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ABSTRACT YazarBilgileri
This correlational study examines the relationship between the instructional leadership Giircii Merve Biyik io
behaviors of schooladministrators and the collaboration behaviors among the teachers in the Math Teacher, Ministry of
same branch according to teachers' perceptions. The research sample was determined by an National Educational,

easily accessible sampling method and consisted of 403 teachers working in public primary merveekoca.19@email.com
and secondary schools in the central districts of Ankara. The data in the study were collected _ :

using the "Instructional Leadership Behavior Scale" and "Scale for Determining the Level of Fatih Sahin d

Collaboration of Group Teachers." Mean and standard de viation values were calculated in the Asst. Prof., Gazi University,
data analysis, and correlation and hierarchical re gression analyses were conducted. The study Department of Educational,
results showthat principals exhibit high levels of instructionalleadership behaviors according sahinfatih@eazi.edu.tr

to teachers' perceptions. Similarly, teachers' collaboration behaviors are also high. A positive
and significant relationship was found between principals' instructional leadership and
teachers' collaborative behaviors. According to the regression results, principals' instructional
leadership behaviors significantly predicted teacher collaboration. Based on the results, some
implications for the future were made, and suggestions were made to researchers and

practitioners.

0z Makale Bilgileri
Bu korelasyonel ¢alisma, okul yoneticilerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar ile ziimre
Ogretmenler arasindaki is birligi davramglar: arasindaki iliskiyi 6gretmen algilarma gore Instructional Leadership,
incelemektedir. Aragtirmanin 6rneklemi kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme y6ntemiyle belirle nmig Teacher Collaboration,
olup Ankara ili merkez ilgelerindeki kamu ilk ve ortaokullarinda gorev yapan 403 Principal,
ogretmenden olusmustur. Arastirmada veriler "Ogretim Liderligi Davranis1Olce §i" ve "Grup Teacher
Ogretmenlerinin Is birligi Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi" kullanilarak toplanmistir. Verilerin

analizinde ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri hesaplanmus, korelasyon ve hiyerarsik Ogretimsel Liderlik,
regresyon analizleri yapimistir. Arastirma sonuglari, 6gretmenlerin algilarma gore Ogretmen Is Birligi,
miidiirlerin yiiksek diizeyde 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar: sergilediklerini gostermektedir. Yonetici,
Benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin is birligi davramislar: da yiiksektir. Yoneticilerin 6gretimsel
liderligi ile 6gretmenlerin is birlik¢ci davranislar1 arasinda pozitif ve anlamh bir iliski
bulunmustur. Regresyon sonuglarma gore miidiirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davrariglan
o6gretmen s birliginianlamh diize yde yordamaktadir. Sonuglara dayali olarak gelecege yonelik
bazi¢ikarimlarda bulunularakarastirmacilara ve uygulayicilara 6nerilerde bulunulmustur.
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Introduction

Many school activities require teamwork, and teachers are directed toward teamwork through
various committees and projects (Albez, Sezer, Akan & Ada, 2014). Effective collaboration among
teachers is essential to increase success in education and teaching (Celebi, Vuranok & Turgut, 2016).
Studies examining collaboration among teachers have shown that collaboration has various benefits at
theteacher, student, and school levels (Levine & Marcus, 2010; Lomos, Hofman & Bosker, 2011; Patrick,
2022; Schuster, Hartman & Kolleck, 2021; Vangrieken, Dochy, Raes & Kyndt, 2015) and has a positive
effect on student achievement (Lomos et al.,, 2011), teacher job satisfaction and confidence (Reeves, Pun
& Chung, 2017), and teachers' professional development (Jong, Meirink & Admiraal, 2019). One of the
critical ways to increase student achievement in schools is to increase interaction and relationships
among teachers (Utley, Basile & Rhodes, 2003).

Principals are essential in strengthening school collaboration, developing a positive attitude
towards collaboration, and sustaining this (Schuster et al., 2021). Principals should motivate their
teachers to work in a team spirit, reward group work among teachers, and support their team spirit to
create an effective collaboration environment (Nwagwu, 1998). The presence of instructional leaders
who can affect all stakeholders in education is essential for the effectiveness of schools. The role of
principals in improvinginstruction through their instructional leadership qualities isemphasized, and
their focus is on increasing the school's student achievement and learning outcomes (Giimiiseli, 2014;
Hallinger, 2005; Krug, 1992; Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002; Sisman, 2018).

Many studies in the literatureshow theimpact of principals' instructional leadership behaviors
on organizational behaviors and outcomes (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci & Kiling, 2012; Hallinger, 2005; Krug,
1992; Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002; Serin & Bulug, 2012; Sisman, 2018). Principals' instructional leadership
behaviors positively impactorganizational dynamics by increasing teachers' collaborative practices and
contributing tostudent achievement (Mora-Ruano, Schurig & Wittmann,2021). Although teachers play
a crucial role in collaborative practices, principals have an essential influence on creating an

environment where collaboration can be successful (McHenry, 2009).

