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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this paper is to determine how and to what extent the primary teachers perform their
roles of instructional leadership. In order to carry out the research, the opinions of the primary school
teachers were obtained and analyzed in terms of the following instructional leadership subscales;
‘Controlling the Curriculum and Teaching Process’, ‘Stating and Sharing the Aims of Subjects’,
‘Supporting and Improving Students’, ’Evaluating the Students and the Teaching Process’ and
‘Creating A Regular Teaching–Learning Environment’. In addition to this, the suggestions were made
to education partners about what they should do in this sense. The study has a quantitative research
design and used descriptive survey model. The population of the study consists of the primary school
teachers teaching at schools in Şanliurfa province and its towns in Turkey during 2013-2014
academic year. The sample of the research is selected by using basic random sampling and stratified
technique and it is consisted of 793 primary school teachers and 66 primary schools. The data were
collected by using “Primary School Teachers’ Instructional Leadership Behaviors” scale adapted from
Şişman (1996). The finding indicates that there is a meaningful difference in views of primary school
teachers regarding the instructional subscales. The most effective instructional subscale teachers
display is ‘Evaluating the Students and Teaching Process’. The least effective subscale they display is
Supporting and Improving Students and Stating and Sharing the Aims of Subjects.
Keywords: Instructional Leadership, Primary School Teacher, Primary School
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. Introduction
Instructional leadership is generally defined as the management of curriculum and instruction by a
school principal. However, some researchers have recently expanded the concept of instructional
leadership to include not only principals, but also other school staff such as teachers, vice-principals
etc. (Marks and Printy, 2003). In order to maximize student learning, teachers must assume roles of
leadership and take on more responsibility for school-wide change (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2001;
Muijs & Harris, 2003). Similir to ınstruction leadersship, teacher leadership has been advanced as an
essential component of successful school reform and the professionalization of teachers (Lieberman,
Saxl & Miles, 2000). Troen and Boles (1994) characterize teacher leadership as a collaborative effort
in which teachers develop expertise and promote professional development to improve instruction
to all students. Instead of a pat definition of instructional ledaership, explaning what instructional
leaders do is more effective. As Murphy (1988) emphasized that Instructional leaders develop
misisons and goals, manage the instructional program, promote a positive academic learning
climate. What instructional leaders do is a task for teachers as well. Teachers are supposed to do
activities mentioned above in the school and classroom effectively.
http://worldconferences.net/home
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Huber ( 2004) sees leadership as a mediator which has the authority to develop and empower
teachers in the quest of school effectiveness. This approach gives a significant mission to leadership
in terms of school effectiveness. As a consequance of this, it is possible to say that Successful leaders
affects students achievement and educational provisions and environment positively (Harris, 2004;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000) and successful leaders have an indirect, influence on the quality of
educational provision and the achievement of students (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Louis,
Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010). Instructional leaders usually aim to school improvement
having a strong goal orientation (Hallinger, 2003).
There are four strategies that instructional leaders use to increase student achievement: the first
one is to provide provision of resources to attain learning goals, the second one is provide provision
of strategies and skills to achieve better teaching practice, opportunities for professional
development, and assessment for school performance related to instruction, the third is to promote
discussion among school members about school vision, goals, and culture for successful learning,
and the last is to show up through face-to-face interaction as well as through informal exchanges in
day-to-day activities Andrew, Bascom, and Bascom, 1991; Hallinger, 2000). Similirly, Childs-Bowen,
Moller and Scrivner (2000) propose that “teachers are leaders when they function in professional
learning communities to affect student learning; contribute to school improvement; inspire
excellence in practice; and empower stakeholders to participate in educational improvement” (p.
28). Moreover, Gabriel (2005) describes teacher leaders as “those who influence school culture,
build and maintain a successful team, and equip other potential teacher leaders to improve student
achievement”. Briefly, what instructional leaders are assumed to do are almost same as what
teacher leaders are asumed to do. These are actions all teachers also should perform during learning
and teaching process.
Obviously, there is a knowledge gap in relation to what specific leader behaviors and types of
leadership are most likely to support student development. In light of the above, instructional
leadership is the focus of attention in this article.
The purpose of this study was shed light on instructional leadership including teacher leadership
applications and instructional leadership level of Primary school teacher in public schools in Turkey.
The aim was to gather information about the following questions:
1. How do primary school teachers view their instructional leadership role?
2. Is there a significant difference in the views of primary school teachers in terms of gender,
teaching experience, and educational status and marital status variables regarding to
realization level of instructional leadership roles?

