings of some studies assert that the majority of school leaders lack instructional leadership
(Cerit, 2007; Celikten, 2004; Gimus & Akcaoglu, 2013) while others allege that principals have an above-
average level of instructional leadership skills (Bellibas et al., 2020). Cansoy and Polatcan (2018) employed
a content analysis study, they analyzed 43 studies conducted between 2005 and 2017 in Turkey, and the
findings of their study draw a similar conclusion that principals in Turkey have an average level of
instructional leadership skills.

However, it is widely acknowledged that school leadership’s success largely depends on teachers’
attitudes and behaviors towards teaching professionals. School leadership influences school outcomes by
impacting variables that are closely associated with teachers’ competence and performance (Hallinger,
2003, 2011; Heck & Hallinger, 2009) which further affect classroom practices. Among the variables that
are considered to play a prominent role in teachers’ competence is teacher autonomy (Cuban, 1988;
Worth & Brande, 2020). That is, teachers should grant more autonomy to decide about their instructional
practices. The basis of teacher autonomy is that teachers should control themselves and their work
(Hammersley-Fletcher et al., 2020; Pearson & Moomaw, 2000). They should be free from administrative
impositions (Cuban, 1998). Autonomy is an extremely important issue for those who internalize teaching
as a profession (Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2021; Tort-Moloney, 1997) because when
teachers have the freedom-are autonomous-to decide what is best for their students, they can positively
influence student learning. As a facet of teacher motivation (Khmelkov, 2000) teacher autonomy impact
various practices of teachers, such as providing and selecting materials, implementing curriculum, student
selection, and skills to control their learning and teaching (Dou et al., 2015; Lamb, 2000; Pearson &
Moomaw, 2005; Tort-Moloney, 1997; Wohlstetter & Chau, 2004). Teacher autonomy in instruction
corresponds to teachers' responsibilities and authority in their teaching practices (Lamb, 2000). Several
studies have provided strong evidence supporting the importance of teacher autonomy for school
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improvement (Davis & Wilson; 2000; Perie & Baker, 1997; Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1990; Slemp et al., 2020;
Worth & Brande, 2020).

Although an extensive body of studies attempted to examine the relationship between teacher
autonomy and other school variables (Davis & Wilson; 2000; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Skaalvik &
Skaalvik, 2021; Worth & Brande, 2020), researchers have made little effort to investigate what leadership
model (Ham & Kim, 2015) and structural conditions promoting teacher autonomy. A similar situation is
prevailing in Turkey (Colak & Altinkurt, 2017). In this sense, it is a necessity to elicit the relationships
between these constructs which could provide useful implications for practitioners to foster teacher
autonomy. Teacher autonomy is expected to increase as principals exhibit instructional leadership
practices.

Theoretical Framework
Instructional Leadership

The burgeoning literature on school leadership has provided ample evidence that school achievement
is strongly affected by the type of governance and leadership. However, the efforts made to determine
which leadership model- is the best, are still ongoing in terms of school performance. An extensive body
of school-related research, therefore, has attempted to explore the impact of leadership models such as
instructional leadership, educational leadership, distributed leadership, learning-centered leadership, and
transformational leadership (Berkovich, 2016; Bhindi & Duignan, 1997; Geijsel et al., 2003; Hallinger,
2011; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood & Sun 2012; Mascall, 2009; Shengnan & Hallinger, 2021;
Hallinger et al., 2020). Among these leadership models, instructional leadership received broad interest
from scholars. Although the Effective School Movement (Bossert et al., 1982) reinforced the idea that
school leaders should be instructional leaders, many scholars remained skeptical due to several reasons.
Whether the instructional leadership model would be appropriate for other educational contexts beyond
America was the basis of this skepticism. Some researchers argue that the instructional leadership model
is a Western-originated phenomenon and would be inconvenient to other cultural contexts. For example,
Hallinger et al. (2000) assert that instructional leadership is an ‘American Phenomenon’ and therefore
does not fit with another cultural context. However, upon researchers have empirically proven the impact
of this leadership model on school effectiveness and improvement, they shed their skepticism (Goddard
et al., 2015; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Smith & Andrews, 1989; Southworth, 2002). This
has raised its popularity and more than 250 empirical studies use PIMRS in over 30 countries (Hallinger &
Wang, 2015). The results of these empirical studies have confirmed that although instructional leadership
is an American phenomenon it can also be an effective leadership model in other national contexts
(Bossert et al.,, 1982; Bush, 2013; Hallinger, 2003). However, this does not mean that instructional
leadership is not sensitive to the cultural composition of the country. Thus, an instructional leader must
count the importance of institutional and cultural context because a wider array of contexts moderate
and shape practices of instructional leadership (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger, 2003, 2010; Hallinger &
Wang, 2015).

Scholars have developed several models to explore how and to what extent principals influence the
teaching and learning process. The most popular and frequently used conceptualization of instructional

leadership was developed by Hallinger (2000, 2003). The model is composed of three dimensions ‘defining
the school’s mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive school-learning
climate’. These three sub-dimensions incorporate ten functions: coordinating the curriculum, setting
school goals, communicating school goals, monitoring and evaluating instruction, monitoring student
progress, protecting instructional time, maintaining visibility, providing incentives for teachers and
students, and promoting professional development. Each dimension incorporates a set of principals’
behaviors that seek to maintain a stable achievement. The first dimensions seek to set a clear and
understandable mission for the school. This dimension proposes that principals should establish a direct
connection with staff and work collaboratively to achieve the school’s mission. This dimension also
requires staff involvement in decision-making progress. The second dimension concerns monitoring
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instruction, planning the curriculum, and giving feedback about teacher performance and student
development. The third dimension gives priority to ensuring a positive environment for learning to create
high standards and expectations. Principals are expected to execute several specific behaviors to increase
the quality of instruction. This dimension emphasizes the responsibility of principals to spend more time
on instruction, motivate teachers by providing incentives, promote professional development and ensure
high visibility.

In general, scholars argue that principals have three central roles in school administration: the
managerial role, the political role, and the instructional role (Cuban, 1988). Among these roles, the
instructional role appears to be central (Bossert et al, 1982; Hallinger & Murhpy, 1985). Other models and
subsequent frameworks of instructional leadership have been developed to better understand the role of
instructional leadership behaviors and practices in student learning outcomes. Many scholars emphasize
the influence of school characteristics on the leadership paradigm of school leaders. For example, Bryk
(2010) has developed a framework that includes five organizational characteristics of the school
(leadership, pedagogical guidance, professional competency, school-parent relationships, and a student-
centered learning climate) that have an explicit impact on academic achievement.

Instructional leadership differs from other contemporary leadership models in several ways, unlike,
other types of leadership, instructional leadership emphasizes the direct influence of principals on school
outcomes (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger, 2003). Hallinger (2003) asserts that instructional leadership
endeavors to generate first order-effects. This implies that instructional leadership posits a direct
engagement with curriculum and instruction. Instructional leadership research falls into three categories
that focus on illuminating the antecedents, practices, and impact of instructional leadership. The
Principal’s characteristics such as gender, training, years of experience, marital position represent the first
set of the antecedent. The second set of premises consists of organizational context including teacher
quality, school level, school size, and socio-economic backgrounds. The third dearth of research seeks to
undertake to unveil the impact of instructional leadership on school outcomes. These included ‘school
conditions’ (teacher collective efficacy, trust, school climate, job satisfaction, teacher commitment), and
distal variables’-school quality, student- (Hallinger & Wang, 2015).

Based on research data from 1980 to 1995, Hallinger and Heck (1997) argue that school leaders impact
teaching and learning in three ways: tirect effect, mediated effect, and reciprocal effect. Via direct effect,
principals have a personal impact on school outcomes; in mediated effect, principals influence school
outcomes through other variables of the school, for example, by increasing teacher job satisfaction
(Johson, 2005), motivating teachers, and promoting teacher engagement in the learning process, or
enhancing learning by providing a safe and orderly learning environment (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger
& Murphy, 1985; Heck et al., 1991). In the reciprocal effects model, both principals and teachers influence
each other. According to Sheppard (1996) teachers, represent leadership practices that influence student
learning. Teachers use tools and materials more effectively when they are supported by educational
leadership (Hallinger & Murhpy, 1985; Sheppard, 1996). Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) model includes
three dimensions: (1) Defines the school's mission, (2) Manages the instructional program, and (3)
Develops a positive school learning climate.' The school mission dimension represents the role of the
principal in creating a learning environment that facilitates quality learning. The dimension of managing
the instructional program refers to managing the curriculum, assessing instruction, and monitoring
student development. The dimension of 'positive learning climate' includes a set of practices that facilitate
the teaching process, such as allocating more time for teaching, providing incentives to motivate teachers,
and ensuring the visibility of school principals. Overall, all models seek to explore how school leadership
affects learning outcomes. Solid empirical shreds of evidence of a plethora of research underscore the
importance of instructional leadership in improving teachers’ attitudes and behaviors toward instruction.

More importantly, previous studies which examined the impact of instructional leadership practices
on school climate, teacher motivation to teaching, teacher performance, teacher self-efficacy, teacher job
satisfaction, teacher performance, and resource allocation, has reinforced the conclusion that
instructional behaviors can make a difference in academic achievement (Bellibas et al., 2016; Blasé &
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Blasé, 2000; Bossert et al., 1982; Bridges, 1967; Cuban, 1988; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985;
Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Liu et al., 2021; Smith & Andrews, 1989; Southworth, 2002). In addition, the
attitude and behaviors of instructional leadership can foster teachers’ sense of autonomy because
instructional leadership cultivates a positive school climate that undergirds teacher autonomy (Erpelding,
1999) by fostering the aforementioned variables. Another possible contribution that instructional
leadership can make to school outcomes is to strengthen parent-school relationships. Because as
instructional leaders, principals could build a bridge between parents and school which is recognized as
one of the core elements of school effectiveness and improvement (Anderson & Minke, 2007; Hornby &
Blackwell, 2018). The positive links between parents and the school community has a significant impact
on students’ achievement (Anderson & Minke, 2007; Bossert et al., 1982; Bryk, 2010; Hornby & Blachwell,
2018; Heck et al., 1991; Warren et al., 2018).

Teacher Autonomy

Teacher autonomy has attracted considerable interest from scholars as it is recognized as a key
element in predicting teachers' attitudes and behaviors towards their profession. Although many scholars
have put forward different definitions and interpretations of teacher autonomy, Pearson and Moomaw
(2005) argue that there is ambiguity about its definition. However, some strive to clarify what autonomy
means. For example, Tort-Moloney (1997, p.52) describes the autonomous teacher as someone "who is
aware of why, when, where, and how instructional skills can be acquired and used in the self-awareness
of teaching practice itself". With these definitions, the author addresses teachers' right and freedom to
decide on their learning and teaching practices (Lamb, 2000). On the other hand, Husband and Short
(1994, p.59) define the term as "the ability to control the daily routine to teach as one sees fit, to have
the freedom to make decisions about teaching and to develop ideas about the curriculum."

Several theoretical models have been developed to explain and domains of teacher autonomy (Parker,
2015). As described in these models, teacher autonomy encompasses teachers' own decisions and actions
concerning their profession. MacBeath's (2012) model of autonomy refers to individuals' control over
their activities related to teaching. Pitt (2010) is another scholar who contributes to the debate by offering
a unique model, the professional autonomy model, which rejects managerial authority including any
external pressure. Gabriel et al. (2011) engaged autonomy model focuses on the differences between
autonomy and isolation. They suggest that autonomy and isolation should be strictly separated, as the
two constructs involve different aspects. On the other hand, Dale's (1982 p.56) model of regulated
autonomy is the most popular. Other researchers who have developed a remarkable model of teacher
autonomy are Vangrieken et al. (2017). According to the author, teacher autonomy is composed of two
areas: the content aspect and the pedagogical aspect. The content aspect implies the preparation of
lessons, the development of the curriculum, the assessment of students, and the choice of textbook, while
the pedagogical aspect focuses on teaching methods and strategies and the time to be allocated for
classroom practices.

Teacher autonomy is a multi-dimensional phenomenon that encompasses teachers' competence and
freedom to make their own decisions. Teacher autonomy has been divided into several sub-dimensions.
The most popular of these was developed by Friedman (1999). He examined teachers' perceptions of
autonomy based on four dimensions: (a) classroom teaching, (b) school functioning, (c) staff
development, and (d) curriculum development. Classroom teaching involves complete freedom over
classroom activities, school functioning, which focuses on the decision-making process, and professional
development, which refers to teachers' professional growth. On the other hand, Pearson and Hall (1993)
teacher autonomy into two dimensions: Instructional autonomy and Curriculum autonomy. While
instructional autonomy involves freedom over instructional practices, curriculum autonomy emphasizes
the importance of the decision-making process and the assignment of instructional materials and
planning. As an evolving variable, teacher autonomy is an extremely important research topic that has
generated much interest among researchers. The explicit reason for this interest lies in its correlation with
several organizational variables, including confidence, job satisfaction, empowerment, and professional
development, motivation, stress, intention to leave the workplace, self-efficacy, work engagement, and
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empowerment (Bellibas & Liu, 2017; Davis & Wilson; 2000; Hattie, 2008; Liu et al., 2021; Pearson &
Moomaw, 2005; Perie & Baker, 1997; Rosenholtz & Simpson,1990; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2021; Slemp et al.,
2020; Worth & Brande, 2020).

Consistent with these findings, a body of research emphasizes that teacher autonomy is strongly
associated with teachers' abilities to motivate their students. For example, teachers who have the
freedom to determine the content and pedagogy of learning are more likely to facilitate learning because
decision-making autonomy allows teachers to allocate appropriate resources (Blasé, 1987; Dou et al.,
2015; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Wohlstetter & Chau, 2004) and create a positive learning environment
(Prichard & Moore, 2016). According to Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2014), a teacher is more likely to take
responsibility for improving student learning outcomes when they have the freedom to decide what to
do. Pearson and Moomaw (2005) emphasize that teachers should be free from external pressures and
have the right and freedom to "prescribe treatment for their students as doctors or lawyers do for their
patients or clients.”

