Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Yonetimi

A Educational Administration: Theory and Practice
2020, Cilt 26, Sayi 4, ss: 743-798
PEGEM 2020, Volume 26, Issue 4, pp:743-798
AKADEMI www.kuey.net

The Mediator Role of Teachers’ Subjective Well-Being in the
Relationship between Principals’ Instructional Leadership and
Teachers’ Professional Engagement

Okul Miidiirlerinin Ogretimsel Liderlik Davrariglarvile .
Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Adanmusliklar Arasindaki lliskide Oznel lyi
Olusun Aract Rolii

Umit Dilek¢i! & Ibrahim Limon?
Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine the mediating role of subjective well-being in the relationship
between instructional leadership behaviors of school principals and teachers’ professional engage-
ment through structural equation modeling. The study was conducted with 238 teachers working in
Batman province in the 2019-2020 academic year. Two different methods were used to determine
the sample. First of all, it was taken into consideration that the teachers had been working with the
current principal for at least 6 months (criterion sampling) and teachers who met this criterion were
reached through convenient sampling method. As data collection tools, “School Principals’ Instruc-
tional Management Rating Scale”, “Teachers’ Professional Engagement Scale” and “Teacher Sub-
jective Well-being Scale” were used. The findings showed that teachers perceived the instructional
leadership behaviors of school principals as sufficient. Additionally, teachers’ subjective well-being
and professional engagement are high. It was also found that instructional leadership is a significant
predictor of subjective well-being and subjective well-being of professional engagement; however, it
was determined that instructional leadership did not significantly predict professional engagement.
Subjective well-being has a mediator role in the relationship between instructional leadership and
professional engagement. The findings which are anticipated to contribute to existing literature are
discussed and based on them some suggestions are made for both policy makers and practitioners.
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Oz

Arastirmanin amaci, okul miidiirlerinin sergiledikleri 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglar ile 6gretmen-
lerin mesleki adanmigliklari arasindaki iliskide 6znel iyi olusun araci roliinii yapisal esitlik model-
lemesinden yararlanarak test etmektir. Arastirma, 2019-2020 egitim ve dgretim yilinda Batman
ilinde gorevli 238 dgretmenle yiiriitiilmiistiir. Orneklemin belirlenmesinde iki farkli yontemden
yararlamlmustir. Oncelikle 6gretmenlerin meveut okul miidiiriiyle en az 6 ay birlikte ¢alistyor olma-
s1 goz Oniinde bulundurulmus (6l¢iit drnekleme) ve bu 6lgiitii saglayan 6gretmenlere uygun drnek-
leme yontemiyle ulagiimistir. Veri toplama araci olarak “Okul Miidiirlerinin Ogretimsel Yénetimini
Degerlendirme Olgegi”, “Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Adannushk Olgegi” ve “Ogretmen Oznel kyi Olus Ol-
cegi” kullanilmistir. Bulgular, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarini 6gretmenlerin
yeterli olarak algiladiklarini; 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi olus ve mesleki adanmuslik diizeylerinin ytik-
sek oldugunu géstermektedir. Ogretimsel liderligin 6znel iyi olugun ve 6znel iyi olusun da mesleki
adanmighigin anlaml bir yordayicisi oldugu; ancak 6gretimsel liderligin mesleki adanmighigi anlam-
I1 bigimde yordamadig1 belirlenmistir. Ogretimsel liderlik ile mesleki adanmislik arasindaki iliskide
ise Oznel iyi olusun araci rolii bulunmaktadir. Alanyazina katki sunmasi beklenen arastirmanin
bulgular tartisilmig, uygulayicilara ve arastirmacilara birtakim 6nerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Ogretimsel liderlik, 6gretmenlik meslegine adanmushk, 6gretmen 6znel iyi
olusu
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Introduction