2. Theoretical Context
School principals cannot be the only leaders in a school. The pervasive view of the principal as the
sole instructional leader in school is inadequate and increasingly difficult given the current demands
for accountability and student learning results (Marsh, 2000; Pellicer & Anderson, 1995; Smylie,
Conley & Marks, 2002).

In the beginning, it was assumed that instructional leadership was the sole responsibility of the
principal. However, recent research has a more inclusive focus, acknowledging that the
responsibility for instructional leadership should be shared by principals and other professional staff
http://worldconferences.net/home
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(Robinson et al., 2008 cited in B rkur & Steinunn 2015). Fullan, (2007) and Honig (2012) assert that
one indication of instructional leadership is a supportive and encouraging work environment which
enhance the development of teaching practices that are thought to increase improved academic
performance. In such environments, teachers are more responsible than principals and teachers
assume the role of developing academic performance of students. The studies have found that
teacher leaders take part in schoolwide decision- mentor teachers, develop curriculum, facilitate
professional growth of teachers, participate in action research, foster more collaborative working
arrangements and influence school change (Hart, 1995; Paulu & Winters, 1998; Fessler & Ungaretti,
1994; Gabriel, 2005; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2001; Smylie & Denny, 1990; Ash & Persall, 2000; Blase
& Anderson, 1995; Day & Harris, 2002).
Most of the researches related to instructional leadership in Turkey were carried out with the
participant of school administrators. (Gümüşeli,1996; Aksoy,2006; İnceler,2005; Şişman, 1997;
Saygınar, 2006; Arslan, 2009; Sağır, 2011; Yılmaz, 2010; Akdağ, 2009; İnandı & Özkan, 2006; Akgün,
2001; Buyrukçu, 2007, Coşar,. ,2010; G çen, 2013). This research in this sense is a unique one. In
the reserch of Hansen, Jóhannsson, and Lárusdóttir (2008) the principals were aske on what task
they spend their time, they replied that they spend most of their time onschool management, such
as on tasks involving finance, operations, and office administration. In the resersch it is also
emphasised that the leading area where principals would ideally like to spend their time has
consistently been curriculum work, such as tasks related to curriculum development, teaching
methods, educational materials, and similar tasks. This can be viewed as an indicator of professional
matters not only for principals, as well as for teacher leaders. Based on the discussion above,
leadership that supports teaching and learning can be exercised by principals and teacher leaders. It
has already been established that research on instructional leadership including teachers especially
primary school teachers in Turkey is limited.
What this research highlight is that the leadership role of teachers is extensive, complicated, and in
need of continuous review. They moreover indicate that teachers are expected to spend
considerable time on projects related to teaching, learning, and how to be an effective instructional
leader in the class and in the school.It is important that teachers spend as much time as possible on
professional matters, those matters are tied to the core of school operations, namely teaching and
learning effectively.
3. Methods
3.1 Context for the Study
The purpose of this study was to shed light on instructional leadership in Turkish primary schools.
The aim was to gather information about the realisation level of primary school teachers’
instructional leadership role
3.2 Sample of Schools
The research was conducted during the 2013 -2014 academic year in Şanlıurfa. A total of 739
teachers from 66 primary schools in various districts of Şanlıurfa province were chosen randomlay.
During this time, the total primary school teacher population in Şanlıurfa province was 42,930 in 175
compulsory schools. The sample is therefore approximately 17% of the total teacher population in
schools in the province at the time.,
3.3 Analysis of Data
http://worldconferences.net/home
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In analyysing the data obtained via measurement instrument, a paired sample t-test was used to find
the difference, if any, between total scores obtained by the primary school teachers from sub-scale
of İnstructiınal leadership scale. To find whether the participants’opinion differ in terms of gender,
marital statue variables, an independent t-test was used. An ANOVA test was used to find whether
their views regarding instructional leadership differs in terms of teaching experience and educational
statue (Büyüköztürk, 2010; Hopkins, Glass,& Hopkins, 1987).
To detect the differences found between the groups Bonferni bartlett test was used. Moreover,
descriptive statistics are obtained regarding independent variables and obtained scores.
Tablo 1 Socio-demografic Characteristics of primary school teachers
The number of the participants and their gender
Gender
Female
Male
Total
Teaching Experince
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 years and over
Educational status
Graguated from Teacher College
Graduated from Vocational High school (2 years program)
Graduated from University (4 years Program
Graduated from School of Education
Others institution
Marital Status
Married
single