When the literature is examined, some studies search for the relationship between school
principals' instructional leadership behaviors and school experiences, organizational outcomes,
professional learning communities, and organizational learning. However, studies need to directly
examine the relationship between school principals' instructional leadership behaviors and teacher
collaboration. Therefore, this study contributes to the literature on this aspect.

Instructional Leadership and Teacher Collaboration

One of the essential variables examined in this study is instructional leadership. Instructional
leadership focuses on improving teachingtoachieve theschool's goals and mission (Krug, 1992). Unlike
other types of leadership, instructional leadership refers to the power and behaviors that school
principals use to influence all individuals and situations related to learning and teaching processes in
the school to achieve effective learning and the expected goals (Sisman, 2018). Instructional leadership
isleading the teaching process by principals, keeping in mind that the school's existenceis to ensure the
students' growth (Ozden, 2020). Adopting instructional leadership roles will help principals achieve
their schools' goals and contribute to effective schools. Principals who are strong in both managerial
and instructional leadership can unite all personnel in the school around a common purpose and

achieve success (Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002). Instructional leaders are goal-oriented in their mission and
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focus on student's academic achievements (Hallinger, 2003). To achieve this mission, instructional
leadership by principals takes place in three basic dimensions, which include identifying the school's
mission, managing the curriculum, and developing a positive learning climate (Hallinger & Murphy,
1985).

Another variable examined in the study is teacher collaboration. Collaboration studies in
education discuss the relationships between principals and teachers, the school's relationships with
families, and the relationships between teachers and their colleagues (Tschannen-Moran, 1998).
Nowadays, as the development of collaboration and teamworkskills is expected from employees, it is
undeniable that collaborative behaviors among teachers will positively contribute to the school, the
professional development of teachers, and student achievement (Yilmaz & Celik, 2020). Teacher
collaboration can be achieved in various ways, including professional learning communities,

organizational learning, learning organizations, teamwork, and teacher teams.

The instructional leadership roles of principals significantly impact the quality of educational
activities in schools, and their instructional leadership behaviors will impact the collaboration among
teachers in schools. In this context, the research aims to examine the relationship between principals'
instructional leadership behaviors and teacher collaboration behaviors accordingto teachers' opinions

and to answer the following questions:

1. To what extent do school principals show instructional leadership behaviors?

2. What is the level of teacher collaboration?

3. Is there a significant relationship between principals' instructional leadership and teacher
collaboration?

4. Are principals’ instructional leadership behaviors a significant predictor of collaboration

behaviors among teachers?
Method

Context, sample, and procedure

This research uses the quantitative correlational research method to reveal the correlation
between principals' instructional leadership behaviors and the collaboration of teachers. The study
population consists of teachers workingin public primary and secondary schools in the central districts
of Ankara province. Due tothe pandemic, thestudy sample was selected using the convenient sam pling
method. The distribution of demographic characteristics of the participating teachers according to

continuous and discontinuous variables is given in Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 1. Distribution of Teachers Participating in the Research by Gender, School Type, Branch, and
Educational Status Variables

Variables Category Frequency %
Gender Male 114 28,3
Female 289 71,7
School type Primary 112 27,8
Secondary 291 72,2
Branch Science and Mathematics 124 30,8
Fine Arts 71 17,6
Classroom teaching 96 23,8
Social Areas 112 27,8
Educational status Undergraduate 316 78,4
Graduate 87 21,6
Total 403 100

Table 2. Distribution of Teachers Participatingin the Research by Age, Professional Seniority, Number
of Teachers at School, Length of Service at School, and Number of Teachers in the Same Group

Variables M SD Min Max
Age 36,89 8,47 23 62
Professional Seniority 11,92 8,55 1 41
Number of Teachers at School 63,55 26,19 5 160
Length of Service at School 5 4,03 1 25
Number of Teachers in the Same Group 6,88 3,6 2 25

Approximately three-fourths of the teachers participating in the study are female. The vast
majority of the participating teachers work in secondary schools (72.2%). About one out of every five
teachers has received graduate-level education. The age distribution of the participants from different
branches ranges from 23 to 62, with an average of 37. The service periods of the teachers range from 1
to41 years, with anaverageof12. The current service periods of the teachers in their schools range from
1 to 25 years, with an average of 5. The number of teachers in the same group ranges from 2 to 25, with

an average of 7
Ethical Statement

This study was conducted by theapproval of the Ethics Committee on 10.08.2021, with reference
number 11.