Schools are the foundation of democratic education (Dewey, 2019) devoted
to teaching and learning (Hoy & Miskel, 2012). There has been a shift from
management to leadership in our understanding of school administration (Bush,
2018). Although the concepts of administration, management, and leadership
are used interchangeably, they have different meanings (Lunenburg & Ornstein,
2013; Robbins & Judge, 2012; Yukl, 2018). According to researchers, the con-
cepts of leadership and management should be defined differently from each
other, and school principals should be leaders (Bush, 2018). Therefore, the con-
cept of leadership has received a considerable attention within the scope of edu-
cational institutions in recent years (Oplatka, 2016). Over the last half-century,
researchers have focused on different aspects of leadership (Yukl, 2018) but
recently turned their attention to leadership models (Giimiis, Bellibas, Esen &
Giimiis, 2018; Hallinger, 2011, 2012). The heightened expectations of schools
have made leadership in education as important as never before (Dewey, 2019;
Hoy & Miskel, 2012; Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2020). School leadership
has significant implications on learning outcomes, school processes, and student
or school performance (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan & Lee, 1982; Hallinger & Heck,
1996; Heck, 1992; Ozdemir, 2019; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Murphy, 1990;
Robinson, Lloyd & Rowe, 2008; Sun & Leithwood, 2012; Waters, Marzano &
McNulty, 2003). What is more, school principals with effective leadership skills
promote school development and effectiveness (Beycioglu & Kondakei, 2014;
Bush & Glover, 2014; Hallinger, 2003; Hopkins, 2003).
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Teaching has been a primary function of schools, making instructional le-
adership increasingly critical in schools (Bush, 2018) and research on school
leadership concentrating on instructional leadership (Boyce & Bowers, 2018;
Bush, 2013; Giimiis et al., 2018; Hallinger, 2003, 2012, 2013). The main reason
for this interest is that, unlike other types of leadership, instructional leadership
is school-specific. In other words, it is a type of leadership that focuses on lear-
ning and teaching (Akin, 2019, 2020; Bellibas, 2014; Cemaloglu, 2013; Giimiiseli,
1996; Hallinger, Glimiis & Bellibag, 2020; Murphy, 1988; Ozdemir, 2018; Sisman,
2018). The primary goal of instructional leadership is to modify the educational
processes to improve learning at all levels (Hallinger et al., 2020).

Instructional leadership, which is believed to affect academic performan-
ce the most (Robinson et al., 2008), has been the subject of research on school
effectiveness since the late 1970s (Bellibag & Liu, 2018; Giimiis et al., 2018; Gii-
miiseli, 1996; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger, 2012; Hallinger et al., 2020; Ozdemir,
2018; Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002; Murphy, 1988; Neumerski, 2013; Robinson et
al., 2008; Sisman, 2016, 2018). Following the education reforms in the 1980s,
researchers concentrated on instructional leadership and highlighted multiple
times that school principals should be effective instructional leaders (Murphy,
1988; Ozdemir, 2018), without whom neither educational reforms nor school ef-
fectiveness can be achieved (Bellibas, 2014). Leaders play a crucial role in ma-
king schools effective (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Heck,
1996; Heck, 1992; Hopkins, 2003; Hoy & Miskel, 2012; Leithwood et al., 2020).
Therefore, numerous studies explored and discussed the effects of instructional
leadership on teaching quality (Murphy, 1988). Some of those studies were eit-
her scale development studies (Alig-Meilcarek, 2003; Bellibag, Bulut, Hallinger
& Wang, 2016; Daresh & Ching-Jen, 1985; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Sisman,
2016) or systematic reviews and syntheses (Bossert et al., 1982; Boyce & Bowers,
2018; Hallinger, 2003; 2011; Hallinger et al., 2020; Kis, 2013; Murphy, 1988; Ne-
umerski, 2013; Robinson et al., 2008). Some other studies focused on the effect
of school principals’ instructional leadership behaviors on teachers’ professio-
nal development (Blase & Blase, 2000), self-efficacy (Bellibag & Liu, 2017; Liu,
Bellibas & Giimiis, 2020), collective efficacy (Goddard, Goddard, Kim & Mil-
ler, 2015), or both (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci & Kiling, 2012), school performance
(Heck, 1992), effectiveness (Ali, 2017), climate (Bellibag & Liu, 2018), culture
(Ali, 2017; Sahin, 2011), organizational health (Parlar & Cansoy, 2017; Recepog-
lu & Ozdemir, 2013), job satisfaction (Duyar, Gimiis & Bellibas, 2013; Liu et
al., 2020), and students’ academic performance (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). Inter-
national reports, such as TALIS (Teaching and Learning International Survey),
also address and discuss the effects of school principals’ instructional leadership
behaviors on education [the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Deve-
lopment (OECD), 2014, 2019].