f
335
458
793

%
42,2
57,8
100,0

288
338
110
43

36,3
42,6
13,9
5,4

9
5

1,1
0,6

1
10
54
725
3

0,1
1,3
6,8
91,4
0,4

543
250

68,5
31,5

When Examining table1 , according to the findings obtained in the research. 42.2% of the classroom
teachers are female and 57.8 % are male.
36.3%’ of teachers have “1-5 years teaching
experience”, 42. 6 % has “6-10 years teaching experience”, 13.9% has “11-15 years teaching
experience” , 5.5% has “16-20 years” ,1.2 % has “21-25 years”, 0.5% has more than 25 years
experience.
0,1 , % of teachers graduated from “Teacher College”, 1.3, % graduated from“ Vocational High
School”, 6.8 % graduated from“University”, 9.4 % graduated from “School of Education”, 0.4, %
graduated from “others institution”.
68.5, % of teachers are married and 31.5% are single. The number of married teachers are higer
than sinlge teachers.
http://worldconferences.net/home
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4. Data Collection and Measures
Data collection took place in the fall of 2013, and during the first half of 2014. A quantitative
approach was used to collect data from teachers concerning the scope and nature of instructional
leadership in their work life. Participants included Primary school teachers, Statistical data analysis
was carried out using Excel and SPSS 19.0. The items of the scale (50 items) were as statements on a
five-point Likert scale ranging from never (1) to mostly (7), with statement (3) as neutral. The
resercher handed out the scale, meeting teachers personally to assure accurate and prompt data
collection. Participation in this study was voluntary. The scale was administered in a manner to
protect individual confidentiality. In this research, evidence gathered from teachers provided
valuable information about their perceptions of the scope and nature of instructional leadership in
their behaviors and attituteds.
Five factors were identified from the results of the exploratory factor analysis of the adapted version
of the scale. The adapted version internal consistency coefficients of the inventory for the total of
the items was .952 and for each factor scale the range was from r=.79 to r=.90.
Table 2 The alpha values of Instructional Leadership Sub-scale

Instructional Leadership Sub-scale

The number Cronbach
of Items
AlphaValue

Instructional Leadership Scale
Identifying and sharing the course objectives

50
10

0.952
0.900

The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process

10

0.871

Teaching Process and Evaluating Students
Supporting and Improving Students
Creating a regular learning and teaching environment

10
10
10

0.863
0.791
0.889

As for the reliability of the scale, the alpha values of the items in different subscales we estimated
respectively as follows: .90 for 10 items in Identifying and sharing the course objectives sub- scale.
.87 for 10 items in The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process sub-scale, .86 for 10
items in Teaching Process and Evaluating Students sub-scales. .79 for 10 items in Supporting and
Improving Students sub-scale. .88 for 10 items in Creating a regular learning and teaching
environment sub-scale. These values indicate that the sub-scales of the scale reveal adequate values
in terms of internal consistency.
5. Instrument
Data was collected by an instructional leadership scale produced by Şişman (2006. The original scale
was prepared for school principals. “Instructional Leadership Behaviors of School Principlas”. The
items of survey was adapted to teachers. All the statement in the survey were rewritten with help
of 3 experts in education, and then, the draft of adapted survey was applied to 45 teachers. 10
teachers were interviewed about the clarity of items. Later, the final version was created. This final
version was implemented to teachers in the research. Very little is known about instructional
leadership in Turkish schools and the role of teachers in that context. The study is primarily
http://worldconferences.net/home
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descriptive in nature, carried out to collect and summarize information (Punch, 2006) in order to
shed light on the scope and nature of instructional leadership in the 66 Turkish schools.