Data Collection Tools

In this study, the "Teachers’ Collaboration Level Determination Scale," developed by Celebi et
al. (2016), and the "Instructional Leadership Behaviors Scale," developed by Sisman (2016), were used

as data collection tools. In order for the surveys tobe used to collect data for the research to be applied
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in schools, the necessary permissions were obtained from Gazi University Scientific Research Ethics
Commission and Ankara Provincial Directorate of National Education. After permission was obtained,
thesurveys wereadministered to teachers online due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In thefirst part of the
scales, there are personal information (gender, age, professional seniority, branch, education status,
school type, number of teachers at school, length of servicein theschool and number of teachersin the

same group), and in the second part there are scales to measure teacher perceptions.
Teachers’ Collaboration Level Determination Scale

The scale created in a five-point Likert-type rating scale consists of 19 items and three sub-
dimensions. These sub-dimensions are "group formation" (6 items), "early development and rule-
making [transformation]" (8 items), and "team building" (5 items). The scale is rated from "never" to
"always." Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) conducted within the scope of the research revealed that
the scale has a three-factor structure, and the total explained variance percentage is 68. In contrast, the
factor loadings of the items range from 0.55 t0 0.90. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) conducted with
thefinal data shows that the goodness-of-fit indices of the model (x2/sd=4.13; RMSEA = 0.09; CFI =0.91;
GFI = 0.85) are at an acceptable level (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2021), and the three-factor
structure of the scale is confirmed. In the reliability analysis conducted for the scale factors, reliability
Cronbach's alpha coefficients were calculated as 0.92 for group formation, 0.90 for transformation, 0.88

for team formation and 0.91 in total.
Instructional Leadership Behaviors Scale

The scale, created in the form of a five-point Likert-type rating, consists of a total of 50 items,
with ten items in each dimension, and five sub-dimensions: "determination and sharing of school

"non

purposes,” "management of the educational program and teaching process,

"non

teaching process and

nn

evaluation of students,"” "support and development of teachers," and "creating a stable teaching-learning
environment and climate." The scale was scored from "never"to "always." EFA conducted in the scope
of the research showed that the scale had a five-factor structure, with a total variance percentage of
63.68, and the factor loadings of items varied between 0.32 and 0.89. CFA performed with final data
revealed that the model's goodness of fit index values (x2/sd=2.84; RMSEA=0.07; CFI=0.86; GFI=0.73)
wereat an acceptablelevel (Cokluk et al,, 2021), and the five-factor structure of the scale was confirmed.
The reliability Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the scale factors were calculated as 0.92 for
determination and sharing of school purposes, 0.90 for management of the educational program and
teaching process, 0.93 for teaching process and evaluation of students, 0.93 for support and
development of teachers, 0.95 for creatinga stableteaching-learningenvironment and climate and 0.98

in general.
Data Analysis

Data analysis was performed using the SPSS 23 (The Statistical Package for Social Sciences)
statistical package program. Two consecutive stages were followed in the analysis of the data. In the
first stage, the data were examined using assumption tests such as missing value, outlier, normality,
and multicollinearity. It was tested whether the data met the assumptions that were the prerequisites
of theanalyses tobemade. The data weretransferred to the SPSS23 program, and thelost and incorrect
data were tested. The question "Number of teachers in the same branch as yours" received eight
responses of 0 and 5 responses of 1, which did not serve the purpose and therefore were not included
in the study. When the skewness and kurtosis coefficients for the scales and sub-dimensions were
calculated, they werefound to be between -1.0 and +1.0. According to Biiyiikoztiirk (2020), the fact that
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the skewness and kurtosis coefficients are between -1.0 and +1.0 can be interpreted as the participants
not deviating from thenormal distribution. In addition, to detect outliers for scalescores, when Z scores
were calculated, it was determined that 6 participants had values outside the range of -3.0 to +3.0, and
they were excluded from the study. In this context, statistics for the research were calculated with 403
participants. The fact that Z scores are between 3.0 and +3.0 indicates that there are no extreme values
in the data ( Cokluk et al., 2021 ). In addition, it was confirmed that the scores werenormally distributed
and no extreme values were detected with box line graphs such as histogram and stem-leaf diagram,

where the normal distribution curve was drawn.

Within the scope of the sub-problems of the research, descriptive statistical analyses such as
arithmetic mean and standard deviation were first performed. Then, the Pearson Product-Moment
Correlation Coefficient was calculated to determine whether thereis a relationship between principals'
instructional leadership and collaboration among teachers in the department. Finally, determining
whether the instructional leadership of school principals predicts collaboration among teachers in the

department was conducted based on the Hierarchical Regression Analysis technique.
Findings

This section presents the findings on the relationship between principals' instructional
leadership behaviors and teachers' collaboration behaviors. The means, standard deviations, and
correlation values showing the relationship between instructional leadership and collaboration
behaviors of the sage group of teachers calculated in sub-dimensions have been presented in Table 3
according to teacher perceptions.