As mentioned above, researchers emphasize the significance of principals’
instructional leadership behaviors for effective education, and thus, effective
schools. However, what makes schools effective is principals adopting instructio-
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nal leadership and teachers with professional commitment (Hoy & Miskel, 2012;
Shann, 1998; Sood & Anand, 2010). Teachers are an integral and strategic part
of schools (Bursalioglu, 2010; Celep, 2000; Ciiceloglu & Erdogan, 2018) because
they, together with principals, are what make schools effective learning organiza-
tions (Aydin, 2018; Fox, 1964; Shukla, 2014). Schools with teachers who devote
themselves to their job, students, activities, schools, and colleagues are likely to
be more effective (Celep, 1998). The term “employee engagement” coined by
Kahn (1990) was translated into Turkish as ige angaje olmak (work engagement),
ise baglanma (professional commitment), isle biitiinlesme (integration with pro-
fession), ise tutkunluk (passion for work), mesleki adannuslik (professional enga-
gement), and kendini ise verme (self-dedication to work). Professional engage-
ment refers to a positive state of mind (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008;
Butucha, 2013; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Roozeboom & Schelvis, 2015; Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004) with high physical, emotional, and mental dedication to work
(Kahn, 1990). It is closely related to organizational performance (Bakker & Bal,
2010; Roozeboom & Schelvis, 2015). Employees with professional engagement
are more likely to have a strong sense of responsibility for their duties and a
strong desire for professional improvement (Shukla, 2014). Therefore, professi-
onal engagement also refers to a state of mind which makes employees develop
strong bonds, passion, and interest in their jobs for which they care and to which
they devote most of their time and energy (Carbonneau, Vallerand, Fernet &
Guay 2008; Goldhaber, 2002; Robbins & Judge, 2012). There are certain criteria
for teachers’ professional engagement (Solomon, 2008). In other words, professi-
onal engagement for teachers is related to being competent, conveying new deve-
lopments, caring about students, and fulfilling professional responsibilities (Fox,
1964). Teachers with those qualities are more likely to share the best aspects of
their job with their students and integrate their enthusiasm into learning (Fried,
2001), making students academically more motivated and successful (Carbonne-
au et al., 2008; Goldhaber, 2002). Research also shows a strong correlation bet-
ween teachers’ professional engagement and students’ academic performance
(Butucha, 2013; Carbonneau et al., 2008; Coladarci, 1992; Fox, 1964; Gordon,
2006; Klassen, Perry & Frenzel, 2012; Shukla, 2014; Solomon, 2008). Teachers’
professional engagement also improves school performance and promotes edu-
cation reforms (Shukla, 2014). Different countries have different measures of
professional engagement (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; Yerdelen, Durk-
sen & Klassen, 2018), but it is, in general, related to job satisfaction (Billingsley
& Cross, 1992; Hgigaard, Giske & Sundsli, 2012; Shann, 1998; Shin & Reyes,
1995; Shukla, 2014), job performance (Bakker et al., 2008), self-efficacy (Cola-
darci, 1992; Hgigaard et al., 2012), burnout (Hakanen, Bakker & Schaufeli, 2006;
Hgigaard et al., 2012; Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzélez-
Romé & Bakker, 2002), autonomy and administrative support (Bakker & Bal,
2010).