Furthermore, teacher autonomy is considered to be a strong barrier to negative feelings, attitudes,
and behaviors such as stress, burnout, anxiety, depression, cynicism, and intention to leave the profession
(Brunetti, 2001; Pearson, & Moomaw, 2005; Yu et al., 2016; Worth & Brande, 2020). In addition, teachers
having high levels of autonomy are more resilient to external pressures and make teaching decisions
independently (Street & Licata, 1989). Although the correlation does not indicate a causal relationship,
the results of these studies reinforce the conclusion that teacher autonomy is a panacea for school
effectiveness and improvement. The shreds of evidence confirm that the right to control their work
environments such as class size, curriculum, text context, the decision on the choice of instructional
materials, and student selection increases teacher autonomy (Elmore, 1987; Parker, 2015; Pearson & Hall,
1993). Although the majority of teachers attach fundamental importance to autonomy (Vangrieken et al.,
2017), and believe that they should have the right and freedom to determine their work environment and
classroom practices, there is, however, evidence that school leadership has an overwhelming influence
on the effects that directly hinder teacher autonomy in different countries and economies (Fretwell &
Wheeler, 2001; Moller & Pankake, 2013). The results of previous studies have found that most teachers
have relatively lower levels of autonomy in comparison to other professional groups (Worth & Brande,
2020). In line with this assertion, Elmore (1987) cites several conditions that limit teachers' control over
their work autonomy. He highlights the effects of a 'culture of authority'. However, others, however,
allege that teachers themselves hinder their autonomy (Parker, 2015). Parker describes this situation as
'the embodiment of a self-fulfilling prophecy. Another reason that can be perceived as a barrier to teacher
autonomy is that teachers refrain from autonomy for fear of not achieving the student learning outcomes
expected by the curriculum (Ham & Kim, 2015; Kennedy, 2005).

Looking at Turkey's cultural context and education system, the picture is bleak for several reasons.
Firstly, the prevailing culture in Turkey endangers the development of autonomy, as Turkish culture
represents a collectivist culture that attaches great importance to the interests of the group and ascribes
little interest to the self. Moreover, in the collectivist culture, there is a high level of interdependence and
a low level of freedom (Hofstede, 1980). Another factor behind this notion is the structure and function
of the Turkish education system, which is the most centralized education system among OECD member
countries (Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001). It is argued that the highly centralized Ministry of National
Education (MoNE) limits the autonomy of schools and teachers. Simply because teachers are forced to
perform tasks that are set out in the educational programs, policies, and regulations of the highly
centralized Turkish education system. Furthermore, the Turkish education system restricts teachers'
power in terms of curriculum development, textbook selection, allocation of teaching materials and time,
and the decision-making process (Yildrim, 2003; Yurtseven & Hosgorur, 2021). That is, the MoNE controls
and monitors what teachers do in education in Turkey. One conclusion that could be drawn from these
arguments is that bureaucracy and cultural codes and ties seem to be the main reasons that prove why
teachers cannot be autonomous in the Turkish education system.
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Findings of studies focussing on teachers’ autonomy have provided contradicting results. Several
studies provide solid evidence that teachers in Turkey have some control and authority (autonomy) over
teaching practices (Demirkasimoglu, 2010; Yorulmaz et al., 2018; Yurtseven & Hosgoeruer, 2021). That is,
a centralized system organizes, regulates, and controls education as a whole. In addition, findings from
other studies (Colak, 2016; Colak & Altinkurt, 2017; Saylik & Sahin, 2021) reveal that teachers in Turkey
have an average or above-average level of autonomy in professional decisions. On the other hand, several
studies report relatively low autonomy in Turkey, meaning that they have little or no influence or authority
to decide on curriculum content and other impacts on the teaching process (Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001;
Guveng, 2011; Ozturk, 2012), which in turn compromises teachers' influence on the teaching and learning
process. Ozturk's (2012) findings support the conclusion that teachers in Turkey cannot be autonomous.
However, the findings reporting that teachers in Turkey have an average level of autonomy seem to be
cautious optimism considering Turkey's highly centralized education system, which tightly controls the
system to a large extent. Previous studies (Bellibas et al., 2020; Cansoy & Polatcan, 2018) indicating above-
average levels of autonomy justify our skepticism as to whether the research findings reflect teachers'
actual perceptions.

Significant of Study

The main purpose of this study is to find out the extent to which instructional leadership is related to
teacher autonomy. Although many studies have demonstrated that instructional leadership practices
significantly and positively affect job satisfaction (Liu et al., 2021), teacher empowerment, collaboration,
and professionalism (Bossert et al., 1982; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Worth & Brande, 2020) in separate
studies, surprisingly, scholars paid no attention to the relationships between principals' instructional
leadership and teacher autonomy. To our knowledge, this is the first study to explore the relationships
between instructional leadership and teacher autonomy. In this sense, it is expected that these findings
will be useful for school leaders to know-how and to what extent they can promote teacher autonomy.

This study draws on the theoretical framework and previous research that has examined the
relationship between instructional leadership and organizational variables. In particular, we propose that
this study provides a clear answer to the relationship between teacher autonomy and instructional
leadership, which allows teachers to go beyond their defined tasks and take control of their daily routines.
Simply because instructional leadership would moderate teacher autonomy by creating a positive learning
climate that promotes teacher development and the classroom environment. We suggest that school
leaders can alleviate the pressures of the centralized education system in Turkey by exhibiting behaviors
and practices that incorporate instructional leadership practices. In addition, principals can promote
teacher autonomy by providing clear guidelines, developing a collective giving feedback about quality of
instruction, and creating incentives for teachers (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger & Heck, 1997). School
leaders do not impose their rules and instructions on teachers but exert influence to motivate teachers
and establish direct contact with a teacher (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger & Wang, 2015) would further
enhance teacher autonomy.

Unlike other paradigms of school leadership, instructional leadership has a direct impact on learning
outcomes because instructional leadership has first-order effects on the practices used in the classroom.
In other words, instructional leadership embodies first-order effects to improve the quality of teaching
(Hallinger, 2003). Instructional leadership seeks to promote the quality of teaching by guiding teachers'
classroom practices. First-order effects include monitoring instruction, coordinating curriculum, and
setting school goals (Hallinger, 2003; Marks & Printy, 2003). Therefore, we assume that our findings would
enable practitioners to overcome the dichotomy of control and autonomy that seems to be a challenge
for schools in Turkey where a centralized bureaucracy with a coercive character prevails. The situation
seems to be even more complicated in Turkey, which represents a collectivist culture (Hosftede, 1980)
where top-down leadership and a highly centralized hierarchy prevail. In such countries, managers are
reluctant to distribute power and authority to subordinates, which could be perceived as a sign of
weakness (Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001; Moller & Pankake, 2013). The central authority tends to control all
practices and actions to maintain order and discipline in the school. In this sense, teachers would grant
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more autonomy when they work with principals who tend to exhibit instructional behavior. Implementing
data-driven instructional practices may be an effective way to increase teacher autonomy, which in turn
would have a positive impact on school outcomes.

Based on the available evidence, this study is likely to make some contributions to the field. First, the
present study would likely enhance our understanding of the nature and dynamics of principal-teacher
interactions in the school context concerning principals’ instructional leadership and teacher autonomy.
In particular, the findings of the current study would suggest ways for school leaders to anticipate the
conditions for teacher autonomy. More importantly, the findings from this study would encourage
practitioners to mitigate or remove the strong external pressures that centralized bureaucracies exert on
teachers. In addition, the findings would enable school leaders to disseminate the decentralization
phenomenon in education that would allow school leaders to decide how the school should function in
Turkey - where a highly bureaucratic structure

Research Questions

In this study, we assume that there is a positive relationship between practices instructional of
principals and teacher autonomy. We also argue that teachers supported by principals’ instructional
behaviors and practices are more likely to take responsibility for showing autonomous behaviors. More
importantly, we hypothesize that principals' instructional leadership behaviors and practices are a key
predictor of teacher autonomy. Therefore, the flowing questions have guided our study.

Q1. What are the perceptions of teachers regarding principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and
practices?

Q2. What are the perceptions of teachers regarding their autonomy?
Q3. Is there a positive relationship between principals’ instructional leadership and teacher autonomy?

Q4. To what extent does principals’ instructional leadership style of principals predict teacher autonomy
in high schools?

Method
Research Model

This study aimed to explore the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher autonomy
using a correlational analysis model.

Sample

The hypotheses of this study have been tested on the participation of a sample consisting of 500
teachers in high schools located in South-Eastern Turkey during November and December, in the 2019-
2020 academic year. The total population of the public high school teachers has been invited and 650
surveys were distributed to schools. Of that number 582 teachers responded to the survey and 68
incomplete responses were eliminated regarding missing data and unmatched responses. Of the teachers
who completed the survey, 52 % were males and 47 % were females. In addition participants’ years of
experience (tenure) ranged from 1 year to 16 and over.

Procedures

We assured teachers that their responses would be confidential. Upon the data collection process
completed the survey were checked then missing data and unmatched response were eliminated.

Research Instruments
Principals Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS)

The perception of teachers on principals’ instructional behaviors was measured with PIMRS which
consists of 44 items and nine sub-dimensions. The scale was developed by Hallinger (1982, 1990) and
adopted into the Turkish Language by Bellibas et al. (2016). The scale assesses principals’ behaviors in the
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context of instructional leadership behaviors. The response format of the scale is a 5-point Likert-type
scale. The reliability of scale has been supported by previous studies (Bellibas et al., 2016). The PIMRS
Turkish form consisted of nine functions, final validated instrument retained 44 items, except for
Communicates School’ Goals function (four items), each function subscale consists of five items. The
results indicate that the instrument meets standards of reliability and internal validity. The instrument
yielded reliability for full scale (ranging from 0.95 to 0.99). The Cronbach's a score for sub-dimensions of
PIMRS ranged from 0.83 to 0.92 for this study. These values confirm the reliability of the instrument.

Teacher Autonomy Scale (TAS)

To assess the extent to which teachers are autonomous in their school practices Teacher Autonomy
Scale (TAS) was conducted. The Teachers Autonomy Scale (TAS) was developed by Colak (2016). The
response format of the scale is a 5 point Likert-type scale. The full scale is consist of 17 items and four
sub-categories; the Teaching autonomy subscale consists of six items, the Curriculum Autonomy subscale
is composed of five items, Communication Autonomy incorporates three items, and Development
Autonomy involves five items. The validity of the scale was confirmed through earlier studies (Colak &
Altinkurt, 2017). The statistical analysis yielded full-scale reliability of 0.79, with coefficients of 0.86
(Teaching autonomy), 0.74 (Curruciulum Autonomy), 0.82 (Communication Autonomy), and 0.76
(Development Autonomy) for the four dimensions for his study. A higher cumulative score means a high
sense of teacher autonomy. The results reaffirm the reliability of the TAS.

Data Analysis

For instructional leadership and teacher autonomy, we primarily test the means and standard
deviations for domains in SPSS version 20.0. Preliminary analyses were conducted to assess reliability
coefficients for the variables were measured. In the next step, Pearson correlation analysis was conducted
to test the association between principals’ leadership style and teacher autonomy. We finally conducted
a regression analysis to assess the extent to which instructional leadership explains teacher autonomy.

Findings

In this study, the researchers conducted a descriptive analysis to explore the extent to which principals
show instructional leadership style in their managerial practices and to which degree teachers perceive
their sense of autonomy. Results indicating teachers’ perceptions regarding principals’ instructional
leadership behaviors were presented in Table 1.

Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perception of instructional Leadership
Dimensions N X Sd
Maintains High Visibility 500 4.03 1.08
Provides Incentives for Teachers 500 3.22 1.17
Supervises and Evaluate Instruction 500 2.94 1.18
Promotes Instructional Time 500 3.68 0.87
Provides Incentives for Learning 500 3.58 1.07
Promotes Professional Development 500 3.71 0.81
Monitors Students Progress 500 3.34 0.99
Frames School Goals 500 3.48 1.03
Communicates School Goals 500 3,65 1.14
Instructional Leadership (Total) 500 3.51 0.38

The findings reported in Table 1 show how frequently principals display statements in the principals’
instructional leadership survey. Teachers’ perception regarding the 'maintaining high visibility function
was at the highest level (x=4.03) while the ‘monitoring and evaluating teaching' function was at the lowest
level for participating teachers (X= 2.94). When it comes to instructional leadership in total, principals
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were scored 3.51. Overall, the findings report that teachers viewed their principals moderately displaying
instructional leadership behaviors in managerial practices. The results on teachers' perceptions of

autonomy are shown in Table 2.

Table 2.

Teachers’ Perception of Teacher Autonomy
Dimensions N X SD
Teaching Autonomy 500 3.79 0.92
Curriculum Autonomy 500 3.54 0.89
Professional Development Autonomy 500 3.39 1.07
Professional Communication Autonomy 500 3.00 1.06
Teacher Autonomy (Total) 500 3.51 0.50

The results from Table 2 show that the total score for all survey items was 3.51, which means that
teachers had an average mean score for teacher autonomy. When the survey was analyzed in detail, it
was found that the mean scores for the sub-dimensions of the survey ranged from 3.79 to 3. 00. As for
the sub-categories, teaching autonomy was the sub-category with the highest score (x=3. 79). Teachers
rated curriculum autonomy at 3.54. on the other hand, for professional development autonomy, teachers
rated their principals at 3.39. Finally, for professional communication autonomy, teachers had the lowest
mean score (x=3. 00). The results of the correlation between principals' instructional leadership and

teachers' autonomy are shown in Table 3

Table 3.

Correlation between Teacher Autonomy and instructional Leadership

Instructional Leadership Teacher Teaching Curriculum Professional Professional
Autonomy Autonomy Autonomy communication development
Autonomy Autonomy
Instructional Leadership R 0.309 0.084 0.267 0.059 0.258
P 0.000 0.061 0.000 0.189 0.000
Maintains high visibility R 0.448 0.398 0.287 0.077 0.043
P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.085 0.333
Provides incentives for teachers R -176 -0.167 -0.137 -0.031 0.036
P 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.492 0.423
. . . R .019 -0.006 0.051 -0.018 0.008
Supervises and evaluates instruction
P 0.677 0.892 0.259 0.688 0.851
. ) ) R -164" -0.199" -0.008 -0.148™ 0.062
Protects instructional time
P 0.000 0.000 0.859 0.001 0.169
o ) . R -164" -0.199" -0.008 -0.148™ 0.062
Provides incentives for learning
P 0.000 0.000 0.859 0.001 0.169
Promotes professional development R 0.363 0.181 0.206 0.059 0.322
P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.191 0.000
. R -.247" -0.319" -0.079 -0.243™ 0.238™
Monitors student progress
P 0.000 0.000 0.078 0.000 0.000
R 0.307" 0.160" 0.3317" -0.033 0.123™
Frames school goals
P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.457 0.006
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R 0.381" 0.178" 0.392" -0.016 0.188"
P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.729 0.000

Communicates school goals

**p<.01; *p<. 05

Table 3 shows the associations between the functions of instructional leadership and the components
of the subscale of teacher autonomy. The results show that there is a positive, albeit weak, correlation
between teacher autonomy and the principal's leadership style (r=.309). Concerning the sub-categories,
instructional leadership was found to be positively correlated with all sub-dimensions of teacher
autonomy, with the strongest correlation being between instructional leadership and curriculum
autonomy (r=.267). The results also show that teacher autonomy was both positively and negatively
correlated with nine functions of an instructional leadership scale. The strongest and positive relationship
was between teacher autonomy and maintaining the high visibility function of instructional leadership
(r=.448), which means that teacher autonomy is slightly related to maintaining high visibility. On the
other hand, teacher autonomy was found to be negatively associated with creating incentives for
teachers (r=-.176), creating incentives for learning (r=-.164), and monitoring students' progress (r=-.247).
When interpreting the results in terms of the relationship between the sub-dimensions, the strongest
correlation was found between protecting instructional time and professional development (r=.656).