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Values

Variables M SD 1 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
1. Identifying and

sharingschool 3,89 0,66

goals

2.Management of

the curriculumand 3,9 0,71 0,76*

teaching process

3. Evaluation of the

teaching process 3,87 0,8 0,68* 0,80*

and students

4. Support and

development of 3,73 0,89 0,55* 0,68* 0,74*

teachers

5. Establishinga

regular teaching-

learning 395 0,8 0,68* 0,72* 0,75* 0,77*
environment and

climate

6. Instructional

Leadership 3,87 0,68 081* 0,89* 091* 0,87* 0,90%
Behaviors (General)

7.Group Formation 3,45 0,93 0,08 -0,08 -0,08 -0,18* 0,02 -0,06
8. Early
Development and
Rule Making
(Transformation)

3,73 0,73 0,31* 0,24* 0,22* 0,06 0,25% 0,24* 0,22%
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9. Team Formation 3,84 0,78 0,31* 0,27* 0,27* 0,17 0,34* 03* 0,25* 0,71*
10. Collaboration

Among the S
mOng NEUAME 366 062 029 0,16* 014% -002 023" 017* 0,68* 083* 078"

Branch Teachers

(General)

*p<0,01

When Table 3 is examined, it is determined that teachers have a high level of perception
(M=3.87) regarding principals' instructional leadership behaviors. When the perception levels of
teachers towards the sub-dimensions of instructional leadership are examined, respectively, the sub-
dimensions of creatinga stable teaching-learningenvironment and climatehave an average of M=3.95,
managing the education program and instructional process have an average of M=3.90, determining
and sharingschool goals have an average of M=3.89, evaluating the instructional process and students

have an average of M=3.87, and supporting and developing teachers, have an average of M=3.73.

Itis seen that the perception levels of teachers towards the same group of teachers’ collaboration
are also high, with an average of M=3.66. When the perception levels of teachers towards the sub-
dimensions are examined, respectively, the team building stage has an average of M=3.84, the early
development and rule-making (transformation) stage has an average of M=3.73, and the group

formation stage has an average of M=3.45.

Table 3 shows that group formation has no significant relationship with instructional
leadership. This sub-dimension only has a significant but low-level negative relationship with
developing and supporting teachers. A significant positiverelationship existsbetween determining and
sharingschool objectives and transformation (r=0.31). A significant positive relationship exists between
creating a stable teaching-learning environment and climate and team building (p<0.01 and r=0.34). A
significant positive relationship exists between instructional leadership and teacher collaboration
(r=0.17).

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine how instructional

leadership predicts teacher collaboration and its sub-dimensions. The results are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results for the Prediction of the Collaboration of Teachers

in the Same Group

Model
and B SH B R?  AR?
Variable
Model 1 0,004 0,00
Instructional Leadership 0,09 0,07 0,06
Model 2 0,12* 0,12*
5 Gender 0,12 0,0 0,06
E Age 0,07 0,02 0,60*
IS Teacher Seniority -0,09 0,01 -0,81*
% Length of Service at the School 0,02 0,01 0,08
& Educational Status -041 01 -0,18*
Model 3 0,15* 0,03*
School Type 024 0,10 0,11

Number of teachers in the school 0,00 0,00 0,06
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Number of teachersin the same branchasyours -0,04 0,02 -0,17

Model 1 0,06* 0,06*
Instructional Leadership 0,26 0,05 0,24*
Model 2 0,15* 0,09*
. Gender -0,19 0,08 -0,12
% Age 0,00 0,01 -0,02
é Teacher Seniority 0,03 0,01 0,31
*;,9) Length of Service at the School -0,01 0,01 -0,03
g Educational Status 0,14 0,08 0,08
a Model 3 0,17* 0,02*
School Type -0,02 0,08 -0,01
Number of teachersin the school 0,00 0,00 0,10
Number of teachersin the same branchasyours 0,02 0,01 0,10
Model 1 0,09* 0,09*
Instructional Leadership 0,35 0,06 0,30*
Model 2 0,136* 0,04*
c Gender -0,15 0,08 -0,09
% Age 0,01 0,01 0,12
é Teacher Seniority 0,01 0,01 0,08
£ Length of Service at the School -0,01 0,01 -0,02
f«j Educational Status 0,13 0,09 0,07
~  Model 3 0,139 0,003
School Type -0,01 0,08 0,00
Number of teachersin the school 0,00 0,00 0,01
Number of teachersin the samebranchasyours 0,01 0,01 0,05
© Model 1 0,10* 0,10*
g Instructional Leadership 022 004 031
E Model 2 0,14* 0,04*
= Gender -0,08 0,05 -0,08
g Age 0,02 0,01 0,39*
e Teacher Seniority -0,01 0,01 -025
% rg Length of Service at the School 0,00 0,01 0,02
° Educational Status -0,04 0,06 -0,03
2 Model 3 015 0,01
g
é School Type 0,07 0,05 0,06
= Number of teachersin the school 0,00 0,00 0,10
O