The analysis was guided by the research questions. The scale data were analysed using an SPSS
program. The arithmetic means and standard deviation scores were computed for each subscale and
overall questionnaire. To understand whether the groups scores are distributed normally, first,
Shapiro-Wilk normality test was applied to each subgroup. It was observed that the scores of each
subgroup has the normality assumption. Therefore, it was decided to apply parametric test. T-test
was was conducted to determine whether there was a significant between the mean scores of male
and females, single and married primary school teachers’views. In addition one-way ANOVA test ,
Bonferroni ve Dunnett were employed to reveal whether the mean scores differ acording to
teaching experince and education statues. For all statistical tests the level of significance was set at
p<0.05. The data obtained from the administration of the scale was rested for their applicability for
factor analysis. As obtsained, KMO (Kaiser-Meyer Olkin) sample appropriateness value was found
.95; this value is bigger than the minimum .60 value suggested by Pallat (2001), the result of Bartlett
test (Bartlett’s test of Shhericity:17104,159; sd:1225; p<.000) was significant- the data were
concluded to be applicable for factor analysis. Basic components factor analysis (coupled with
Varimax Rotation) resulted in distribution of 50 items into scale of five factors. Based on
interpretational analysis of the items in the first factor, this factor was named as “Identifying and
sharing the course objectives” subscale. The example items for “Identifying and sharing the
course objectives” are “I explain the main objectives of the course to the students” and “I lead all
students to share the objectives of the course” the maximum possible score from first facrtor subcsale is 50, while minimum possible score is 10. Based on interpretational analysis of the items in the
2nd factor, this factor was named as “The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process”
sub-scale. Example items for 2nd factor are “I prepare the monthly work plan of the courses related
to the academic studies” and I Consider the students ' needs and expectations in the work plan”.
the maximum possible score from first facrtor sub-csale is 50, while minimum possible score is 10.
Based on interpretational analysis of the items in the 3rd factor, this factor was labeled as” Teaching
Process and Evaluating Students” sub-scale. Example items for 3rd factor are “I Interviews with
class teachers and subject teachers to discuss the students’ achievement.” and “I Interviews with
class teachers and subject teachers to discuss the students’ achievement.” the maximum possible
score from first facrtor sub-csale is 50, while minimum possible score is 10. Based on interpretational
analysis of the items in the 4rd factor, this factor was named as Supporting and Improving
Students”. Example items for 4th factor are “I encourage students to show the performance at top
level” and I praise students for their outstanding efforts and acheivement.”. the maximum possible
score from first facrtor sub-csale is 50, while minimum possible score is 10. Based on interpretational
analysis of the items in the 5th factor, this factor was named as “ Creating a regular learning and
teaching environment” sub-scale. Example items for 5th factor are “I support students to do their
responsibilities better” and “I take into account the views of students”. the maximum possible score
from first facrtor sub-csale is 50, while minimum possible score is 10.
6. Findings and Commends
Findinds related to research problems:
a. How do primary school teachers view their instructional leadership role?
Table 3 Findings related to Instructional leadership and its subscales

http://worldconferences.net/home
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Instructional Leadership Sub-scale

The number
of Items

Instructional Leadership Scale
Identifying and sharing the course objectives
The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process

50
10
10

3, 933
3, 974
4, 000

Teaching Process and Evaluating Students
Supporting and Improving Students
Creating a regular learning and teaching environment

10
10
10

4, 119
3, 518
4, 057

In Table 3, examining teachers views aboutI Istructional Leadership behaviors and subscales,
teachers perform instructional leadership at “almost“ level, ( = 3, 933). Regarding the subscales, the
least instructional leadership behavior teachers perform is supporting and Improving Students
subscale ( = 3,518), the maximum instructional leadership behavior theachers perform is Teaching
Process and Evaluating Students subscale ( 4,119)
b. Is there a meaningful difference in the views of primary school teachers in terms of gender,
teaching experience, and educational statues and marital statu variables regarding to
realization level of instructional leadership roles?
In order to answer this question, analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) and t-test, Bonferroni ve
Dunnett were used to draw inferences about differences between the means of two or more groups.
For all statistical tests the level of significance was set at p
i.