Schools pose intellectual, emotional, and physical challenges that teachers
face when fulfilling complicated tasks (Aydin, 2018; Carbonneau et al., 2008;
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Goodlad, 2004; Hakanen et al., 2006; Shukla, 2014). Subjective well-being is
an important aspect of education because it promotes teachers’ creativity and
motivation (De Neve, Diener, Tay & Xuereb, 2013) and helps them create a
positive classroom atmosphere (Cohen, 2006) and improve school performance
(Renshaw, Long & Cook, 2015). Bradburn (1969) was the first to study subjective
well-being, which since then has been one of the focal points of positive psycho-
logy (Chan, 2013; Diener, 1984; Stanculescu, 2014). In the 1970s, researchers
began to lay the theoretical foundation of the concept of subjective well-being,
which has been extensively studied since the early 1980s (Diener, 1984; Song,
Gu & Zhang, 2020). Subjective well-being is an essential component of a good
life (Park, 2004), involving positive and negative emotional experiences about
all or some aspects of life (Song et al., 2020). According to OECD (Guidelines
on Measuring Subjective Well-being, 2013), subjective well-being is “the personal
perception and experience of positive and negative emotional responses and global
and (domain) specific cognitive evaluations of satisfaction with life.” Subjective
well-being has been the subject of numerous studies on developmental proces-
ses. Subjective well-being is empirically supported by various educational outco-
mes (Horn, Taris, Schaufeli & Schreurs, 2004). Many studies measure teachers’
subjective well-being in relation to stress and burnout (Bermejo-Toro, Prieto-
Ursua & Hernandez, 2016; Cenkseven-Onder & Sari, 2009; Schaufeli, Taris &
Rhenen, 2008). However, most early studies used unidimensional measures of
the developmental process of subjective well-being (Lyubommirsky, 2001). On
the other hand, recent studies have employed multi-dimensional scales to me-
asure it (Lucas, Diener & Suh, 1996; Renshaw et al., 2015; Horn et al., 2004).
While some studies develop scales, others focus on indicators (positive emotions
and cognitions) of subjective well-being (Renshaw et al., 2015; Spilt, Koomen, &
Thijs, 2011). Some of those studies looked into the relationship between teac-
hers’ subjective well-being and gratitude (Chan, 2010), forgiveness (Chan, 2013),
self-efficacy and perceived social support (Stanculescu, 2014), and burnout and
school quality (Cenkseven-Onder & Sar1, 2009).

School principals are primarily responsible for making sure that their scho-
ols provide an effective education (Aydin, 2014). One way to achieve an effecti-
ve education is by influencing others, which is one of the essential components
of “leadership” (Bursalioglu, 2010; Bush, 2018; Robbins & Judge, 2012; Turan,
2020; Yukl, 2018). Influencing others refers to leaders’ ability to alter the beha-
vior of their followers (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2013). In the context of instruc-
tional leadership, school principals are expected to focus directly on education
or on variables that directly affect education (Akin, 2019, 2020; Liu et al., 2020).
School principals, as leaders, influence students’ learning through teachers, and
therefore, instructional leadership is at the center of the intersection of princi-
pal, teacher, and student (Bush & Glover, 2002; Bush & Glover, 2014), which
manifests itself in the studies examining the effect of instructional leadership on
student performance (Bush & Glover, 2014; Hallinger et al., 2020; Hallinger &
Heck, 1996; Heck, 1992; Murphy, 1988; Robinson et al., 2008). Students’ acade-
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mic performance is closely related to teachers’ professional engagement (Bu-
tucha, 2013; Carbonneau et al., 2008; Coladarci, 1992; Fox, 1964; Gordon, 2006;
Klassen et al., 2012; Shukla, 2014; Solomon, 2008) and subjective well-being (Co-
hen, 2006; Song et al., 2020; Spilt et al., 2011). However, recent studies show that
instructional leadership also affects teachers’ behavior (Hallinger, 2018).

A rigorous literature review did not yield a study examining the relationship
between instructional leadership, professional engagement, and subjective well-
being. Therefore, we believe that this study will fill that gap in the literature. The
study first investigated the effect of school principals’ instructional leadership
behaviors on teachers’ professional engagement and subjective well-being. Then,
it aimed to determine the mediating role of teachers’ subjective well-being on
the relationship between their professional engagement and school principals’
instructional leadership behaviors because subjective well-being is a predictor of
positive cognitive development (Lyubommirsky, 2001; Park, 2004).