The regression analysis results were conducted to test the research question implying whether
instructional leadership behaviors of principals predict teacher autonomy.

The results showing the extent to which instructional leadership behavior affects teacher autonomy
are presented in Table 4.

Table 4.
Regression Results for instructional Leadership Predicting Teacher Autonomy
Model Unstandardized Standardized T Sig
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Er. Beta
(Constant) 2.094 .197 10.640 .000"
Instructional Leadership 403 .056 .309 7.247 .000"
R .309
R? .095
Corrected R? .094
Standard Error 0.483
F 52.518 .000"
p*<0.05

As it can be seen from Table 4, the regression coefficient (, 309) for principals’ leadership behavior
could predict .94 % of teachers' autonomy (F= 52.518; p < .05). This means that 9.4% of the perceived
changes in teachers' autonomy could be explained by the impact of instructional leadership practices of
principals. In other words, teachers' autonomy is influenced to a small extent by the instructional
leadership practices in the school. The results also show that the model is significant with a beta
coefficient of 52.518. It can be concluded that .40 change in sense of teachers’ autonomy occurs through
principals' instructional leadership behaviors.

Discussion & Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher
autonomy using correlational analysis. More importantly, we sought to examine the extent to which the
principal's instructional leadership explains autonomy through regression analysis.
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The results show that the teachers who participated in the study have an above-average perception
of instructional leadership. This means that although the principals in the school where the study was
conducted have an adequate level of skills and capacity to embody the practices of instructional
leadership, they do not implement the instructional behaviors to the desired extent. According to the
results of the quantitative findings, teachers' perceptions of instructional leadership are slightly above
average in all subcategories of instructional leadership, except for the category of supervision and
evaluation of teaching. That is principals place fundamental importance on instructional leadership
behaviors. Therefore, execute several actions such as discussing the school's goals with teachers,
providing incentives for teachers and learning, engaging with parents, encouraging and rewarding
teachers' efforts, protecting instructional time, and recognizing achievements, to an average extent,
improve the quality of teaching. In addition, this result also may allow us to anticipate that principals talk
openly with teachers, provide conditions that enable them to speak out their opinions, provide feedback
to teachers to promote collaboration among teachers, and do not interrupt teachers' instruction. This
result is in line with the findings of previous studies by Kursunoglu & Tanrioven (2009) and Sucu (2016) in
which teachers' perceptions of instructional leadership were found to be moderate. This is an important
finding in terms of academic achievement, as instructional leadership aims to influence learning by
creating first-order effects that imply the direct involvement of school leaders in teaching (Hallinger,
2003), which supports the conclusion that instructional leadership style is a prerequisite for school
effectiveness.

On the other hand, the results of this study also indicate that school leaders may engage in several
behaviors that do not fit the content of educational leadership. Several factors may be responsible for this
outcome. For example, the selection process for school leaders may lead to this result because there are
no objective selection criteria in Turkey when selecting school leaders. That is, prospective principals are
not assigned based on their specific leadership qualifications. In addition, the nature of the education
system in Turkey can prevent school leaders from fulfilling their role as principals, as they devote a large
amount of their time to high expectations of bureaucracy and management tasks. Thus, they do not
allocate enough time to provide professional support to improve learning because school leaders believe
that ensuring a peaceful environment and a physically good school is more important than fulfilling their
instructional tasks (Aksit, 2007; Glimuseli & Akgaoglu, 2013; Turkoglu & Cansoy, 2018). This means that
school leaders in Turkey place more emphasis on management topics than on instructional topics. Several
studies (Bellibas, 2015; GUmus & Akgaoglu, 1996) have corroborated this claim that school leaders in
Turkey prioritize management issues over instructional subjects.

Moreover, the highly centralized structure of MoNE could be another reason for the current finding.
because the centralized education system in Turkey limits principals' authority in many implementations,
such as curriculum content and budget allocation (Bellibas et al., 2016; Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001;
Hammersley-Fletcher et al., 2020). Therefore, this reality may inhibit principals' competence in fulfilling
their instructional leadership roles. However, this interpretation should not be accepted as the primary
reason for this finding. We do not mean to conclude that principals have high educational leadership
competencies, but rather that the hierarchical structure of MoNE hinders their abilities and competencies.
In contrast, national literature shows that school principals in Turkey have little or no leadership skills
(Cerit, 2007; Celikten, 2004). These scholars also indicate that the majority of school principals in Turkey
lack instructional leadership skills. The power distance between principals and teachers could be another
reason that favors this result. This is because principals have a large sphere of influence over teachers.
Therefore, power distance may obscure teachers' actual perceptions of educational leadership, as
teachers might not speak up about their actual perceptions of the principal's practices for fear of being
exposed to the principal's wrath.

The findings of this study suggest that teachers have an above-average level of autonomy in their
profession. This means that teachers in Turkey are relatively autonomous in their teaching practices and
have the freedom to decide on instructional implications. This result is consistent with the findings of the
work by Saylik and Sahin (2021). The results of their study indicate that teachers have an above-average
level of autonomy. The result of this study also coincides with the results found by Erpelding (1999) for a
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high level of teacher autonomy. Looking at this result holistically, it can be said that it is an unexpected
result. Because t teacherswere expected to have a lower level of autonomy considering the cultural codes
of the society, and the nature and structure of the Turkish educational system because Turkish culture
represents a collectivist culture (Hofstede, 1980), because such cultures place the interest of the group
above self-interest. Collectivist cultures emphasize high interdependence and low freedom. Like any
individual, school leaders are culturally bound (Hosftede, 1982) and therefore do not tend to distribute
their power and authority among teachers. In this sense, some other factors (e.g., the likelihood of feeling
the principal's wrath) might underlie the mean value of teacher autonomy found in this study.

Thus, this result should be taken with caution, as it goes beyond expectations and reality. This is
because, in highly centralized systems such as the Turkish education system, which does not allow
decentralization and severely restricts teachers' professional practice (Hammersley-Fletcher et al., 2020)
and in which role specification is determined by the Ministry of Education (MoNE) and which acts as an
external factor in controlling almost all teachers' actions, teachers are not expected to have such a high
level of autonomy. Because teachers are not free to make decisions about educational areas, such as the
curriculum. The Turkish education system exerts stifling control over teachers and can require all teachers
to use the same textbook series. Therefore, the present result must be viewed with suspicion,

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis are weak, they suggest that instructional leadership and
teacher autonomy are mutually correlated. Since there are almost no studies that address the
relationships between instructional leadership and teacher autonomy, we have no way to compare the
current result with the results of previous studies. However, the work of Boyce and Bowers (2018) is
known to be the single study that supports our findings. They found a reciprocal relationship between
instructional and teacher autonomy. This relationship is important for school effectiveness as both
constructs have a critical impact on learning outcomes (Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Davis & Wilson; 2000;
Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Perie & Baker, 1997) and such a reciprocal relationship can
inspire both school leaders and teachers to fulfill their roles. However, the weak relationship between the
two variables raises concerns about school effectiveness, as this relatively weak correlation could be
perceived as a lack of instructional skills on the part of the principal, which could lead to a lower level of
teacher autonomy. When the functions of instructional leadership are taken into account e.g. seeking
advice, providing incentives for teachers, supporting collaboration between teachers, and participating in
decision-making (Hallinger & wang, 2015), a greater correlation was expected. Therefore, a lack of skills
and competencies in leadership practices may be a rational explanation for this result. Based on the
present findings, we strongly recommend that school leaders should refrain from imposing control on
teachers that compromises teacher autonomy, and should attach more importance to instructional
practices rather than management topics.

Furthermore, the results of this study show that all sub-dimensions of both variables are correlated
with each other. The strongest correlation was found between maintaining high visibility and the sub-
dimensions 'instructional autonomy', while the weakest association was observed between framework
school goals and professional development. The findings of this study hold surprising results. For example,
unexpectedly, a negative correlation was found between the providing of incentives for teachers and
teacher autonomy. When the elements of this sub-dimension (i.e. recognizing academic achievement and
actively supporting teachers) are taken into account, one would have expected a positive correlation
between these two sub-categories. This result can be explained by a high mean value of the function
'maintaining high visibility of instructional leadership'. This means that observation by the principal,
especially unannounced classroom visits, can disturb teachers. The constant presence of the principal
gives the impression that principals are constantly breathing down teachers' necks. Hence, teachers are
likely to perceive the visibility of the principal as a threat, see the principal as an authority figure and
therefore become indifferent to teaching. Principal intrusion into the teacher's privacy seems to cause
distrust because they probably believe that the principal is not monitoring them to improve teaching but
to keep them under control. This means that the principal engages in several unpleasant and unproductive
behaviors that increase the teachers' anxiety during their walk-through observation, which may make
them feel uncomfortable. The results of a qualitative study by Bellibas (2015) also support this idea. The
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teachers interviewed stated that they do not like it when school leaders knock on their doors, thus
affecting their coherence. Then, a question arises: why do teachers score principals’ instructional
leadership as above-average level? This is simply because teachers might stand aloof speaking up their
actual opinions for the risk of being exposed to principals’ anger.

Apart from the reasons mentioned above, some external factors rather than principals imposing
control on teachers could be a predictor of this result. Salokangas et al.(2020) emphasize that external
factors affecting teacher autonomy, such as "national and local educational policies and administration,
economic circumstances, and the types of schools in which teachers work", may have a direct or indirect
influence on teacher autonomy.

The results of the regression analysis, conclude that instructional leadership significantly and positively
predicts teacher autonomy, albeit to a small extent. Due to the lack of studies investigating the
relationship between principal instructional leadership practices and teachers' autonomy, we have no
way of comparing our findings with those of previous studies. Only one study by Boyce and Bowers (2018)
was covered in the relevant literature. The results of this study are consistent with our findings. Boyce
and Bowers found a significant correlation between IL and teacher autonomy. This was a surprising result
as teachers' perceptions of the principal's instructional leadership were found to be average in this study
and it was expected that the principal's instructional leadership behavior would explain a greater variance
in teacher autonomy. This leadership approach includes several contents such as discussing the school's
goals with teachers, involving staff, providing incentives to teachers, and informing teachers which are
expected to increase teacher autonomy. This result suggests that principals' leadership behavior does not
contribute significantly to teacher autonomy at least at a desired or expected extent. Based on these
results, we can claim that principals are not able to create a favorable school climate that promotes
teacher autonomy. This finding also suggests that principals are either unable to increase the level of
teacher autonomy or they intentionally refrain from taking actions that promote teacher autonomy.

The results of this study are consistent with our findings. Boyce and Bowers found a significant
correlation between instructional and teacher autonomy. This was a surprising result as teachers'
perceptions of the principal's leadership were found to be average in this study, as it was expected that
instructional leadership behavior of the principal would explain more variance in teacher autonomy. Since
this leadership approach includes several contents such as discussing the school's goals with teachers,
involving staff, providing incentives to teachers, and informing teachers, it is expected to increase teacher
autonomy. This result suggests that the principal's leadership behavior does not contribute significantly
to teacher autonomy. Based on these results, we can claim that principals are not able to create a
favorable school climate that promotes teacher autonomy. This result also suggests that school leaders
are either unable to increase the level of teacher autonomy or deliberately refrain from taking actions
that promote teacher autonomy.

Implications and Limitations

Although our findings indicate that principals' leadership practices explain only a very small proportion
of teacher autonomy, this study should make a modest contribution to the relevant literature. This is
because, to our knowledge, no study in the literature examines the relationship between instructional
leadership and teacher autonomy. Therefore, this study is important because it offers few clues and
implications for practitioners and scholars as the results explicitly show a significant relationship between
principals' instructional leadership and teacher autonomy. Interpreting the results of our study, one can
understand that the leadership role of principals is an obvious variable that predicts teacher autonomy.
In this sense, principals should be given more flexibility in terms of authorizing implementation in the
school. Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that the repressive remote control of principals be relaxed
and they be given the power to make judgments so that teachers can act independently. Based on the
evidence, it is recommended that principals should seek ways to grant teachers the autonomy to improve
school effectiveness.
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Although this study makes a modest contribution to the literature, it has some limitations. The use of
a teacher's perception to measure the extent to which leadership practices explain variance in teacher
autonomy can be considered a potential limitation of the current study. Data were collected from one
source this may result in common method errors. This study is limited to moderate size of 500 teachers.
Both variables in this study appear to be correlated, to a very small extent. With this in mind, we urge
future researchers to focus on variables that could serve as predictors of educational leadership and
teacher autonomy. They also need to consider parents' and students' perceptions. In addition,
comparative studies of instructional leadership and teacher autonomy need to be conducted to examine
the impact of the cross-cultural context. Future studies examine the association between instructional
leadership and other organizational variables such as motivation, job satisfaction, burn-out, size, job
satisfaction, intention to leave a job, and commitment. In addition, longitudinal studies could provide
useful guidance for school policymakers and practitioners. In summary, we maintain that further research
needs to be conducted to provide a clear answer to the direct and indirect links between instructional
leadership behaviors of the principals and teacher autonomy, which is still unexplored.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Girig

Arastirmacilar ve uygulayicilar, 6grencilerin karmasik ihtiyaglarini ve taleplerini karsilamak amaciyla
ogrenme ciktilarini iyilestirmede, istikrarli ve kaliteli bir 6grenme ortami saglamada temel rol oynayan
faktorleri siirekli ve sistematik olarak belirlemeye calismislardir. Okul liderligine odaklanan ¢alismalarin
sonuglari, liderlerin 6grenme c¢iktilari Gzerindeki etkisini ve Onemini gosteren ikna edici kanitlar
saglamistir. Arastirmacilar, okul sisteminde hangi liderlik paradigmalarinin ise yaradigi sorusuna giderek
daha fazla odaklandilar. Bu baglamda istikrarli bir okul gelisimini siirdirmek ve okul zorluklarinin ve
sorunlarinin Ustesinden gelmek igin gesitli modeller gelistirilmistir (ten Bruggencate vd, 2012; Hallinger &
Heck, 1997; Heck & Hallinger, 2011; Heck vd., 1991). Mevcut literatr, farkh liderlik modellerinin (6rnegin,
donistumci liderlik, islemsel liderlik, dagitilmis, hizmetkar liderlik ve stratejik liderlik) kaliteli bir 6grenme
ortamini etkili bir sekilde saglayabildigi sonucuna varmistir. Liderligin 6zellikle egitim baglamindaki diger
bir 6zel ve gbze carpan bicimi, belirgin etkileri farkh (ke ve ekonomilerde gercgeklestirilen ¢cok sayida
¢alisma ile ortaya cikarilan 6gretimsel liderliktir (Bellibas vd., 2016; Bossert vd., 1982; Hallinger, 2005,
2011; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Heck vd., 1991; Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Heck vd., 1991;Leithwood & Sun,
2012; Liu vd., 2021; Mascall vd,, 2009; ten Bruggencate vd., 2012).