Findings related to Gender

T-test was conducted in order to understand if there is a meaningful difference in the
perspective of primary school teachers about relization level of instructional leadership
roles according to teachers’ gender variable.
Table 4 T-test
Numb
Instructional leadership

Variabl

Subscales

es

er of
partic
ipants
N

Identifying and sharing
the course objectives

Male

458

The

Standa

arithmeti rd

The management of The Male

n

on SS

3,9537

F

t-test

4,0197

Sig

t

df

p

0,5185
0
0,65

4,0021
458

Test

c means deviati

335
Female

Levene’s

0,79
9

-1,285

712,97
2

0,199

0,5271
9
0,4716

2,243 0,13 1,418

673,40

0,157

http://worldconferences.net/home
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5

5

0

Process
335
0,5248

Female
Teaching Process and
Evaluating Students

Male

3,9684
458

Female 335
Supporting and
Improving Students

Male

458

Female 335

5
0,5170

4,0777

0
0,5013

4,1788

0,545

0,46
1

-2,767

731,97

0,006

5

*

7
0,5747

3,5098

5
0,6054

3,5304

0,511

0,47
5

-0,484

697,84
6

0,629

4

Creating a regular
learning and teaching
environment

0,5089
Male

458

4,0557

4
0,683

Female

0,5241
335

4,0558

0,40
9

-0,004

707,55
3

0,997

7

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Examining Table 4, Regarding Gender variable, there is not a significant difference berween primary
school teachers realated to” Identifying and sharing the course Objectives” subscale (t= -1,285,
p=0,199, p>,05 ), “ The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process” dimension (t= 1,418,
p=0,157, p >,05 )., “Supporting and Improving Students”, subscale (t= -0,484, p=0,629, p >,05 ) ,”
Creating a regular learning and teaching environment” (t -0,004, p=0,997, p >,05 ). However, there
is a significant difference between primary school teachers’ views related to Teaching Process and
Evaluating Students subscale, (t= -2,767, p=0,006, p< ,05 ). Female primary school teachers realize
Teaching Process and Evaluating Students subscale of Instructional leadership
( X = 4,1788), more than male teachers ( X = 4,0777).
ii. Findings related to Teaching experience
One-way ANOVA Test was used in order to understand if there is a meaningful difference in the
perspective of primary school teachers about relization level of instructional leadership roles
according to teaching experience variable. Regarding teaching experience variable, there is a
meaningful difference between primary school teachers’view realated to ” Identifying and sharing
the course Objectives” subscales (p=0,034), p < ,05)., Teachers ‘views differenciates about
Identifying and sharing the course Objectives subscale, in order to understand the difference
http://worldconferences.net/home
8

GSE E-Journal of Education

E-ISSN: 2289-6880

Vol 4 2016

betweengroups, bonferroni test was used. After applying Bonferroni, a significant difference was
found among 1-5, levels. Theachers who have 20-25 years experince think differently from other
teachers ( P= 0,245).
In “The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process” subscale, teachers’ views
differnciates among groups. Teachers who have 1-3 years experience think different than the other
groups.
In “Teaching Process and Evaluating Students” subscale (P=0,023), teachers’ views differenciates
among groups. After applying Bonferroni, a significant difference was not found among variables.
In “Supporting and Improving Students” subscale p= 0,000. ), teachers’ views differenciates
among groups. After applying Bonferroni, a significant difference was found among 1-3, 1-5, 2-5
levels
In “Creating a regular learning and teaching environment” subscale p= 0,005* teachers’ views
differenciates among groups. After applying Bonferroni, a meaning ful difference was found among
1-5, levels
iii. Findings related to Education Status
One-way ANOVA Test was used in order to understand if there is a significant difference in the
perspective of primary school teachers about relization level of instructional leadership roles
according to educational statu variable. According to ANOVA results, Regarding education statu
variable, there is a significant difference between primary school teachers’view realated to the
management of the Curriculum and Teaching Process only (P=0,034*).
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
iv. Findings related to Marital status
Considering marital status, and the results of T-Test, there is a meaningful difference between
married anf single teachers’ views related to subscales of instructional leadership relationship, The
management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process (p=0,009), Supporting and Improving Students
(p=0,038*), Creating a regular learning and teaching environment, (p=0,037*), Married teachers
states that they realise instructional leadership behaviors much more than single teachers according
to self rated ratio.