Number of teachers in the same branchasyours 0,00 0,01 -0,02

*p<0,01

When Table 4 is examined, according to the results of the hierarchical regression analysis
conducted to determine the extent to which instructional leadership, individual, and school variables
predicted the sub-dimension of group formation, Model 1 was not significant, and instructional
leadership did not predict the sub-dimension of group formation.In Model 2, when individual variables
such as gender, age, seniority, length of service at the school, and educational status were added, the
explained variance was 12% [F(6,396)=9.37; p<0.01], and the age variable [t(396)=4.50; p<0.01]
contributed significantly to the model. In Model 3, with the addition of school-based variables, a
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significant model was formed [F(9,393)=7.93, p<0.01], and there was a 3% increase in variance. Overall,

it was determined that the model explained 15% of the variance.

According to the results of the hierarchical regression analysis for the transformation sub -
dimension, Model 1 was significant [F(1,401)=23.66;p<0.01] and explained 6% of the variance of teacher
collaboration [t(401)=4.86; p<0.01]. Model 2 was also significant [F(6,396)=11.19; p<0.01] and explained
15% of thetotal variancewith a 9% increase in variance. Although the model was significant, there was
no significant predictive variable contributing to the model. Model 3, which was formed by adding the
variables of school type, the number of teachers in theschool, and thenumber of teachers in the group,
was significant, with a 2% increasein variance [F(9,393)=9.19; p<0.01], and it was determined that a total

of 17% of the variance was explained.

According to the hierarchical regression analysis conducted for the team formation sub-
dimension, Model 1 was significant [F(1,401)=40.48; p<0.01], and [t(401)=6.36; p<0.01] explained 9% of
the variance of teacher collaboration. The model obtained in Model 2 was significant [F(6,396)=10.38;
p<0.01], and with a 4% increasein variance, the total variance explained was 14%. Although the model
was significant, therewas no significant predictive variable contributing to the model. Model 3, which
was formed by adding school variables, was insignificant. Overall, it was determined that the model

explained 14% of the variance.

According to the analysis resultsin Table4, Model 1 for teacher collaboration is significant and
explains 10% of the variance [F(1,401)=42.52; p<0.01], [t(401)=6.52; p<0.01]. When individual variables
such as gender, age, seniority, years of servicein theschool, and education level wereincluded in Model
2, the age variable was found to have a significant contribution to the model [F(6,396)=10.55; p<0.01]
and [t(396)=2.97; p<0.01]. The total variance explained increased by 4% to 14%. The school-based
predictor variables added in Model 3 did not contribute significantly to the model. It was determined

that the model as a whole explained a 15% variance in total.

In other words, it is seen that principals'instructional leadership behaviors did not predict the
group formation sub-dimension, predicted the transformation sub-dimension by 6%, the team
formation sub-dimension by 9%, and the overall teacher collaboration by 10%. When looking at the
models created according tohierarchical regression analysisresults, it was determined that instructional
leadership and school-based and individual predictor variables explained 15% of the variance for
teacher collaboration, 15% for group formation dimension, 17% for transformational dimension, and

14% for team formation dimension.

Discussion and Conclusion
In this study, the collaboration behaviors among the teachers were examined according to the
principals' instructional leadership behaviors. Principals' instructional leadership behaviors were

considered a predictor variable of the collaboration of teachers.

The study examined the scores related to principals'instructional leadership and collaboration
among teachers in the same branch. According to the research results, it was determined that the
instructional leadership behaviors of school administrators were at a high level. This finding is
supported by theresults of thestudies conducted by Bozkurt and Tasdemir (2022). The perception levels
in the sub-dimensions of instructional leadership arethe creation and climate management of a stable
teaching-learning environment, management of the education program and teaching process,
determination and sharing of school goals, and support and development of teachers in the assessment
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process and students. This situation indicates that school administrators donot show enough behavior
in supporting and developing teachers and are more focused on creating a regular teaching-learning
environment and climate. The inadequacy of principals in developing and supporting teachers in this
dimension and their inability to exhibit their instructional leadership roles are similar to the results of
many studies (Bozkurt & Tasdemir, 2022; Serin & Bulug, 2012; Urick & Bowers,2017). When the scores
related to collaboration among department teachers were examined, it was determined that their
collaboration behaviors were high. This result is supported by the results of the study conducted by
Sagin, Giilli, and Ugras (2020). The perception levels in the sub-dimensions of collaboration among
department teachers are teamwork, early development and rule setting (transformation), and group

formation.