Ogretimsel liderlik yaklasimini benimseyen okul midiirleri, ydnetimsel konulara ve formal gérevlere
¢ok zaman ayiran okul midirlerden farkhdir. Clinkii onlar, olumlu bir 6grenme ortami yaratmak,
o6gretmenleri motive etmek, okulun misyon ve vizyonunu 6gretmenlerle tartismak, mesleki gelisimi tesvik
etmek gibi bir dizi eylem yoluyla akademik basariyi iyilestirmeye calisir ve yiksek goriinirlige sahiptirler
(Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Bossert vd., 1982; Heck vd., 1991; Hallinger, 2003, 2011; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985;
Hallinger & Wang, 2015; 1983; Rosenholtz, 1985; Southworth, 2002).

Ogretimsel liderlik Tiirkiye'de nispeten yeni bir kavramdir ancak son on yilda bilim insanlari ve
arastirmacilarin kavrama yonelik artan bir ilgisi s6z konusudur (Bellibas, 2015; Bellibas vd., 2020; Cansoy
& Polatcan, 2018). Ancak Tirkiye'de 6gretimsel liderlik ile ilgili calismalarin sonuglari, okul maddarlerinin
ogretimsel liderlik yeterlikleri ve becerilerine iliskin birbiriyle celisen sonuglar ortaya koymustur. Ornegin,
bazi arastirma bulgulari okul liderlerinin ¢ogunlugunun 6gretimsel liderlikten yoksun oldugunu (Cerit,
2007; Celikten, 2004; Gimis & Akcaoglu, 2013), digerleri ise okul muddrlerinin ortalamanin lizerinde bir
ogretimsel liderlik becerisine sahip olduklarini iddia etmektedir (Bellibas vd., 2020). Cansoy ve Polatcan
(2018) Turkiye'de 2005-2017 yillari arasinda yapilmis 43 ¢alismayi igerik analizi yontemiyle incelemis sonug
olarak, Turkiye'deki okul mudirlerinin ortalama diizeyde 6gretimsel liderlik becerilerine sahip oldugu
yoniinde bir bulguya ulagmislardir.

Okul liderligi basarisinin biliyik olctide 6gretmenlerin meslege yonelik tutum ve davranislarina bagh
oldugu yaygin olarak kabul edilmektedir. Okul liderligi, 6gretmenlerin yeterliligi ve performansiyla
yakindan iliskili degiskenleri (Hallinger, 2003, 20211; Heck & Hallinger, 2009) etkileyerek okul sonuglarina
denmli oranda katki sunar ve bu da dogal olarak sinif uygulamalarina yansir. Ogretmen yeterliliginde
onemli bir rol oynadigi distiniilen degiskenler arasinda 6gretmen 6zerkligi yasamsal 6nem arz etmektedir
(Cuban, 1988; Worth & Brande, 2020). Bu sonug 6gretim uygulamalari hakkinda karar vermek igin
ogretmenlere daha fazla O6zerklik verilmesinin 6grenme ¢iktilari agisindan 6nemli oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ogretmen 6zerkliginin temeli, 8gretmenlerin kendilerini ve calismalarini kontrol etmeleri
varsayimina dayanir (Hammersley-Fletcher vd., 2020; Pearson & Moomaw, 2000; Cuban, 1988). Ozerklik,
o6gretmenligi bir meslek olarak benimseyenler icin son derece 6nemli bir konudur (Pearson & Moomaw,
2005; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2021; Tort-Moloney, 1997). Clnki 6gretmenler 6zgir olduklarinda -6zerk
olduklarinda- kendileri ve 6grencileri icin neyin en iyi olduguna karar verme 6zgirliigiine sahiptirler.
Ogretmen motivasyonunun bir boyutu olan (Khmelkov, 2000) 6gretmen 6zerkligi, materyal saglama ve
secme, mifredati uygulama, 6grenci secimi ve 6grenme ortamini kontrol etme becerileri gibi gesitli
konularda 6gretmene 6nemli oranda 6zgurlik saglar (Dou vd., 2015; Lamb, 2000; Pearson & Moomaw,
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2005; Tort-Moloney, 1997; Wohlistetter & Chau, 2004). Ayrica Ogretimde Ogretmen 6zerkligi,
O0gretmenlerin 6gretim uygulamalarinda sorumluluk ve yetkilerinde 6zerk davranma olanagi saglamasi
bakimindan 6nemli bir konudur (Lamb, 2000). Cesitli arastirmalar, okul gelisimi igin 6gretmen 6zerkliginin
onemini destekleyen giicli kanitlar saglamistir (Davis & Wilson; 2000; Perie & Baker, 1997; Rosenholtz &
Simpson, 1990; Slemp vd., 2020; Worth & Brande, 2020). Ogretmen 6zerkligi ile diger okul degiskenleri
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemeye yonelik kapsamli arastirmalar olmasina ragmen (Davis & Wilson; 2000;
Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2021; Worth & Brande, 2020), arastirmacilarin 6gretimsel
liderlik ile Ogretmen ozerkligi arasindaki iliski konusunda neredeyse hi¢ caba sarf etmedikleri
gorilmektedir (Ham & Kim, 2015). Tirkiye'de de benzer bir durumun s6z konusu oldugu anlasiimaktadir,
nitekim, iki degisken arasindaki iliskiye odaklanan ¢alisma sayisi son derece sinirhdir (Colak & Altinkurt,
2017). Bu anlamda, uygulayicilara 6gretmen 6zerkligini gelistirmeleri icin yararh ¢ikarimlar saglayabilecek
arastirmalari gergeklestirmek bir zorunluga déntsmistar.

Kavramsal Cergeve
Ogretimsel Liderlik

Okul liderligi tizerine gelisen literatilr, okul basarisinin yonetim ve liderlik tiirinden gligli bir sekilde
etkilendigine dair gliclii kanit saglamistir. Buna parallel olark okul performansi agisindan en iyi liderlik
modelinin hangisi olduguna yonelik ¢abalar devam etmektedir. Bu nedenle, okul ile ilgili kapsamli bir
arastirma kiimesi, 6gretimsel liderligi, egitim liderligi, dagitilmis liderlik, 6grenme merkezli liderlik ve
donlisimci liderlik gibi liderlik modellerinin etkisini kesfetmeye calismistir (Berkovich, 2016; Bhindi &
Duignan, 1997; Geijsel vd., 2003; Hallinger, 2011; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood & Sun 2012;
Mascall, 2009; Shengnan & Hallinger, 2021; Hallinger vd., 2020). Bu liderlik modelleri arasinda 6gretimsel
liderligin, bilim adamlarinin buyk ilgisiyle karsilastigi gortlmektedir. Etkili okul hareketi (Bossert vd.,
1982) okul liderlerinin 6gretimsel lider olmasi gerektigi fikrini pekistirmesine ragmen, birgok bilim insani
cesitli nedenlerden dolayi buna siiphe ile yaklasti. Ogretimsel liderlik modelinin Amerika disindaki diger
egitim baglamlari icin uygun olup olmayacagi bu slipheciligin temelini olusturmaktaydi. Bazi
arastirmacilar, 6gretimsel liderlik modelinin Bati kaynakli bir fenomen oldugunu ve diger kiiltirel
baglamlar icin uygun olamayacagini savunuyorlar. Ornegin, Hallinger ve arkadaslari (2000), dgretimsel
liderligin bir "Amerikan olgusu" oldugunu ve bu nedenle baska bir kiltlrel baglama uymadigini iddia
etmektedir. Ancak, konu ile ilgili arastirmacilar, bu liderlik modelinin okul etkinligi ve gelisimi tGzerindeki
saglam, etkisine dair deneysel olarak kanitlanmis veriler sunarak bu stipheciligin yersiz oldugunu kanitladi
(Goddard vd., 2015; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Smith & Andrews, 1989; Southworth, 2002).
Bu durum 06gretimsel liderligin, popiilaritesini artirdi ve 30'u askin tlkede 250'den fazla ampirik ¢alisma
PIMRS kullanarak s6z konusu liderligin evrenselligini kanitlamis oldu (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). Bu ampirik
calismalarin sonuglari, 6gretim liderliginin bir Amerikan olgusu olmasina ragmen, diger ulusal baglamlarda
da etkili bir liderlik modeli olabilecegini dogrulamistir (Bossert vd., 1982; Bush, 2013; Hallinger, 2003).
Ancak bu sonuglarin, 6gretimsel liderliginin Ulkenin kultirel bilesimine duyarli olmadigi seklinde
yorumlanmamalidir. Bu nedenle, bir 6gretimsel lider yonetsel uygulamalarinda kurumsal ve kdltirel
baglamin 6nemini hesaba katmalidir. Clinkli daha kiltirel kodlar 6gretimsel liderlik uygulamalarini
sekillendirir (Bossert vd., 1982; Hallinger, 2003, 2010; Hallinger & Wang, 2015).

Akademisyenler ve arastirmacilar, okul maddrlerinin 6gretme ve 6grenme siirecini nasil ve ne dlcide
etkiledigini kesfetmek icin cesitli modeller gelistirmistir. Ogretimsel liderligin en popiiler ve sik kullanilan
kavramsallastirmasi Hallinger (2000, 2003) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Model, “Okulun misyonunu
tanimlamak, 6gretim programini yonetmek ve olumlu bir okul-6grenme iklimini tesvik etmek” olmak lizere
lic boyuttan olusmaktadir. Bu Ug alt boyut on islev icermektedir: Bunlar mifredati koordine etmek, okul
hedeflerini belirlemek, okul hedeflerini iletmek, 6gretimi izlemek ve degerlendirmek, 6grenci gelisimini
izlemek, Ogretim siiresini korumak, gorindrligu sirdirmek, 6gretmenler ve 0Ogrenciler igin tesvik
saglamak ve mesleki gelisimi tesvik etmektir. Her boyut, istikrarli bir basariyi siirdiirmeye calisan bir dizi
midir davranisini icerir. ilk boyut, okul icin acik ve anlasilir bir misyon belirlemeyi amaglar. Bu boyut, okul
midurlerinin personelle dogrudan bir baglanti kurmasi ve okulun misyonunu gergeklestirmek icin isbirligi
icinde calismasi gerektigini 6nermektedir. Bu boyut ayrica karar alma siirecinde personelin katiliminin
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dnemine vurgu yapar. ikinci boyut, 6gretimin izlenmesi, miifredatin planlanmasi ve 6gretmen performansi
ve dgrenci gelisimi hakkinda geri bildirim verilmesi ile ilgilidir. Uclincii boyut, yiiksek standartlar ve
beklentiler olugsturmak igin 6grenme icin olumlu bir ortam saglamaya 6ncelik verir. Bu baglamda, okul
middirlerinden 6gretimin kalitesini artirmak icin birka¢ 6zel davranis sergilemeleri beklenir. Bu boyut,
middrlerin 6gretimeye daha fazla zaman ayirma, tesvikler saglayarak 6gretmenleri motive etme, mesleki
gelisimi tesvik etme ve yiksek gorindrliik saglama sorumlulugunu vurgulamaktadir.

Genel olarak arastirmacilar, okul yonetiminde mudiirlerin ¢ merkezi roli oldugunu ileri surerler.
Bunlar yonetsel rol, politik rol ve 6gretim roludir (Cuban. 1988). Bu roller arasinda, 6gretim roll hayati
goérinmektedir (Bossert vd., 1982; Hallinger & Murhpy, 1985). Ogretimsel liderlik davranislarinin ve
uygulamalarinin 6grenme ciktilarindaki roliinii daha iyi anlamak icin 6gretimsel liderlik yaklagiminin yani
sira baska liderlik modelleri gelistirilmistir. Bircok akademisyen, okul 6zelliklerinin liderlik paradigmasi
tizerindeki etkisini vurgulamaktadir. Ornegin, Bryk (2010), akademik basari tizerinde agik bir etkiye sahip
olan okulun bes orgitsel 6zelligini (liderlik, pedagojik rehberlik, mesleki yeterlilik, okul-ebeveyn iliskileri
ve 6grenci merkezli bir 6grenme iklimi) iceren bir cerceve gelistirmistir.

Ogretimsel liderlik, diger cagdas liderlik modellerinden gesitli sekillerde farkhlik géstermektedir. Dgier
liderlik yaklasimlari 6§renme giktilarina daha ¢ok dolayli bir etkide bulunmaktadir. Buna karsin 6gretimsel
liderlik, okul giktilari izerinde okul midarlerinin dogrudan etkisini vurgulamaktadir (Bossert vd., 1982;
Hallinger, 2003). Hallinger (2003) 6gretimsel liderligin birinci dereceden etkiler yaratmaya calistigini iddia
etmekte ve bu lidrlik yaklasiminin, mifredat ve 6gretim ile dogrudan iliskili olan degiskenleri etkileyerek
dgrenmeye katki sundugunu belirtmektedir. Ogretimsel liderlik konusunda yapilan arastirmalar,
ogretimsel liderliginin 6ncillerini, uygulamalarini ve etkisini aydinlatmada rol oyanayan Ug¢ kategoriye
vurgu yapmaktadir. Midirin cinsiyeti, egitim durumu, deneyimi, medeni hali gibi 6zellikler dncillerin ilk
grubunu temsil eder. ikinci 6nerme grubu, 6gretmen kalitesi, okul diizeyi, okul biy(kl{igii ve sosyo-
ekonomik faktoérleri iceren &rgiitsel baglamdan olusur. Uglincii grup, dgretimsel liderligin okul giktilar
Uzerindeki etkisini ortaya ¢ikarmayi amacglamaktadir. Bunlar, 'okul kosullari' (6gretmen kolektif yeterligi,
given, okul iklimi, is tatmini, 6gretmen bagliligi), okul kalitesi ve 6grenci gibi degiskenleri icermektedir
(Hallinger & Wang, 2015).