7. Conclusions
This article explored teachers’ instructional leadership behaviors in primary schools in Turkey. The
data was based on the views of teachers concerning instructional leadership role. The data collection
was delimited to describing the views of teachers in 66 schools. Accordingly, it is important to
consider this limitation when interpreting the findings.
The study reveals that there are clear indications of considerable instructional leadership that takes
place in Turkish primary schools. The data also indicates to improve teaching and learning, the level
of teachers’ instructional leadership and teacher leaders behavours within and beyond the
classroom are significant. The resercher see this as the most important implication of the study. The
researcher moreover suggests that it would enhance the development teaching and learning if the
teacher shows more instructional leadership behaviors. Finally, it is suggested that school
administrators and National Education Ministery take definite steps toward supporting teachers by
providing professional development programs where they can enhance their leadership skills. In the
research the following solid results were obtained:
http://worldconferences.net/home
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a. Analysis revealed that, as teachers perform the roles of instructional leadership, the most
effective instructional dimension/subscale they display is ‘“Teaching Process and Evaluating
Students” ( = 4,12). The least effective dimension they display is “Supporting and Improving
Students” ( = 3,52 and “Stating and Sharing the Aims of Subjects ” ( = 3,97).
b. ANOVA analysis showed that teachers’views about realization level of Identifying and sharing
the course objectives (p=0.034, p<.05), The management of The Curriculum and Teaching
Process, (P= 0.000, p<.05) , Teaching Process and Evaluating Students (p=0.023, p<.05),
Supporting and Improving Students (p=0.000, p<.05)and Creating a regular learning and
teaching environment (p=0.000, p<.05) subscale of instructional leadership differed
significantly according to professional experience
c. ANOVA analysis showed that teachers’views about realization level of the Curriculum and the
Controlling of the Teaching Process subscale of instructional leadership differed significantly
according to educational statu.
d. A significant difference was observed between female and male teachers’ views regarding the
realization level of ‘Evaluating Students and the Teaching Process’ subscale of instructional
leadership as aresult of t-test (t=-2,767 p<.05).The mean scores shows that Female teachers ( =
4,1788) performe instructional leadership subscale Evaluating Students and the Teaching
Process more than male teachers ( = 4,07). The t-test analysis also revealed that the views of
male and female teachers regarding the other subscales of instructional leadership did not differ
significantly.
e. A significant difference was observed between female and male teachers’ views regarding to
realization level of ‘The management of The Curriculum and Teaching Process (married, =
4,0298, single, ( = 4,0298)) , Supporting and Improving Students ((Married, = 3,5483, single,
= 3,4540), Creating a regular learning and teaching environment, (married, ( = 4,0820, single, (
= 3,9998), subscales of instructional leadership as aresult of t-test respectively, (t=-2,639,
t=2.082, t=2.088 ,p<.05) . The mean scores shows that married teachers performe instructional
leadership subscales mentioned above more than single teachers.
As a result, analyses show that participants in the research performs instructional leadership at
almost level, but they are expected to perform at “always” level. Teachers who have instructional
leadership behaviors in and out of the classroom affect students’ academic achievement positively.
The analysis also revealed that teaching experince, educational statu marital statu and gender
independent variables effects instructional leadership.