There are formal and informal collaboration practices among teachers (Yilmaz & Celik, 2020).
Formal practices include professional learning communities (PLCs), which involve a team-building
phase where grade-level teachers share common goals. Informal practices involve collaboration during
the group formation phase. However, group formation was lower than in her dimensions due to the
bureaucraticnature of PLCs and other official practices (Albez et al., 2014). It is believed that the team -
building phase is where collaborationis at a high level. Overall, the high level of collaboration among
PLCs and the low level of group formation suggest that teachers prefer individual work over
collaboration. This may be because collaboration between PLCs and other school boards is legally
mandatory. Research conducted by Alim and Doganay (2016) emphasized the importance of
collaboration and PLCs among Teachers. However, it revealed that necessary support was not

provided, and effective collaboration activities were not carried out.

Professional competition based on systemic problems and legal regulations among teachers,
differences in political views, conflicts of opinion, negative personality traits (ego, ambition, selfishness,
arrogance), anxiety about perceived inadequacy, generational conflict, legal regulations emphasizing
individualism, and difficult working conditions areamong the obstacles to collegial cooperation (Forte

& Flores, 2014; Ozdogru, 2021). In line with these factors, collaboration and group formation are low.

The research findings indicate a positively low relationship between the instructional
leadership of school administrators and collaborativebehavior among grade-level teachers. The study
by Cansoy, Parlar, and Polatcan (2020) also concluded that the instructional leadership roles of school
administrators areeffectivein promoting teacher collaboration and taking resp onsibility. No significant
relationship was found between the instructional leadership behavior of school administrators and the
subgroup of group formation; however, a significant positive relationship was found between inter-

group collaboration and subgroups of transformation and teamwork.

Finally, regression analysis results between instructional leadership of school administrators
and collaborative behavior among grade-level teachers were examined in the study. As the research
findings suggest, school administrators perform their instructional leadership roles toa lesser extent in
developing and supporting teachers.In thestudy by Goksoy and Yenipinar (2015), it was also observed
that school administrators did not play an active role in creating and executing group activities.
Administrators should create a learning organization-based climate to support teachers' professional
development and encourage collaborative planning and observation among teachers. According to the
study by Meyer, Richter, and Hartung-Beck (2020), school principals indirectly affect teachers'
collaboration. Therefore, school administrators should lead instructional leadership roles and group

activities to develop inter-teacher collaboration (Cansoy et al., 2020; Patrick, 2022) and indirectly
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contribute to student achievement (Levine & Marcus, 2010; Ronfeldt, Farmer, McQueen & Grissom,
2015; Mora-Ruano et al., 2021).

When the research results areevaluated in general, it can be claimed that school administrators
will develop collaboration when the appropriate environment and individual support are provided
between instructional leadership and collaboration behaviors of grade-level teachers. School
administrators should lead and actively participatein grade-level activities and work by meeting with
grade levels at specific intervals. The competencies of school administrators and teachers in
collaboration, teamwork, and coaching approaches in educational management can be improved
through professional development programs. Professional development programs and activities can be
organized for teachers toovercome the obstacles caused by the teacher in collaborative work; necessary
work can be done for non-teacher-related factors. Group achievements should also be rewarded and
encouraged in addition to the individual achievements of teachers. As the relationships between
variables and explained variances are relatively low in the research results, investigating different
variables related to teachers and schools that affect grade-level teachers' collaboration behaviors can

help develop collaboration.

References

Albez, C, Sezer, $., Akan, D.,, & Ada, $. (2014). An examinationrelated to the effectiveness of primary
school teachers’ committee meetings. Middle Eastern & African Journal of Educational Research, 7,
4-19.

Alim, M., & Doganay, G. (2016). The importance of cooperation among group teachers and theanalysis
of common topics in geography teaching. Dogu Cografya Dergisi, 35,1-15.

Basaran, 1. E. (1993). Egitim yonetimi [Educational administration]. Ankara:Giil.

Bozkurt, B. & Tasdemir, S. (2022). Investigation of the relationship between school administrators'
mstructional leadership behaviors and teachers' perceptions of learning organizations. Gazi
Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 42(2), 1275-1301.

Biytikoztiirk, S., Cakmak, E. K, Akgiin, O. E, Karadeniz, S., & Demirel, F. (2019). Egitimde bilimsel

arastirma yontemleri [Scientific research methods in Education]. Ankara: Pegem Akademi.
Biiytukoztiirk, S. (2020). Sosyal bilimler icin veri analizi el kitabr (28. Baski). Ankara: Pegem.

Cansoy, R.,, & Parlar, H. (2017). Schools as professional learning communities: Development and
application of the concept in schools. International Periodical for the Languages, Literature and
History of Turkish or Turkic, 12(17), 89-112.

Cansoy, R, Parlar, H,, & Polatcan, M. (2020). Collective teacher efficacy as a mediator in therelationship
between instructional leadership and teacher commitment. International Journal of Leadership In
Education, https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2019.1708470.