Hallinger ve Heck (1997), 1980 ile 1995 yillari arasinda gergeklestirilen arastirma verilerine dayanarak,
okul liderlerinin 6gretme ve 6grenmeyi Ui¢ sekilde etkiledigini ileri sirmektedir: Bunlar dogrudan etki, araci
etki ve karsilikli etkidir. Dogrudan etki, mudurlerin okul ciktilari Gzerinde kisisel bir etkisine vurgu
yamaktadir. Araci etki daha ¢ok 6gretmen performanslari ile ilgili degiskenler Uzerinde etkisine vurgu
yapmaktadir, érnegin okul mudiri 6gremenlerin is doyumunu artirarak araci etkisini ortaya koyararak
(Johson, 2005), 6gretmenleri motive ederek ve 6gretmenin 6grenme sirecine katihmini tesvik ederek
veya givenli ve dizenli bir ortam saglayarak 6grenmeyi gelistirmekte ve okulun diger degiskenleri
aracihigiyla okul sonuglarini etkilemektedir (Bossert vd., 1982; Heck vd., 1991; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
Karsilikh etkiler modelinde hem miidirler hem de 6gretmenler birbirlerini karsilikl bir sekilde etkilerler.
Sheppard'a (1996) gore 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin 6grenmesini etkileyen liderlik uygulamalarini temsil
eder. Ogretmenler, egitim liderligi tarafindan desteklendiklerinde ara¢ ve materyalleri daha etkili
kullanirlar (Hallinger & Murhpy, 1985; Sheppard, 1996). Hallinger ve Murphy'nin (1985) modeli-(1) Okulun
misyonunu tanimlamak, (2) Ogretim programini yénetmek ve (3) Olumlu bir okul &grenme iklimi
gelistirmek’ olmak (izere Ug¢ boyut icerir. Okul misyonunu tanimlamak boyutu, kaliteli 6grenmeyi
kolaylastiran bir dgrenme ortami yaratmada midiriin roliinii vurgu yaparken. Ogretim programini
yonetme boyutu, miifredati ydnetme, 6gretimi degerlendirme ve 6grenci gelisimini izleme anlamina gelir.
'Olumlu 6grenme iklimi' boyutu, 6gretime daha fazla zaman ayirmak, 6gretmenleri motive etmek igin
tesvikler saglamak, okul mudurlerinin gérinirligini saglamak gibi 6gretim sirecini kolaylastiran bir dizi
uygulamayi icermektedir. Genel olarak, tim modeller okul liderliginin 6grenme sonuglarini nasil
etkiledigini kesfetmeye calisir.

Daha da 6nemlisi, 6gretimsel liderlik uygulamalarinin okul iklimi, 6gretmen motivasyonu, 6gretmen
performansi, 6gretmen Ozyeterligi, 6gretmen is tatmini, 6gretmen performansi ve kaynak tahsisi
Uzerindeki etkisini inceleyen oOnceki calismalar, 6gretimsel davranislarin okul iklimi Gzerinde etkili
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olabilecegi sonucunu pekistirdigini ve akademik basarida farkhlik yarattigini ortaya koymustur (Bellibas
vd, 2016; Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Bossert vd., 1982; Bridges, 1967; Cuban, 1988; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985;
Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Liu vd., 2021; Smith & Andrews, 1989; Southworth, 2002). Buna
ek olarak, 6gretimsel liderligin tutum ve davranislari 6gretmenlerin 6zerklik duygusunu gelistirebilir.
Clinkt ogretimsel liderlik, yukarida bahsedilen degiskenleri etkileyerek 6gretmen 6zerkligini destekleyen
olumlu bir okul iklimi gelistirir (Erpelding, 1999). Ogretimsel liderliginin okul ciktilarina yapabilecegi bir
baska olasi katki, veli-okul iliskilerini gliclendirmektir. Cinkii 6gretimsel lider okul etkililigi ve gelisiminin
temel unsurlarindan biri olarak kabul edilen veliler ve okul arasindaki iliskide bir kopri gorebilir (Anderson
& Minke, 2007; Hornby & Blackwell, 2018). Ebeveynler ve okul toplulugu arasindaki olumlu baglar
Ogrencilerin basarisi lizerinde énemli bir etkisi olduguna dair gligli kanitlar ortaya koyan arastirmalar
(Anderson & Minke, 2007; Bossert vd., 1982; Bryk, 2010; Hornby & Blachwell, 2018; Heck vd., 1991;
Warren vd., 2018) okul-aile isbirliginin 6nemini gostermektedir.

Ogretmen Ozerkligi

Ogretmen 6zerkligi, 6gretmenlerin mesleklerine ydnelik tutum ve davranislarini kestirmede kilit bir
unsur olarak kabul edildiginden, arastirmacilarin byik ilgisini cekmistir. Pek ¢ok bilim insani 6gretmen
ozerkliginin farkli tanimlarini ve yorumlarini ortaya koymus olsa da, Pearson ve Moomaw (2005) bu tanim
ve yorumlarin belirsiz oldugunu savunmaktadir. Tort-Moloney (1997, s.52) 6zerk 6gretmeni 68retimsel
becerileri ve Ogretmenlik uygulamasinin 6z farkindaligini "Neden, ne zaman, nerede ve nasil
kazanilabilecegini ve kullanilabileceginin bilen" birey olarak tanimlamaktadir. Yazar bu tanimlarla
o6gretmenlerin 6grenme ve 6gretme uygulamalarinda karar verme hak ve 6zgurliklerine gondermede
bulunmaktadir (Lamb, 2000). Ote yandan, Husband ve Short (1994, 5.59) 6gretmen &zerlikligini "Kisinin
uygun gordigi sekilde 6gretmek igin glinlik rutini kontrol etme, 6gretim hakkinda karar verme

ozglirliglne sahip olma ve miifredat hakkinda fikir gelistirme yetenegi" olarak tanimlamaktadir."

Ogretmen &zerkligini agiklamak icin gesitli teorik modeller gelistirilmistir (Parker, 2015). Bu modellerde
tanimlandig gibi 6gretmen o6zerkligi, 6gretmenlerin meslekleri ile ilgili kendi kararlarini ve eylemlerini
kapsamaktadir. MacBeath'in (2012) o6zerklik modeli, bireylerin 6gretimle ilgili faaliyetleri Gzerindeki
kontrollerine vurgu yapmaktadir. Pitt (2010), herhangi bir dis baski dahil olmak lzere yonetsel otoriteyi
reddeden mesleki 6zerklik modeli olarak bilinen benzersiz bir model sunarak tartismaya katkida bulunan
bir diger bilim insanidir. Gabriel ve digerlerinin (2011) bagl 6zerklik modeli ise, 6zerklik ve izolasyon
arasindaki farklara odaklanmaktadir. iki yapi farkli olgulari icerdiginden, ézerklik ve izolasyonun kesinlikle
ayrilmasi gerektigini dne siriiyorlar. Ote yandan, Dale'in (1982,p.48) diizenlenmis 6zerklik modeli en
populer olanidir. Dikkat gekici bir 6gretmen 6zerkligi modeli gelistiren diger arastirmacilar ise Vangrieken
ve digerleridir (2017). Yazarlara gore 6gretmen ozerkligi icerik yoni ve pedagojik yon olmak tzere iki
yapidan olusmaktadir. icerik yoénii, derslerin hazirlanmasi, mifredatin gelistirilmesi, 6grencilerin
degerlendirilmesi ve ders kitabi se¢imi gibi konulara odaklanirken, pedagojik yon; 6gretim yéntem ve
stratejilerine ve sinif uygulamalari igin ayrilacak zamana vurgu yapmaktadir. .

Ogretmen &zerkligi, 6gretmenlerin kendi kararlarini verme yetkinligini ve dzgiirliigiinii kapsayan ¢ok
boyutlu bir olgudur. Ogretmen 6zerkligi birkag alt boyuta ayrilmistir. Bunlardan en popiiler olani Friedman
(1999) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Friedman, 6gretmenlerin 6zerklik algilarini dért boyuta dayal olarak
inceledi: (a) Sinif i¢c 6gretim (b) okul isleyisi, (c) personel gelisimi ve (d) mufredat gelistirme. Sinif 6gretimi-
sinif etkinlikleri, karar verme siirecine odaklanan okul isleyisi ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimine atifta
bulunan mesleki gelisim tzerinde tam bir 6zglrlik icerir. Pearson ve Hall (1993) ise 6gretmen 6zerkligini
iki boyuta ayirmislardir: Ogretimsel 6zerklik ve mifredat &zerkligi. Ogretimsel 6zerklik, dgretimsel
uygulamalari Uzerindeki 6zglirlGgu icerirken, mifredat Ozerkligi, karar verme sirecinin ve Ogretim
materyallerinin saglanmasini ve planlamanin énemini vurgular. Ogretmen o&zerkligi, arastirmacilar
arasinda biyik ilgi uyandiran son derece 6nemli bir arastirma konusudur. Bu ilginin agik nedeni, gliven, is
tatmini, yetkilendirme ve mesleki gelisim, motivasyon, stres, isyerinden ayrilma niyeti, 6z yeterlik, ise
baghlk ve yetkilendirme gibi cesitli 6rgltsel degiskenlerle korelasyonunda yatmaktadir (Bellibas &ve Liu,
2017; Davis & Wilson; 2000; Hattie, 2008; Liu vd., 2021; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Pearson & Moomaw,
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2005; Perie & Baker, 1997; Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1990; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2021; Slemp vd., 2020; Worth
& Brande, 2020).

Bu bulgularla tutarli olarak, bir cok arastirma, 6gretmen 6zerkliginin 6gretmenlere 6grencilerini motive
etme konusunda ciddi katkilar sundugunu géstermektedir. Ornegin, grenmenin icerigini ve pedagojisini
belirleme 6zglrligline sahip olan 6gretmenlerin 6grenmeyi kolaylastirma olasiliklari daha yuksektir ¢link(i
karar verme 6zerkligi 6gretmenlerin uygun kaynaklari tahsis etmesine olanak tanir (Blasé, 1987; Dou vd.,
2015; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Wohlstetter & Chau, 2004) ve olumlu bir 6grenme ortami yaratir
(Prichard & Moore, 2016). Skaalvik ve Skaalvik'e (2014) gére, bir 6gretmen karar verme 6zgirligline sahip
oldugunda o6grencilerin 6grenme g¢iktilarini iyilestirme sorumlulugunu Ustlenmesi daha yulksek bir
olasiliktir. Pearson ve Moomaw (2005) 6gretmenlerin dis baskilardan uzak olmasi ve "doktorlarin hastalari
veya avukatlarin mavekkilleri icin yaptigl tedavi ve savunmayi 6grencileri igin kullanma" hak ve
ozglirliglne sahip olmasi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir.

Ayrica 6gretmen 6zerkligi; stres, tiikenmislik, kaygi, depresyon, sinizm ve meslegi birakma niyeti gibi
olumsuz duygu, tutum ve davranislarin 6niinde giigll bir bariyer olarak islev gormektedir (Brunetti, 2001;
Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Yu vd., 2016; Worth & Brande, 2020). Yiksek diizeyde 6zerklige sahip
O6gretmenler dis baskilara karsi daha direnglidir ve 6gretim kararlarini bagimsiz olarak verirler (Street &
Licata, 1989). Korelasyon nedensel bir iliski gostermese de, bu c¢alismalarin sonuglari 6gretmen
ozerkliginin okul etkililigi ve gelisimi icin her derde deva oldugu sonucunu giiclendirmektedir. Arasatirma
bulgularinin sagladigi kanitlar, sinif mevcudu, mifredat, metin baglami, 6gretim materyaller segimine
iliskin karar ve 6grenci secimi gibi degiskenleri kontrol etme hakkinin 6gretmen 6zerkligini artirdigini
dogrulamaktadir (Elmore, 1987; Parker, 2015; Pearson & Hall, 1993). Ogretmenlerin gogunlugu ézerklige
biyiik bir 6nem atfetse de (Vangrieken vd., 2017) ¢alisma ortamlarini ve sinif uygulamalarini belirleme
hak ve 6zgirluklerinin olmasi gerektigine inansalar da, okul liderliginin farkli tlke ve ekonomilerde
O6gretmen oOzerkligini dogrudan engelleyen bir etkiye sahip oldugu gorilmektedir (Fretwell & Wheeler,
200; Moller & Pankake, 2013). Onceki calismalarin sonuglari, cogu 6gretmenligin diger mesleklere kiyasla
nispeten daha dislk 6zerklik seviyelerine sahip oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Worth & Brande, 2020) Bu
iddia dogrultusunda, Elmore (1987) 6gretmenlerin is 6zerkligi izerindeki kontrollinii sinirlayan birkag
kosuldan bahseder. Yazar, 'otorite kiiltarinin' 6gretmen 6zerklig Gizerinde 6nemli oranda etkili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bazi arastirmacilar 6gretmenlerin  kendilerinin  6zerkliklerini engelledigini ileri
sirmektedir (Parker, 2015). Parker bu durumu 'kendini dogrulayan bir kehanetin cisimlesmesi' olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Ogretmen 6dzerkliginin dniindeki bir diger engel de, gretmenlerin miifredat tarafindan
beklenen 6grenme ciktilarini elde edememe korkusuyla 6zerklikten kaginmalaridir (Ham & Kim, 2015;
Kennedy, 2005).

Tlrkiye'nin kaltiirel baglami ve egitim sistemi géz 6nlne alindiginda, tablonun gesitli nedenlerden
dolayi i¢ agici olmadigi anlasiimaktadir. Tark kaltlrd, grubun cikarlarina biyik 6nem veren ve bireysellige
¢ok az ilgi duyan kolektivist bir kiltirli temsil etmektedir, Tirkiye'de hiikiim siren kati merkeziyetgi
yonetim kiiltiria 6zerkligin gelisimini tehlikeye atmaktadir. Ayrica kolektivist kiltirde yliksek diizeyde
karsilikli bagimhhk ve distk dizeyde 6zgurliik vardir (Hofstede, 1980). Bu kavramin arkasindaki bir diger
faktor de OECD liyesi llkeler arasinda en merkezi egitim sistemi olan Tiirk egitim sisteminin yapisi ve
islevidir (Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001). Son derece merkezilesmis Milli Egitim Bakanliginin (MEB) okullarin
ve 6gretmenlerin 6zerkligini sinirladigl ileri slirilimektedir. Bunun nedeni, 6gretmenlerin merkezilesmis
Tirk egitim sisteminin egitim programlarinda, politikalarinda ve diizenlemelerinde belirtilen gérevleri
yerine getirmeye zorlanmasidir. Ayrica Turk egitim sistemi mifredat gelistirme, ders kitabi secimi, 6gretim
materyali, zaman tahsisi ve karar verme sireci gibi konularda 6gretmenlerin yetkilerini kisitlamaktadir
(Yrldirim, 2003; Yurtseven & Hossgoeruer, 2021). Milli Egitim Bakanhgi Turkiye'de 6gretmenlerin egitimde
ne yaptigini izler. Bu argiimanlardan ¢ikarilabilecek sonug, Tirk egitim sisteminde 6gretmenlerin 6zerk
olamamalarinin temel nedeninin biirokrasi, kiltiirel kodlar ve baglar oldugu gergegidir.