References
Akdağ, G. A. (2009). İlk ğretim Okul Müdürlerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Davranışlarının Yeni İlk ğretim
Müfredatının Uygulanmasındaki Etkililik Düzeyi (Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi). Afyonkarahisar
Kocatepe Üniversitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Afyonkarahisar.
Akgün, N. (2001). İlk ğretim Okulu Müdürlerinin Öğretimsel Liderliği. (Yayımlanmamış Doktora Tezi).
Bolu: A.İ.B.Ü. Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü.
Aksoy, E. (2006). İlk ğretim Okulu Y neticilerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Rolleri (Yayımlanmamış Yüksek
Lisans Tezi). On sekiz Mart Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Çanakkale.
Andrews, R. L., Basom, M. R., & Basom, M. (1991). Instructional leadership: Supervision that makes a
difference. Theory into Practice, 30(2), 97–101.
http://worldconferences.net/home
10

GSE E-Journal of Education

E-ISSN: 2289-6880

Vol 4 2016

Arslan, M. (2009). Yeni İlk ğretim Programının Uygulanmasında İlk ğretim Okulu Y neticilerinin
Öğretimsel Liderlik Rollerine İlişkin Öğretmen G rüşleri (Yayınlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi). Gazi
Üniversitesi. Ankara.
Ash, R. C., & Persall, J. M. (2000). The principal as chief learning officer: Developing teacher leaders.
NASSP Bulletin, 84(616), 15-22.
Blase, J. & Anderson, G. L. (1995). The micropolitics of educational leadership: From control to
empowerment. New York: Teachers College Press.
B rkur Hansen & Steinunn Helga L rusd ttir (2015) Instructional Leadership in Compulsory Schools
in Iceland and the Role of School Principals, Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 59:5, 583603
Buyrukçu, F. (2007). Sınıf Öğretmenlerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Rolleri. (Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans
Tezi). Bolu: A.İ.B.Ü. Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü.
Büyüköztürk, Ş. (2010). Sosyal Bilimler İçin Veri Analizi El Kitabı. Ankara
Childs-Bowen, D., Moller, G., & Scrivner, J. (2000). Principals: Leaders of leaders. NASSP Bulletin, 84
(616), 27-34.
Coşar, N. (2010). Sınıf Öğretmenlerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Rollerini Yerine Getirme Düzeyleri. Yüksek
Lisans Tezi. Abant İzzet Baysal Üni. Bolu.
Day, C., & Harris, A. (2002) Teacher leadership, reflective practice and school improvement. In K.
Leithwood & P. Hallinger (Eds.) Second international handbook of educational leadership and
administration (pp. 957-978). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.
Fessler, R., & Ungaretti, A. (1994). Expanding opportunities for teacher leadership. In D. R. Walling
(Ed.), Teachers as leaders: Perspectives on the professional development of teachers (pp. 211-222).
Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation.
Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change (4th ed.). New York, NY: Teachers College
Press.
Gabriel, J. (2005). How to thrive as a teacher leader. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
G çen, A. (2013). Yapılandırmacı İlk ğeretim Programının Uygulanması Sürecinde İlk ğretim Okulu
Y neticilerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Düzeyleri. Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Harran Üni. Şanlıurfa.
Gümüşeli, A. İ. (1996). “İstanbul ilindeki İlk ğretim Okulu Müdürlerinin Öğretim Liderliği
davranışları”. Doçentlik Tezi. İstanbul: Yıldız Teknik Üniversitesi Fen Edebiyat Fakültesi
Hallinger, P. (2000). A review of two decades of research on the principalship using the Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale, Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Seattle, Washington.
Hallinger, P. (2003). Leading educational change: Reflections on the practice of instructional and
transformational leadership. Cambridge Journal of Education, 33(3), 329–352.
Harris, A. 2004. ‘Distributed Leadership and school improvement’ in Educational Management.
http://worldconferences.net/home
11