Calik, T, Sezgin, F, Kavgaci, H, & Kiling, A.C. (2012). Examination of relationships between
instructional leadership of school principals and self-efficacy of teachers and collective teacher
efficacy. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 12(4), 2487-2504.


https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2019.1708470

12 G. M. Biyik ve F. Sahin

Celebi, N., Vuranok, T. T., & Turgut, H. L. (2016). Reliability and validity of “Teachers’ Collaboration
Level Determination Scale”. Kastamonu Education Journal, 24(2), 803-820.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/kefdergi/issue/22590/241280

Cokluk, O., Sekercioglu, G., & Biiyiikoztiirk, S. (2021). Sosyal bilimler icin cok degiskenli istatistik: SPSS ve
LISREL uygulamalan [Multivariatestatistics for social sciences: SPSS and LISREL applications].
Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Forte, A. M., & Flores, M. A. (2014). Teacher collaboration and professional development in the
workplace: a study of Portuguese teachers. European Journal of Teacher Education, 37(1), 91-105.

Goksoy, S., & Yenipinar, $. (2015). The opinions of teachers concerning theboards of branch teachers at
schools. Milli Egitim Dergisi, 205(44), 26-44.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/milliegitim/issue/36159/406448

Giiclii, N., & Ozden, S. (2000). Etkili okullar ve ogretim liderligi [Effective schools and instructional
leadership]. Gazi Universitesi Gazi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 20(1), 67-68.

Giiler, M., Altun, T., & Tiirkdogan, A. (2015). Investigating the views of mathematics teachers on the
effectiveness of branch teachers’ committee meeting. Elementary Education Online, 14(2), 395-
406. https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/ilkonline/issue/8619/107510

Gumdiis, S., Bellibas, M. S., Esen, M., & Giimdis, E. (2018). A systematicreview of studies on leadership
models in educational research from 1980 to 2014. Educational Management Administration &
Leadership, 46(1), 25-48.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (1998). Exploring the principals’ contribution toschool effectiveness:1980-
1995. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 9(2),157-191.

Hallinger, P. (2003). Leading educational change: reflections on the practice of instructional and
transformational leadership. Cambridge Journal of Education, 33(3), 329-352.

Hallinger, P. (2005). Instructional leadership and the school principal: A passing fancy that refuses to
fade away. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 221-239.

Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J. (1985). Assessing the instructional management behavior of principals. The
Elementary School Journal, 86(2),217-247.

Jong, L. de, Meirink, J., & Admiraal, W. (2019). School-based teacher collaboration: Different learning

opportunities across various contexts. Teaching and Teacher Education, 86, 102925.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.102925

Karadavut, T. (2022). Nicel arastirma yontemleri [Quantitative research methods]. In H. Tabak, B. A.
Diinya, & F. Sahin (Eds.), Egitimde arastirma ydéntemleri [Research methods in Education] (pp.
183-213). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Krug, S. E. (1992). Instructional leadership: A constructivist perspective. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 28(3), 430-443.

Levine, T. H,, & Marcus, A. S. (2010). How the structure and focus of teachers' collaborative activities
facilitate and constrain teacher learning. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(3). 389-398.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.03.001


https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/kefdergi/issue/22590/241280
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/milliegitim/issue/36159/406448
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/ilkonline/issue/8619/107510
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.102925
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.03.001

JRES, 2024, 11(1), 1-15 13

Lomos, C., Hofman, R. H, & Bosker, R.]. (2011). The relationship between departments as professional
communities and student achievement in secondary schools. Teaching and Teacher Education,
27(4), 722-731. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.12.003

McHenry, A. N. (2009). The relationship between leadership behaviors, teacher collaboration, and student

achievement. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Southern Mississippi.

Meyer, A., Richter, D., & Hartung-Beck, V. (2020). The relationship between principal leadership and
teacher collaboration: Investigating the mediating effect of teachers’ collective efficacy.
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 50(4),
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143220945698

Ministry of National Education. (2019). Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Egitim Kurullarive Ziimreleri Yonergesi
[Ministry of National Education Educational Committees and Groups Directive]. Retrieved
from https://ogm.meb.gov .tr/www/mill-egitim-bakanligi-egitim-kurullari-ve-zumreleri-

yonergesinde-degisiklik-yapilmasina-dair-yonerge/icerik/796

Ministry of National Education. (2017). Ogretmenlik meslegi genel yeterlikleri [The General competencies

of the teaching profession]. Ankara: Ogretmen Yetistirme ve Gelistirme Genel Miidiirliigii.