Ogretmen o6zerkligine odaklanan calismalarin bulgulari celiskili sonuglar sunmaktadir. Farkli
arastirmalar, Turkiye'deki 6gretmenlerin 6gretim uygulamalari Gzerinde ancak bir dereceye kadar kontrol
ve yetkiye (6zerklige) sahip olduklarina dair saglam kanitlar sunmaktadir (Demirkasimoglu, 2010;
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Yorulmaz vd., 2018; Yurtseven & Hosgoeruer, 2021). Yani, merkezi bir sistem, egitimi bir bltiin olarak
organize etmekte, diizenlemekte ve kontrol etmektedir. Ote yandan, diger calismalardan elde edilen
bulgular (Colak, 2016; Colak & Altinkurt, 2017; Saylik & Sahin, 2021) Turkiye'deki 6gretmenlerin mesleki
kararlarda ortalama veya ortalamanin (izerinde bir 6zerklige sahip olduklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Buna
karsin, bircok ¢alisma Tirkiye'de nispeten dusik 6gretmen 6zerkligi rapor etmektedir, yani 6gretmenler
miifredat icerigine ve 6gretim siireci Uzerindeki diger konularda karar verme konusunda ya hig yetkiye
sahiptir degiller ya da ¢ok az etkiye sahipler (Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001; Giiveng, 2011; Oztiirk, 2012). Bu
da &gretmenlerin dgretme ve 6grenme siirecindeki etkisini tehlikeye atmaktadir. Oztiirk'in (2012)
bulgulari, Tirkiye'deki 6gretmenlerin 6zerk olamayacagl sonucunu desteklemektedir. Buan karsin,
Tirkiye'deki 6gretmenlerin ortalama bir 6zerklik diizeyine sahip oldugunu bildiren c¢alismalar s6z
konusudur. Ancak son derece merkezi bir yonetim anlayisini bemineseyen ve siki bir sekilde her
uygulamayi kontrol eden Milli Egitim Bakanhginin 6gretmenler izerindeki etkisi dikkate alindginda mevcut
sonuglarin temkinli bir iyimserlik ile karsilanmasi gerektigi distinilmektedir. Bu durum 6gretmenlerin
ortalamanin lzerinde 6zerklik diizeyine sahip olduklarini gbsteren arastirma bulgularinin (Bellibas vd.,
2020; Cansoy & Polatcan, 2018), ogretmenlerin gergek algilarini yansitip yansitmadigi konusundaki
supheciligimizi hakl ¢ikarmaktadir.

Cahismanin Onemi

Bu calismanin temel amaci, 6gretimsel liderligin 6gretmen 6zerkligi ile ne o6lgtide iliskili oldugunu
ortaya cikarmaktir. Pek ¢ok arastirma, 6gretimsel liderlik uygulamalarinin is tatminini (Liu vd., 2021),
o6gretmen glclendirme, isbirligi ve mesleki gelisimi 6nemli dlglide ve olumlu yonde etkiledigini gosterse
de (Bossert vd., 1982; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Worth & Brande, 2020), sasirtici bir sekilde, bilim
insanlarinin okul middurlerinin 6gretimsel liderligi ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasindaki iligkilere hig ilgi
gostermedikleri gériilmektedir. Bildigimiz kadariyla bu arastirma, 6gretimsel liderlik ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi
arasindaki iligkileri arastiran ilk calismadir. Bu anlamda, arastirma bulgularin okul liderlerinin bilgi
birikimine ve 0Ogretmen 06zerkligini ne olglide gelistirebileceklerine 6nemli katkilar sunmasi
beklenmektedir.

Bu calisma, teorik cerceveye ve 6gretimsel liderlik ile 6rgitsel degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen
onceki arastirmalara dayanmaktadir. Ozellikle, bu calismanin, dgretmenlerin tanimlanmis gérevlerinin
Otesine gecmelerine ve gilinlik rutinlerini kontrol etmelerine olanak taniyan 6gretmen oOzerkligi ile
ogretimsel liderlik arasindaki iliskiye agik bir bulug sunacagini 6ngoriiyoruz. Cunki 6gretimsel liderligin
O0gretmen gelisimini ve 6grenme ortamini destekleyen olumlu bir 6grenme iklimi yaratarak 6gretmen
ozerkligini artirmasi beklenmektedir. Okul liderlerinin, 6gretimsel liderlik uygulamalarini iceren davranig
ve uygulamalar sergileyerek Tirkiye'deki merkezi egitim sisteminin baskilarini hafifletebilecegini imit
ediyoruz. Buna ek olarak, mudurler net yonergeler saglayarak, 6gretimin kalitesi hakkinda toplu bir geri
bildirim verebilir ve 6gretmenler icin tesvikler olusturarak 6gretmen 6zerkligini 6zendirebilirler (Bossert
vd.,1982; Hallinger & Heck, 1997). Okul liderleri kendi kurallarini ve talimatlarini 6gretmenlere
dayatmazlar, ancak 6gretmenleri motive etmek ve 6gretmenle dogrudan temas kurarak onlari etkilemeye
¢aligirlar (Bossert vd, 1982; Hallinger ve Wang, 2015). Okul yéneticilerinin bu tiir davranislari 6gretmen
ozerkligini daha da artiracaktir.

Diger okul liderligi paradigmalarindan farkli olarak, 6gretimsel liderlik yaklasimi sinif i¢ci uygulamalari
birinci dereceden etkiledikleri icin 6grenme ciktilari izerinde dogrudan bir etkiye sahiptir (Hallinger,
2003). Ogretimsel liderlik, 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i uygulamalarina rehberlik ederek 6gretimin kalitesini
artirmayi amaglar. Birinci derece etkiler, 6gretimi izleme, miifredati koordine etme ve okul hedeflerini
belirlemeyi icerir (Hallinger, 2003; Marks & Printy, 2003). Bu nedenle, bulgularimizin, uygulayicilarin,
zorlayici bir karaktere sahip merkezi bir blrokrasinin hiikiim strdgi Tirkiye'deki okullar igin bir zorluk
gibi goriinen kontrol ve 6zerklik ikiligini asmalarina yardimci olacagini varsayiyoruz. Yukaridan asagiya
dogru liderligin ve olduk¢a merkezi bir hiyerarsinin hiikim stirdigi kolektivist bir kilttrld temsil eden
(Hosftede, 1980) Turkiye'de durum daha da karmasik gorinmektedir. Bu tir tlkelerde yoneticiler, bir
zayiflik isareti olarak algilanabilecek gii¢ ve yetkiyi astlarina dagitma konusunda isteksizdirler (Fretwell &
Wheeler, 2001; Moller & Pankake, 2013). Merkezi otorite, okulda diizeni ve disiplini saglamak igin tim
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uygulamalari ve eylemleri kontrol etme egilimindedir. Bu anlamda 6gretmenler, 6gretimsel davranis
sergileme egiliminde olan mudiirlerle calistiklarinda daha fazla 6zerklige sahi olacaklardir. Ogretimsel
liderlik uygulamalarinin, 6gretmen 6zerkligini artirmanin etkili bir yolu olabilir ve bu da okul giktilari
Gizerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip olacaktir.

Mevcut kanitlara dayanarak, bu ¢alismanin alana bazi katkilar sunmasi muhtemeldir. ilk olarak, bu
calisma, okul baglaminda muddrlerin 6gretimsel liderligi ve 6gretmen 6zerkligi ile ilgili olarak middr-
O0gretmen etkilesimlerinin dogasi ve dinamikleri hakkindaki anlayisimizi muhtemelen gelistirecektir.
Ozellikle, mevcut calismanin bulgulari, okul liderlerinin égretmen 6zerkligi kosullarini énceden tahmin
etmeleri igin yontemler 6nerecektir. Daha da 6nemlisi, bu calismadan elde edilen bulgular, uygulayicilari
merkezi burokrasilerin 6gretmenler lzerinde uyguladigl giigli dis baskilari hafifletmeye veya ortadan
kaldirmaya tesvik edecektir. Buna ek olarak, ¢alismamizin bulgulari okul liderlerinin egitimde ademi
merkeziyetcilik olgusunu yayginlastirmasina olanak taniyacak ve bu da oldukga birokratik bir yapinin
oldugu Turkiye'de okul liderlerinin okulun nasil isleyecegine karar vermelerine olanak taniyacaktir.

Arastirma Sorular

Bu ¢alismada, mudirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik uygulamalari ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasinda pozitif bir
iliski oldugu varsayllmaktadir. Ayrica, midirlerin 6gretimsel davranis ve uygulamalar tarafindan
desteklenen 6gretmenlerin, 6zerk davraniglar sergileme konusunda sorumluluk alma olasiliklarinin daha
ylksek oldugunu iddia ediyoruz. Daha da 6énemlisi, okul midurlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarinin ve
uygulamalarinin 6gretmen 6zerkliginin kilit bir yordayicisi oldugunu varsaylyoruz. Bu amagla asagidaki
sorulara yanit aranmistir.

S1. Okul mudirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarina ve uygulamalarina iliskin 6gretmenlerin algilari ne
diizeydedir?

S2. Ogretmenlerin 6zerkliklerine iligkin algilar ne diizeydedir?

S3. Mudurlerin 6gretim liderligi ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasinda pozitif bir iliski var midir?

S4. Okul muddrlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik tarzlari 6gretmen 6zerkligini ne élgliide yordamaktadir?
Yontem

Arastirma Modeli

Bu calisma, korelasyonel bir analiz modeli kullanarak o6gretimsel liderlik ve 6gretmen o6zerkligi
arasindaki iligskiyi arastirmayi amaclamistir.

Orneklem

Bu arastirmanin hipotezleri, 2019-2020 egitim 6gretim yilinda, kasim ve aralik aylarinda Turkiye'nin
Giiney dogu bolgesinde yer alan bir ildeki liselerde gorev yapan 500 6gretmenin katilimiyla test edilmistir.
Arastirmaya liselerde gérev yapan bitiin 6getmenler davet edilmis ve okullara 650 anket dagitilmistir. S6z
konusu o¢eklerden 582’si 6gretmenler tarafindan yanitlandi ve eksik doldurulan 68 6lgek degerlendirme
digi tutuldu. Anketi tamamlayan 6gretmenlerin %52'si erkek, %47'si kadindir. Ayrica katihmcilarin deneyim
yili (gorev suresi) 1 yil ile 16 ve yil Gizeri arasinda degismektedir.

Prosedirler

Ogretmenlere yanitlarinin gizli kalacagina dair giivence verildi. Veri toplama siireci tamamlandiktan
sonra anketler kontrol edilmis, eksik veriler ve eslesmeyen yanitlar elenmistir.

Olgme Araglan
Ogretimsel Liderlik Olgegi

Ogretmenlerin midirlerin dgretimsel liderlik davranislarina iliskin algilari 44 madde ve dokuz alt
boyuttan olusan PIMRS ile 6lctilmistiir. Olcek Hallinger (1982, 1990) tarafindan gelistirilmis, Bellibas ve
digerleri (2016) tarafindan Tirkgeye uyarlanmistir. Olgek, okul midiirlerinin davranislarini 6gretimsel
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liderlik davraniglari baglaminda degerlendirmektedir. Olcek 5'li Likert tipi bir dlgektir. Olgegin giivenirligi
daha 6nce yapilan galismalarla desteklenmistir (Bellibas vd., 2016). PIMRS Tirkge formu dokuz islevden
olusmaktadir, nihai gegerliligi olan ara¢ 44 maddeden olusmaktadir, okul i¢in hedefler koyma islevi (dort
madde) disinda, her bir islev alt dlgegi bes maddeden olusmaktadir. Sonuglar, aracin givenilirlik ve ig
gecerlik standartlarini karsiladigini géstermektedir. Bu ¢alismada 6lgegin toplam alfa katsayisi ise .99
olarak saptanmistir. Bu ¢alisma igin PIMRS'nin alt boyutlari i¢in Cronbach a puani .83 ile .92 arasinda
degismektedir. Bu degerler 6lgme aracinin gilivenilirligini teyit etmektedir.

Ogretmen Ozerkligi Olgedi (660)

Ogretmenlerin okul ici eylemlerde ne élgiide &zerk olduklarini degerlendirmek icin Ogretmen Ozerkligi
Olgegi (TAQ) uygulanmistir. Ogretmen Ozerkligi Olcegi (000), Colak (2016) tarafindan gelistirilmistir.
Olgme araci 5'li Likert tipi bir 6lgektir. Olgme araci 17 madde ve dort alt kategoriden olusmaktadir; 6gretim
ozerkligi alti maddeden, miifredat 6zerkligi alt dlgegi bes maddeden, iletisim 6zerkligi i¢ maddeden ve
gelisim 6zerkligi bes maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgegin gegerligi daha &nce yapilan calismalarla teyit
edilmistir (Colak & Altinkurt, 2017). istatistiksel analiz sonuclarina gére, Ogretme &zerkligi icin .86,
Miifredat Ozerkligi, icin .74 iletisim Ozerkligi icin .82 ve Gelisim Ozerkligi icin .76 ve &lcegin bitiini icin
.79'luk glivenilirlik tespit edildi. Daha yiiksek bir kiimulatif puan, ylksek bir 6gretmen o6zerkligi algis
anlamina gelir. Sonuglar OO0 'niin giivenilirligini teyit etmektedir.

istatistiksel Analiz

Ogretimsel liderlik ve 6gretmen 6zerkligi icin dncelikle SPSS siiriim 20.0'da uygulandi ortalamalar ve
standart sapmalari test edildi. Degiskenlerin glivenirlik katsayilarini 6lgmek icin 6n analizler yapilmistir. Bir
sonraki adimda, mudirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik tarzi ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasindaki iliskiyi test etmek icin
Pearson korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Son asamada, Ogretimsel liderliginin 6gretmen o6zerkligini ne
olctde agikladigini degerlendirmek igin regresyon analizi yapild.