Theoretical Framework

This section first provides a theoretical framework for school principals’
instructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ professional engagement and
subjective well-being. It then focuses on the relationships among those variables
within the framework of research hypotheses and in the light of the literature.

Instructional Leadership

There is not an agreed-upon definition of leadership (Bush, 2018; Yukl,
2018), and there are numerous models designed to define and measure it (Tu-
ran, 2020). School principals are responsible for making sure that teachers are
fully focused on educational activities and goals. In a sense, they should lead
teachers for effective education. This idea has drawn researchers’ attention to
instructional leadership in recent years (Aydin, 2014; Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002).
In the past, school principals mostly did paperwork and enforced laws and regu-
lations, but today they are responsible for improving their schools’ performance
(Bellibas, 2014). Therefore, they go beyond the management role and exhibit te-
aching-oriented behaviors, which lays the foundation of instructional leadership
(Ozdemir, 2018). Bossert et al. (1982) were the first to define the instructional
management role. Since then, researchers have laid the theoretical framework of
instructional management and developed early measures, such as the Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) (Hallinger, 1982; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985; Hallinger, 1990). However, researchers have recently replaced
the term “management” with “leadership” and focused on the concept of ins-
tructional leadership (Hallinger, 2011).

Instructional leadership, accounting for the most substantial relationship
between leadership and learning (Bush & Glover, 2014), is defined as school lea-
dership that affects learning and teaching at all levels of education and promotes
overall learning (Hallinger et al., 2020). Different researchers divide instructio-
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nal leadership into different dimensions (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; McEwan,
1998; Neumerski, 2013; Murphy, 1990; Petterson, 1993; Weber, 1996). Hallin-
ger and Murphy (1985) classified it into the dimensions of “defining the school
mission,” “managing the instructional program,” and “promoting a positive school
learning climate,” which were taken into consideration for a few decades (Hal-
linger, Bickman & Davis, 1996; Heck, Larsen & Marcoulides, 1990). Murphy
(1990), on the other hand, classified instructional leadership into the dimensions

» o«

of “defining school mission and goals,” “supervising, evaluating, coordinating, and
controlling instruction and the curriculum,” “supporting school improvement,” and
“creating a positive school culture.” De Bevoise (1984), Petterson (1993), Weber
(1996), McEwan (1998), and Neumerski (2013) made different classifications of
instructional leadership. According to Coldren and Spillane (2007), instructio-
nal leaders are responsible for collaborating with teachers to develop instruc-
tional programs, resolving instructional issues, providing resources to teachers,
and organizing personnel development activities. These responsibilities indicate
that, instead of focusing on secondary tasks, instructional leaders are supposed to
develop instructional programs and provide students with effective learning set-
tings where they can develop various skills (Akin, 2019). Successful instructional
leaders are those who can concentrate on creating a school climate to promote
learning at all levels (Bush, 2018; Cemaloglu, 2013).

Professional Engagement

Teaching is one of the oldest professions (Aydin, 2018) that was attributed a
new meaning with the rapid transformation of education systems (Shukla, 2014).
Research on the effects of that rapid transformation on school effectiveness
shows that principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ professi-
onal engagement are two critical factors making schools effective (Celep, 1998;
Shann, 1998). In other words, teachers should be committed to their job to pro-
vide an efficient education. Teachers’ mental commitment to their job is an in-
dicator of their professional engagement (Coladarci, 1992). Bakker, Demerouti,
and Brummelhuis (2012) define teachers with professional engagement as those
with high energy and mental comfort and a high desire to cope with challenges
and stressors. Butucha (2013) defines teachers with professional engagement as
those who value their job and have a strong desire to remain in the profession to
improve their students’ academic performance. Employees consider themselves
energetic and competent enough to achieve all work-related goals and overcome
all challenges on the path (Schaufeli, Taris & Rhenen, 2008). Professional en-
gagement indicates how happy an employee is with the time s/he spends on his/
her job and how much s/he cares about it (Carbonneau et al., 2008). Professional
engagement in teachers prioritizes students’ learning (Shann, 1998), improves
work performance and active learning (Bakker et al., 2012; Robbins & Judge,
2012), helps reduce burnout (Klassen et al., 2012; Leiter & Bakker, 2010; Mas-
lach & Leiter, 2008; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli et al., 2008), and increases
job satisfaction (Hgigaarda et al., 2012; Saks, 2006) and positive organizational
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outcomes (Bakker et al., 2008; Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010; Roozeboom &
Schelvis, 2015).