Mora-Ruano JG., Schurig M., & Wittmann E. (2021). Instructional leadership as a vehicle for teacher
collaboration and student achievement. what the German PISA 2015 sample tells us. Frontiers
in Education. 6, 582773. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.582773

Nwagwu, E. C. (1998). How community college administrators can improve teaching effectiveness.
Community College Journal of  Research and Practice, 22(1), 11-19.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1066892980220102

Ozdemir, S., & Sezgin, F. (2002). Etkili okullar ve 6gretim liderligi [Effective schools and instructional
leadership]. Kirgizistan Tiirkiye Manas Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2(3), 266-282.

Ozden, Y. (2020). Egitimde yeni degerler [New values in Education]. Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Ozdogru, M. (2021). Cooperation between teachers: Current situation, barriers and solution proposals.
Journal ~ of  Education  and  Humanities: ~ Theory  and  Practice, ~ 12(23), 125-147.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/eibd/issue/63474/853829

Patrick, S. K. (2022). Organizing schools for collaborative learning: School leadership and teachers’
engagement in collaboration. Educational Administration  Quarterly, 58(4), 638-673.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X221107628

Reeves, P. M., Pun, W. H,, & Chung, K. S. (2017). Influence of teacher collaboration on job satisfaction

and student  achievement. Teaching and Teacher Education, 67, 227-236.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.06.016

Ronfeldt, M., Farmer, S.O., McQueen, K, & Grissom,]. A. (2015). Teacher collaboration in instructional
teams and student achievement. American Educational Research Journal. 52(3), 475-514.

Sagin, AE, Giilli, M., & Ugras, S. (2020). Determination of the cooperation level of physical education
coterie teachers: A mixed methods study. Meditermanean Journal of Educational Research, 14(32),
369-388.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143220945698
https://ogm.meb.gov.tr/www/mill-egitim-bakanligi-egitim-kurullari-ve-zumreleri-yonergesinde-degisiklik-yapilmasina-dair-yonerge/icerik/796
https://ogm.meb.gov.tr/www/mill-egitim-bakanligi-egitim-kurullari-ve-zumreleri-yonergesinde-degisiklik-yapilmasina-dair-yonerge/icerik/796
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.582773
https://doi.org/10.1080/1066892980220102
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/eibd/issue/63474/853829
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X221107628
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.06.016

14 G. M. Biyik ve F. Sahin

Schuster, ], Hartman, U., & Kolleck, N. (2021). Teacher collaboration networks as a function of type of
collaboration and schools” structural environment. Teaching and Teacher Education, 103,103372.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103372

Serin, M. K,, & Bulug, B. (2012). The relationship between instructional leadership and organizational
commitment in primary schools. Educational Administration: Theory and Practice, 18(3), 435-459.

https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/kuey/issue/10323/126581

Sekerci, M., & Aypay, A. (2009). The relationship between management skills and group effectiveness
of primary school principals. Educational Administration: Theory and Practice, 15(57), 133-160.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/kuey/issue/10340/126690

Sisman, M. (2016). Instructional Leadership Behaviors Scale: Validity, reliability and norm study.
Educational Administration: Theory and Practice, 22(3), 375-400.

Sisman, M. (2018). Ogretim liderligi [Instructional Leadership]. Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Tschannen-Moran, M. (1998). Trust and collaboration in wurban elementary schools. Unpublished
dissertation, The Ohio State University, Dissertation Abstract UMI: 9900923.

Urick, A, & Bowers, A. ]J. (2017). Assessing international teacher and principal perceptions of
instructional leadership: A multilevel factor analysis of TALIS 2008. Leadership and Policy in
Schools, 18(3), 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2017.1384499

Utley, B. L., Basile, C. G., & Rhodes, L. K. (2003). Walking in twoworlds: Master teachers servingas site
coordinators in partner schools. Teaching and Teacher Education, 19(5), 515-528.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(03)00049-0

Vangrieken, K,, Dochy, F., Raes, E.,, & Kyndt, E. (2015). Teacher collaboration: A systematic review.
Educational Research Review, 15,17-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.04.002

Yenipinar, S. (2019). Examination of the studies of the board of teachers on the basis of management
processes. Trakya Journal of Education, 9(4), 791-808.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/tred/article/528193

Yilmaz, K, & Celik, M. (2020). Development of scale of attitude towards professional collaboration
among teachers. Manas Journal of Social Studies, 9(2), 731-740.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/mjss/article/584856

Author Contribution Statement
In this study, the authors' contributions to theresearch process are equal.
Acknowledgement
This study has not received any financial support from any institution or organization
Conflict of Interest

There is no conflict of interest

Ethical Statement


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103372
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/kuey/issue/10323/126581
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/kuey/issue/10340/126690
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2017.1384499
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(03)00049-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.04.002
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/tred/article/528193
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/mjss/article/584856

JRES, 2024, 11(1), 1-15

15

This study was carried out in accordance with theapproval of Gazi University Institute of
Educational Sciences Ethics Commission dated 22.06.2021 and numbered 11.