Bulgular

Bu calismada arastirmacilar, mudurlerin yonetsel uygulamalarinda ne olgide Ogretimsel liderlik
davranislari sergilediklerini ve 6gretmenlerin 6zerkligi ne 6lglide algiladiklarini kesfetmek icin betimsel bir
analiz gergeklestirmistir. Ogretmenlerin midirlerin dgretimsel liderlik davranislarina iliskin algilarini
gosteren sonuglar Tablo 1'de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1.

Ogretmenlerin Ogretimsel Liderlik Algilarina iliskin Betimsel istatistikler

Alt Boyutlar N X Ss

Okulda Goérinir Olmak 500 4.03 1.08
Ogretmenleri Tesvik Etme 500 3.22 1.17
Ogretimi Denetleme ve Degerlendirme 500 2.94 1.18
Ogretime Harcanan Zamani Kontrol Etme 500 3.68 0.87
Ogrenmeyi Tesvik Etme 500 3.58 1.07
Mesleki Gelisimi Destekleme 500 3.71 0.81
Ogrenci Basarisini Takip Etme 500 3.34 0.99
Okul icin Hedefler Koyma 500 3.48 1.03
Okul Hedeflerini Paylasma 500 3,65 1.14
Ogretimsel Liderlik (Toplam) 500 3.51 0.38

Tablo 1'de verilen bulgular, midurlerin 6gretimsel liderlik anketinde 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarini
hangi siklikta gerceklestirdiklerini géstermektedir. Ogretmenlerin 'yiiksek gériiniirliik saglama islevine
iliskin algisi en yiksek diizeyde (x=4.03), '0gretimi izleme ve degerlendirme' islevine iliskin algi ise katilimci
ogretmenler icin en disik dizeydedir (x= 2.94). Toplamda 6gretimsel liderlik s6z konusu oldugunda
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mudirler 3.51 puan almistir. Genel olarak, bulgular 6gretmenlerin muddirlerini yonetsel uygulamalarda
orta diizeyde 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglari sergilediklerini disinmektedirler.
Ogretmenlerin 6zerklik algilarina iliskin sonuclar Tablo 2'de gésterilmektedir.

Tablo 2.

Ogretmenlerin Ogretmen Ozerkligi Algisi
Alt Boyutlar N X SS
Ogretme Siireci Ozerkligi 500 3.79 0.92
Ogretim Programi Ozerkligi 500 3.54 0.89
Mesleki iletisim Ozerkligi 500 3.39 1.07
Mesleki Gelisim Ozerkligi 500 3.00 1.06
Ogretmen Ozerkligi (Toplam) 500 3.51 0.50

Tablo 2'den elde edilen sonuglar, tim anket maddeleri igin toplam puanin 3.51 oldugunu
gostermektedir; Bu, 6gretmenlerin 6gretmen 6zerkligi icin ortalama bir puana sahip oldugu anlamina
gelir. Tablo detayh olarak incelendiginde anketin alt boyutlarina iliskin puan ortalamalarinin 3.79 ile 3,00
arasinda degistigi gortlmustir. Alt kategorilerde 6gretme 6zerkligi en yiiksek puana sahip alt kategori
olmustur (%= 3.79). Ogretmenler miifredat dzerkligini 3.54 olarak degerlendirdi. Ote yandan, mesleki
gelisim 6zerkligi icin 6gretmenler mudirlerine 3.39 puan vermistir. Son olarak, mesleki iletisim 6zerkligi
icin en duslik ortalama puani 6gretmenler almistir (x=3.00). Okul middrlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik ile
ogretmen ozerkligi arasindaki iliskinin sonuglari Tablo 3'te gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 3.

Ogretmen Ozerkligi ile Ogretimsel Liderligi Arasindaki iliski

Ogretimsel Liderlik Ogretmen  Ogretme Miifredat Mesleki Mesleki
Ozerkligi Siireci Ozerkligi  iletisim Geligim
Ozerkligi Ozerkligi  Ozerkligi
Ogretimsel Liderlik R 0.309™ 0.084 0.267"  0.059 0.258™
P 0.000 0.061 0.000 0.189 0.000
Okulda Goérunir Olmak R 0.448" 0.398" 0.287" 0.077 0.043
Ogretmenleri Tesvik Etme P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.085 0.333
Ogretimi  Denetleme ve R -176" -0.167" -0.137"  -0.031 0.036
Degerlendirme >
Ogretime Harcanan Zamani 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.492 0.423
Kontrol Etme
Ogrenmeyi Tesvik Etme R .019 -0.006 0.051 -0.018 0.008
Mesleki Gelisimi Destekleme P 0.677 0.892 0.259 0.688 0.851
Ogrenci Basarisini Takip Etme R -.164" -0.199" -0.008 -0.148™  0.062
Okul igin Hedefler Koyma P 0.000 0.000 0.859 0.001 0.169
. R -164" -0.199” -0.008 -0.148"  0.062
Okul Hedeflerini Paylasma
Okulda Goérunir Olmak P 0.000 0.000 0.859 0.001 0.169
Ogretmenleri Tesvik Etme R 0.363" 0.181" 0.206”  0.059 0.322"
Ogretimi  Denetleme ve
Degerlendirme P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.191 0.000
R -247" -0.319" -0.079 -0.243" 0.238"
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Ogretime Harcanan Zamani
Kontrol Etme P 0.000 0.000 0.078 0.000 0.000
Ogrenmeyi Tesvik Etme

Mesleki Gelisimi Destekleme R 0.307"" 0.160" 0.331™ -0.033 0.123™
Ogrenci Basarisini Takip Etme P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.457 0.006
. R 0.381" 0.178" 0.392™ -0.016 0.188"
Okul Igin Hedefler Koyma
P 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.729 0.000

**p<0, 01; *p<0, 05

Tablo 3 6gretimsel liderligin islevleri ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi alt 6lgeginin bilesenleri arasindaki iliskileri
gostermektedir. Sonuglar, 6gretmen 6zerkligi ile midirin 6gretimsel liderik tarzi arasinda zayif da olsa
pozitif bir iliski oldugunu gostermektedir (r= .309). Alt kategorilere bakildiginda, 6gretimsel liderligin
0gretmen 6zerkliginin tiim alt boyutlariyla pozitif yonde iliskili oldugu, en gigli iliskinin ise 6gretim liderligi
ile mufredat 6zerkligi arasinda oldugu (r= .267) bulunmustur. Sonuglar ayrica 6gretmen 6zerkliginin bir
ogretimsel liderligi o6lgeginin dokuz isleviyle hem olumlu hem de olumsuz olarak iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir. En glicli ve pozitif iliski, 6gretmen oOzerkligi ile 6gretimsel liderligin yiiksek gorunurlik
islevini sirdtirmek (r=.448) arasindaydi; bu, 6gretmen 6zerkliginin yiiksek gorinurligi strdirmekle biraz
iliskili oldugu anlamina gelir. Ote yandan, &gretmen 6zerkliginin dgretmenleri tesvik etme (r= -.176),
O6grenme igin tesvik yaratma (r=-.164) ve 6grencilerin ilerlemesini izleme (r=-.247) ile negatif iliskili oldugu
bulunmustur. Sonuglar alt boyutlar arasindaki iliski agisindan yorumlandiginda en gigli iliski 6gretime
ayrilan zamani koruma ile mesleki gelisim arasinda bulunmustur (r= .656).Regresyon analizi sonuglari,
middrlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmen 6zerkligini yordayip yordamadigini ortaya
cikarmaya calisan arastirma sorusunu test etmek icin yapilmistir.

Ogretimsel liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmen ézerkligini ne élgiide acikladigini gésteren sonuglar Tablo 4’te

sunulmusgtur.

Tablo 4.
Ogretmen Ozerkligini Yordayan Ogretimsel Liderlige iliskin Regresyon Sonuglari
Model Standartiriimamis Standartirimiss T Sig
katsayilar katsayilar
B Std. Er. Beta
(Constant) 2.094 .197 10.640 .000"
Instructional Leadership 403 .056 .309 7.247 .000"
R .309
R? .095
Diizeltilmis R? .094
Standart hata 483
F 52.518 .000"
p*<.05

Tablo 4'te goriilebilecegi gibi, midurlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarina iliskin regresyon katsayisi
(.309) 6gretmen 6zerkliginin % .94'lini (F= 52.518; p<.05) yordamaktadir. Bu, 6gretmenlerin 6zerkliginde
algilanan  degisikliklerin ~ %9.4'Gniin  maddarlerin - 6gretimsel  liderlik uygulamalarinin  etkisiyle
aciklanabilecegi anlamina gelmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, 6gretmenlerin 6zerkligi diisiik oranda da olsa
okuldaki 6gretimsel liderlik uygulamalarindan etkilenmektedir. Sonuglar ayrica modelin 52.518 beta
katsayisi ile anlamli oldugunu géstermektedir. Ogretmenlerin 6zerklik anlayisindaki degisimin .403'iiniin
midurlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislariyla gerceklestigi sonucuna varilabilir.
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Sonug Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu calisma, korelasyonel analiz yontemi kullanilarak 6gretimsel liderligi ve 6gretmen ozerkligi
arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmayi amaglamistir. Daha da 6nemlisi, bu galismada mudirin 6gretimsel liderligin
regresyon analizi yoluyla 6zerkligi ne 6l¢lide agikladigini incelemeye calistik.

Sonuglar, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin ortalamanin tzerinde bir 6gretimsel liderlik algisina sahip
olduklarini goéstermektedir. Bu, arastirmanin vyapildigi okuldaki mudirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik
uygulamalarini somutlastirabilecek diizeyde beceri ve kapasiteye sahip olmalarina ragmen 6gretimsel
davraniglari istenilen o6l¢lide uygulamadiklari anlamina gelmektedir. Nicel bulgulardan elde edilen
sonuglara goére, 6gretmenlerin 6gretimsel liderlik algilari, 6gretimi denetleme ve degerlendirme kategorisi
disinda 6gretim liderliginin tim alt kategorilerinde ortalamanin biraz Gzerindedir. Bu bulgu, mudurlerin
ogretimsel liderlik davranisglarina temel bir 6nem verdigi ve bu nedenle okulun hedeflerini 6gretmenlerle
tartismak, 6grenmeyi tesvik etmek, velilerle etkilesim kurmak, 6gretmenlerin gabalarini tesvik etmek ve
odullendirmek, 6gretim zamanini korumak gibi gesitli eylemleri yerine getirdikleri anlamina gelir. Ayrica
bu sonug, mudurlerin 6gretmenlerle agik¢a konustuklarini, gorislerini dile getirmelerine olanak saglayan
kosullar olusturduklarini, 6gretmenler arasinda isbirligini tesvik etmek icin 6gretmenlere geri bildirim
sagladigini ve 6gretmenlerin 6gretimini kesintiye ugratmadiklarini tahmin etmemize de izin verebilir. Bu
sonug, Kursunoglu ve Tanrioven (2009) ve Sucu (2016) tarafindan yapilan ve 6gretmenlerin 6gretimsel
liderlik algilarinin orta diizeyde oldugunu ortaya koyan arastirma bulgulari ile uyumludur. Bu, akademik
basari agisindan 6nemli bir bulgudur, ¢linkii 6gretimsel liderlik, okul liderlerinin 6gretime dogrudan
katilimini ima eden birinci derece faktorleri etkileyerek 6grenmeyi etkilemeyi amaglamaktadir (Hallinger,
2003), bu da 6gretimsel liderlik stilinin okul etkinligi igin bir 6n kosul oldugu sonucunu desteklemektedir.

Ote yandan, bu calismanin sonuglari okul liderlerinin dgretimsel liderligin icerigine uymayan cesitli
davranislarda bulunabilecegini gostermektedir. Bu sonuca birkag faktoriin aracilik ettigi disinilmektedir.
Ornegin, Tiirkiye'de okul liderleri segilirken objektif bir segim kriteri olmadigi igin okul liderlerinin segim
siireci bu sonuca yol acabilir. Yani, gelecegin okul mudurleri atanirken belirli liderlik niteliklerine gére
atanmamaktadir. Ayrica, Tirkiye'deki egitim sisteminin dogasi, zamanlarinin biiyik bir kismini birokrasi
ve yonetim gorevlerine iliskin yliksek beklentilere ayirdiklari icin okul liderlerinin yonetsel rollerini yerine
getiremedikleri bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle okul liderleri, huzurlu bir ortam ve fiziksel olarak iyi bir okul
saglanmasinin 6gretim gorevlerini yerine getirmekten daha 6nemli olduguna inandiklari i¢in 6grenmeyi
gelistirmek icin mesleki destek saglamaya yeterli zaman ayirmazlar (Aksit, 2007; Glimiseli & Akcaoglu,
2013; Turkoglu & Cansoy, 2018). Farkli arastirmalar Tarkiye'deki okul liderlerinin egitim konularindan
ziyade yonetim konularina daha fazla 6nem verdigi anlamina geliyor (Bellibas, 2015; Glimis & Akcaoglu,
1996), Turkiye'deki okul liderlerinin yonetim konularini 6gretim konularina oncelik verdigi yéniindeki bu
iddiay1 dogrulamaktadir.