GSE E-Journal of Education

E-ISSN: 2289-6880

Vol 4 2016

Administration and Leadership 32(1):11–24.
Hart, A. W. (1995). Reconceiving school leadership: Emergent views. Elementary School Journal,
96(1), 9-28.
Honig, M. I. (2012). District central office leadership as teaching: How central office administrators
support principals’ development as instructional leaders. Educational Administration Quarterly,
48(4), 733–744.
Hopkins,,K.D., Glass, G. V.,& Hopkins, B.R.1987) basic Statistics fort he behavioral sciences (2nd ed.).
Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Huber, S., H. (2004). School Leadership and Leadership development: Adjusting theories and
development programs to values and the core purpose of school, Journal of Education
Administration, 42(6), 669-684
İnandi, Y. ve M. Özkan (2006). “Resmi İlk ğretim Okulları ve Liselerde Görev Yapan Yönetici ve
Öğretmenlerin G rüşlerine G re Müdürler Ne Derece Öğretim Liderliği Davranışları
G stermektedir?” Mersin Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 2 (2), 123–149.
İnceler, S. (2005). İlk ğretim Okulu Y neticilerinin Öğretmenlerin Mesleki Gelişimlerine Y nelik
Öğretimsel Liderlik Davranışları, Abant İzzet Baysal Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü.
(Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi). Bolu.
Katzenmeyer, M., & Moller, G. (2001). Awakening the sleeping giant, helping teachers develop as
leaders. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Lieberman, A., Saxl, E. R., & Miles, M. B. (2000). Teacher leadership: Ideology and practice. In The
Jossey-Bass Reader on Educational Leadership (pp. 339-345). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Leithwood, K. and Jantzi, D. 2000. The transformational school leadership survey. Toronto: OISE/
University of Toronto.
Leithwood, K., & Mascall, B. (2008). Collective leadership effects on student achievement.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 529–561.
Louis, K. S., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K. L., & Anderson, S. E. (2010). Investigating the links to
improved student learning: Final report of research findings. St. Paul: The University of Minnesota.
Marks, H. M., & Printy, S. M. (2003). Principal leadership and school performance: An integration of
transformational and instructional leadership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 39(3), 370–397
Marsh, D. (2000). Educational leadership for the twenty-first century: Integrating three essential
perspectives. In The Jossey-Bass Reader on Educational Leadership (pp. 126-145). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
Muijs, D., & Harris, A. (2003). Teacher leadership—Improvement through empowerment? An
overview of the literature. Educational Management & Administration, 31, 437-448.
Murphy, J. (1988). Methodological, measurement, and conceptual problems in the study of
instructional leadership. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 10(2), 117–139.
http://worldconferences.net/home
12

GSE E-Journal of Education

E-ISSN: 2289-6880

Vol 4 2016

Paulu, N., & Winters, K. (1998). Teachers leading the way: Voices from the National Teacher Forum.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
Pellicer, L., & Anderson, L. (1995). A handbook for teacher leaders. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Robinson, V. M. J., Lloyd, C. A, & Rowe, K. J. (2008). The impact of leadership on student outcomes:
An analysis of the differential effects of leadership types. Educational Administration Quarterly,
44(5), 635–674.
Sağir, M. (2011). İlk ğretim Okulu Y neticilerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Rolleri ve Karşılaştıkları Sorunlar
(Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi). Abant İzzet Baysal Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Üniversitesi,
Sayginar, M. S. (2006). Hava Sınıf Okulları ve Teknik Eğitim Merkezi Komutanlığında G rev Yapan
Okul Y neticilerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Davranışları. (Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi). Dokuz
Eylül, İzmir.
Şişman, M. (2007). Okul Y netimi ve Öğretim Liderliği. Eğitime Bakış Dergisi,1,3-14

Smylie M. A., Conley S., & Marks H. (2002). Exploring New Approaches to Teacher Leadership for
School Improvement. In J. Murphy (Ed.) The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership
for the 21st century (pp. 162-188). University of Chicago Press.
Smylie, M. A., & Denny, J. W. (1990). Teacher leadership: Tensions and ambiguities in organizational
perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly, 26(3) 235-259.
Troen, V., & Boles, K. (1994). Two teachers examine the power of teacher leadership. In Walling, D.
R. (Ed.), Teachers as Leaders: Perspectives on the Professional Development of Teachers (pp. 275286). Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation.
Yilmaz, E. (2010) İlk ğretim Okulu Müdürlerinin Öğretimsel Liderlik Rolleri İle Etkili Okul Arasındaki
İlişkinin Değerlendirilmesi. (Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi) Gazi Üniversitesi Ankara

http://worldconferences.net/home
13