Ayrica, MEB'in oldukga merkezilesmis yapisi mevcut bulgunun bir baska nedeni olabilir. Clinkl
Tirkiye'deki merkezi egitim sistemi, mifredat igerigi ve bitge tahsisi gibi birgcok uygulamada mudirlerin
yetkisini sinirlandirmaktadir (Bellibas vd., 2016; Fretwell & Wheeler, 2001; Hammersley-Fletcher vd.,
2020). Bu nedenle, bu olgu okul muddrlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik rollerini yerine getirmedeki yetkinligini
engelleyebilir. Ancak bu yorum, bu bulgunun birincil nedeni olarak kabul edilmemelidir. Midirlerin
ogretimsel liderlik yeterliliklerinin yiksek oldugu sonucunu ¢ikarmaktan ziyade, MEB'in hiyerarsik
yapisinin onlarin yetenek ve yeterliliklerini engelledigini sdylemek istiyoruz. Buna karsilik, ulusal literatir,
Tirkiye'deki okul middirlerinin liderlik becerilerinin ¢ok yetersiz oldugunu veya hi¢ olmadigini
gostermektedir (Cerit, 2007; Celikten, 2004). Bu arastirmacilar ayrica Tirkiye'deki okul mudirlerinin
cogunlugunun oOgretimsel liderlik becerilerinden yoksun oldugunu belirtmektedir. Mudirler ve
o6gretmenler arasindaki glic mesafesi bu sonucu destekleyen bir diger neden olabilir. Bunun nedeni,
midurlerin 6gretmenler Uzerinde genis bir etki alanina sahip olmalaridir. Bu nedenle, 6gretmenler
miidiriin gazabina maruz kalma korkusuyla miidirin uygulamalarina iliskin gergek algilari hakkinda
distncelerini belirtmekten kaginabilir. Sonug olarak glic mesafesi 6gretmenlerin gercek egitim liderligi
algilarini gizleyebilir.
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Bu calismanin bulgulari, 6gretmenlerin mesleklerinde ortalamanin uUzerinde bir 6zerklige sahip
olduklarini gostermektedir. Bu, Tirkiye'deki 6gretmenlerin 6gretimsel uygulamalarda nispeten 6zerk
olduklari ve 6gretim ile ilgili konularda karar verme 6zgurliigline sahip olduklari anlamina gelir. Bu sonug,
Saylik ve Sahin (2021) tarafindan yapilan galismanin bulgulari ile uyumludur. Calismalarinin sonuglari,
o6gretmenlerin ortalamanin lizerinde bir 6zerklige sahip oldugunu géstermektedir. Bu ¢alismanin sonucu,
ayrica Erpelding'in (1999) ylksek dizeyde 6gretmen o6zerkligi icin buldugu sonuglarla da ortismektedir.
Bu sonuca butincil olarak bakildiginda beklenmedik bir sonug oldugu soéylenebilir. Clinkt Tark kiltdri
kolektivist bir kalttrd temsil ettiginden (Hofstede, 1980), toplumun kiltirel kodlari ve Tirk egitim
sisteminin dogasi ve yapisi dikkate alindiginda 6gretmenlerin daha duisiik duzeyde 6zerklige sahip olmasi
beklenmektedir (Hofstede, 1980). Kollektivist kiltirde grubun cikarlari kisisel ¢ikarlarin Uzerindedir.
Kolektivist kiilturler, yiksek karsilikh bagimhligi ve diistik 6zgirligi vurgular. Herhangi bir birey gibi, okul
liderleri de kiiltiirel olarak baghdir (Hosftede, 1982) ve bu nedenle glic ve yetkilerini 6gretmenler arasinda
dagitma egiliminde degildirler. Bu anlamda, bu c¢alismada bulunan 6gretmen 6zerkliginin ortalama
degerinin altinda baska bazi faktorler (6rnegin midurin gazabini hissetme olasilig) yatabilir.

Dolayisiyla bu sonug, beklentilerin ve gergegin 6tesine gectigi icin ihtiyatla karsilanmalidir. Bunun
nedeni, Tirk egitim sistemi gibi yerellesme ve Ozerklige izin vermeyen, 6gretmenlerin mesleki
uygulamalarini ciddi sekilde kisitlayan (Hammersley-Fletcher vd., 2020) ve rol tanimlamasinin Milli Egitim
Bakanlig tarafindan belirlendigi olduk¢a merkezi sisteme sahip olmasidir. MEB’nin 6gretmenlerin hemen
hemen tim eylemlerini kontrol etmede dissal bir faktér olarak 6gretmen davranislarini belirledigi bir
sistemde 6gretmenlerin bu kadar yiksek dizeyde bir 6zerklige sahip olmalari beklenmemektedir. Clnki
ogretmenler mifredat gibi egitim alanlari hakkinda karar vermekte 6zgiir degillerdir. Tirk egitim sistemi
o6gretmenler Uzerinde bogucu bir kontrol uyguluyor ve tim o6gretmenlerin ayni ders kitabi dizisini
kullanmasini zorunlu kiliyor. Bu nedenle, mevcut sonuca siipheyle yaklaismasi gerektigni diistinliyoruz.

Pearson korelasyon analizinin sonuglari 6gretimsel liderlik ve 6gretmen 6zerkliginin karsilikh olarak
diisiik diizeyde iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretimsel liderlik ve 8gretmen 6zerkligi arasindaki
iliskileri inceleyen sinirh sayida galisma oldugundan, mevcut sonucu onceki ¢alismalarin sonuglariyla
karsilastirma imkanimiz zorlastirmaktadir. Ancak Boyce ve Bowers'in (2018) c¢alismasinin bulgularimizi
destekleyen tek calisma oldugu bilinmektedir. Ogretimsel 6zerklik ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasinda karsilikh
bir iliski bulmusglardir. Bu iliski, hem 6gretimsel liderglin hemde 6§remtne 6zerkliginin 6g§renme ¢iktilari
lizerinde kritik bir etkisi oldugunu gostermektedir (Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Davis & Wilson; 2000; Hallinger,
2003; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Perie & Baker, 1997). Bu iliski hem okul liderlerine hem de 6gretmenlere
rollerini yerine getirme konusunda ilham verebilir. Bununla birlikte, iki degisken arasindaki zayif iliski, okul
etkililigi acisindan endise verici bir durum olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Clinki bu nispeten zayif korelasyon,
okul middrlerinin nispetten daha disik dizeyde Ogretmen 06zerkligine saglayacak davranislarda
bulundugu seklinde degerlendirilebilir. Ogretimsel liderliginin islevleri dikkate alindiginda, &rnegin;
tavsiyede bulunmak, 6gretmenler icin tesvik saglamak, 6gretmenler arasindaki isbirligini desteklemek ve
O6gretmenleri karar verme slrecine dahil etmek gibi faktorlerden kaynakli (Hallinger & Wang, 2015), daha
biylk bir korelasyon bekleniyordu. Dolayisiyla liderlik uygulamalarinda beceri ve yetkinlik eksikligi bu
sonucun mantikl bir agiklamasi olabilir. Mevcut bulgulara dayanarak, okul liderlerinin 6gretmen
ozerkligini tehlikeye atan, 6gretmenleri kontrol etmekten kaginmalarini ve yénetim konularindan ziyade
ogretim uygulamalarina daha fazla 6nem vermelerini siddetle tavsiye ediyoruz.

Ayrica bu calismanin sonuglari, her iki degiskenin tim alt boyutlarinin birbiriyle iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir. En glicli iliski yliksek gortndrligi sirdiirmek ile 6gretimsel 6zerklik alt boyutlari arasinda
bulunurken, en zayif iliski cerceve okul hedefleri ile mesleki gelisim arasinda goézlendi. Bu galismanin
bulgulari sasirtici sonuglar barindirmaktadir. Ornegin, beklenmedik bir sekilde, 6gretmenlere tesvik
saglanmasi ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasinda negatif bir iliski bulunmustur. Bu alt boyutun unsurlari (yani
akademik basariyl tanima ve 6gretmenleri aktif olarak destekleme) dikkate alindiginda, bu iki alt kategori
arasinda pozitif bir iliski beklenebilirdi. Bu sonug, '6gretimsel liderliginin ylksek gorinrligini sirdirme'
islevinin ylksek ortalama degeri ile aciklanabilir. Bu, 6zellikle habersiz yapilan sinif ziyaretleri basta olmak
Uzere mudirin yaptigl gozlemlerin 6gretmenleri rahatsiz edebilecegi anlamina gelmektedir. Middrin
strekli mevcudiyeti, midurlerin sirekli olarak 6gretmenlerin boyunlarini biiktigu izlenimini verir. Bu
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nedenle, 6gretmenlerin midiriun gorindrligind bir tehdit olarak algilamalari, miidiri bir otorite figlirt
olarak gormeleri ve dolayisiyla 6gretime kayitsiz kalmalari muhtemeldir. Mudiriin  6gretmenin
mahremiyetine midahalesi glivensizlige neden oluyor gibi goriinliyor ¢linkii muhtemelen muduriin onlari
ogretimi gelistirmek icin degil, kontrol altinda tutmak icin izledigine inaniyorlar. Bu, midurin, gézden
gecirme gozlemleri sirasinda 6gretmenlerin kaygisini artiran ve kendilerini rahatsiz hissetmelerine neden
olabilecek birkag¢ hos olmayan ve verimsiz davranista bulundugu anlamina gelir. Bellibas (2015) tarafindan
yapilan nitel bir arastirmanin sonuglari da bu goériisi desteklemektedir. Goriisulen 6gretmenler, okul
yoneticilerinin kapilarini ¢almalarindan hoglanmadiklarini ve bu durumun tutarhliklarini etkiledigini
belirtmislerdir. O zaman bir soru ortaya cikiyor: Ogretmenler neden midiirlerin &gretimsel liderlik
ortalamanin iizerinde bir seviye olarak degerlendiriyor? Ogretmenlerin, miidiirlerin &fkesine maruz kalma
riski icin gercek gorislerini dile getirmekten uzak durabilecekleridir.

Yukarida belirtilen nedenlerin disinda, midirlerin 6gretmenlere denetim dayatmasindan ziyade bazi
dis etkenler bu sonucun yordayicisi olabilir. Salokangas ve digerleri (2020), "ulusal ve yerel egitim
politikalari ve yonetimi, ekonomik kosullar ve 6gretmenlerin calistigi okul tiirleri" gibi 6gretmen 6zerkligini
etkileyen dis faktorlerin 6gretmen ozerkligi Gzerinde dogrudan veya dolayl bir etkisi olabilecegini
vurgulamaktadir.

Regresyon analizinin sonuglari, 6gretimsel liderligin dusukte de olsa 6gretmen 6zerkligini anlamli ve
olumlu bir sekilde yordadigni géstermektedir. Okul mudirinin 6gretimsel liderligi uygulamalari ile
ogretmen Ozerkligi arasindagini iliskiyi arastiran ¢alismalarin olmamasi nedeniyle bulgularimizi 6nceki
calismalarla karsilastirma imkanimiz bulunmamaktadir. ilgili literatiirde sadece Boyce ve Bowers (2018)
calismamizin degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiye yer verilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin sonuglari bizim bulgularimizla
uyumludur. Boyce ve Bowers, Ogretimsel liderlik ile 6gretmen &zerkligi arasinda anlamh bir iliski
bulmuslardir. Bu calismada 6gretmenlerin midiriin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarina iliskin algilari
ortalama olarak bulundugundan ve midirin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarini 6gretmen 6zerkliginde
daha buyik bir varyansi agiklamasi beklendigi icin bu sasirtici bir sonugtu. Bu liderlik yaklasimi, 6gretmen
ozerkligini artirmasi beklenen okul hedeflerini 6gretmenlerle tartismak, personeli dahil etmek,
o6gretmenlere tesvikler saglamak ve 6gretmenleri bilgilendirmek gibi cesitli icerikleri icermektedir. Bu
sonug, muddrlerin liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmen 6zerkligine en azindan istenilen veya beklenen dlgide
onemli bir katki saglamadigini gdstermektedir. Bu sonuglara dayanarak, midirlerin 6gretmen 6zerkligini
destekleyen olumlu bir okul iklimi olusturamadiklarini sdyleyebiliriz. Bu bulgu ayni zamanda mudurlerin
o6gretmen oOzerkligini artiramadiklarini ya da 6gretmen 6zerkligini tesvik eden eylemlerden kasith olarak
kagindiklarini gostermektedir.

Bulgularimiz middirlerin liderlik uygulamalarinin 6gretmen 6zerkliginin sadece ¢ok kigik bir kismini
acikladigini gosterse de, bu calisma ilgili literatlire mitevazi bir katki saglayacagi disliniimrktedir. Bunun
nedeni, bildigimiz kadariyla literatirde 6gretimsel liderlik ile 6gretmen ozerkligi arasindaki iliskiyi
inceleyen ¢alisma sayisi son derece sinirli olmasidir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alisma, okul mudirlerinin 6gretimsel
liderlik ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasinda anlamli bir iliski oldugunu acgik¢a gosterdiginden, uygulayicilar ve
akademisyenler icin birka¢ ipucu ve g¢ikarim sundugu icin ©6nemlidir. Arastirmamizin sonuglari
yorumlandiginda, muddrlerin liderlik roltiiniin 6gretmen 6zerkligini yordayan bariz bir degisken oldugu
anlasilabilir. Bu anlamda okullarda 6gretimsel liderlik yaklasimlarinin varsayimlarini uygulamaya izin
verme konusunda midirlere daha fazla esneklik verilmelidir. Bu nedenle, midurlerin baskici uzaktan
denetiminin gevsetilmesi ve 6gretmenlerin bagimsiz hareket edebilmeleri igin yargida bulunma yetkisinin
verilmesini dnermek mantiklidir. Kanitlara dayah olarak, okul mudirlerine okul etkililigini artirmak igin
ogretmenlere 6zerklik vermenin yollarini aramalari dnerilir.

Bu calisma literatlire sinirln bir katki saglasa da bazi sinirliliklar sa sahiptir. Liderlik uygulamalarinin
ogretmen Ozerkligindeki varyansi ne 6lg¢tide acikladigini 6lgmek igcin 6gretmen algisinin kullaniimasi,
mevcut ¢calismanin potansiyel bir sinirlihgl olarak kabul edilebilir. Veriler tek bir kaynaktan toplanmistir,
bu yaygin yontem hatalarina neden olabilir. Bu arastirma orta biiytklikteki 500 6gretmen ile sinirlidir. Bu
calismadaki her iki degisken de ¢ok kiiclik bir 6l¢lide iliskili goriinmektedir. Bunu akilda tutarak, gelecekteki
arastirmacilari egitim liderligi ve 6gretmen 6zerkliginin yordayicilari olarak hizmet edebilecek degiskenlere
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odaklanmaya tesvik ediyoruz. Ayrica velilerin ve 6grencilerin algilarini da dikkate almalari gerekir. Ayrica,
kiltarler arasi baglamin etkisini incelemek igin ogretimsel liderligi ve 6gretmen o&zerkligine iligkin
karsilastirmali ¢alismalarin yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Gelecekteki calismalar, 6gretimsel liderlik ile
motivasyon, is tatmini, tikenmislik, buytklik, is tatmini, isten ayrilma niyeti ve baghlk gibi diger orgitsel
degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi inceler. Buna ek olarak, boylamsal arastirmalar, okul politika yapicilari ve
uygulayicilari igin faydali rehberlik saglayabilir. Ozetle, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar
ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi arasindaki heniiz kesfedilmemis dogrudan ve dolayli baglantilara net bir cevap
verebilmek icin daha fazla arastirma yapilmasi gerektigini diistinliyoruz.

Yazar Katki Orani
Yazarlar, calismaya esit oranda katki sunmuglardir.
Etik Beyan

“Yiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesinde’ yer alan tim kurallara
uyulmus ve yonergenin ikinci bélimiinde yer alan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykiri Eylemlerden”
hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.
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