Subjective Well-being

The concepts “subjective well-being” and “happiness” are often confused
for one another (Diener & Diener, 1995; Lyubommirsky, 2001), although the
former is mostly related to mood (Diener, Suh, Lucas & Shmith, 1999; Diener,
Suh & Oishi, 1997). Bradburn (1969) was the first to use the term subjective well-
being, but Diener was the one who laid the foundation of the concept, which has
since then been extensively studied (Diener, 1984, Diener & Diener, 1995; Myers
& Diener, 1995; Song et al., 2020).

There are many definitions of subjective well-being of which historical back-
ground was provided above. Before discussing those definitions, we should state
that subjective well-being includes but is not limited to positive emotions, such
as happiness (Diener, 1994; Diener, Oishi & Lucas, 2003). Subjective well-being
is defined differently based on its components, such as the presence of positive
emotions, little or no negative emotions, and life satisfaction (Diener, 1984; 1994;
Lucas et al., 1996). Myers and Diener (1995) define it as a measure of life satis-
faction in which positive emotions outnumber negative ones. Diener and Diener
(1995) define it as one’s cognitive and affective evaluations of one’s life. Garrig
and Zimbardo (2012) define it as a self-report of life satisfaction. There is a large
body of research on the effect of subjective well-being on teachers’ and students’
performance (Chan, 2009a; Chan, 2009b; Chan, 2010; Cohen, 2006; Horn et al.,
2004; Renshaw et al., 2015; Song et al., 2020; Spilt et al., 2011; Stanculescu, 2014)

The Relationship between School Principals’ Instructional Leadership Behaviors
and Teachers’ Professional Engagement

School principals’ instructional leadership behaviors (Bossert et al., 1982;
Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Heck, 1992; Hoy & Miskel, 2012; Le-
ithwood et al., 2020) and teachers’ professional engagement (Hoy & Miskel,
2012; Shann, 1998) play a crucial role in reform movements (Bellibas, 2014; Hop-
kins, 2003; Shukla, 2014) and school effectiveness. Most theories of leadership
seek an answer to how leaders affect their followers. A critical indicator of leader
effectiveness is to what extent a leader improves her followers’ performance and
gets them to achieve goals (Yukl, 2018). School principals’ instructional leaders-
hip behaviors strongly influence teachers’ professional development (Akin, 2019,
2020; Aydin, 2014; Blase & Blase, 2000; Coldren & Spillane, 2007; Gedikoglu,
2015; Hallinger, 2003; Murphy, 1990). That influence is of paramount importan-
ce because teachers’ professional development seals their students’ fate (Aydin,
2018). School principals with effective instructional leadership increase teachers’
job satisfaction, commitment and retention rates (Boyce & Bowers, 2018); pro-
vide instructional resources to teachers (Ozdemir & Sezgin, 2002), and play a
key role in school development (Coldren & Spillane, 2007) and organizational
learning and development (Robinson et al., 2008). The process and power of
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influencing followers are critical because teachers shape society’s future and are
an indispensable part of educational institutions (Shukla, 2014). Exhibiting ins-
tructional leadership behaviors, school principals convey clear messages to teac-
hers about what matters and how things are done in schools (Ozdemir & Sezgin,
2002). In this way, school principals make teachers feel positive about and com-
mitted to their job. Relying too much on the curriculum and ignoring teachers’
development and quality makes academic achievement less likely (Shukla, 2014).
Therefore, school principals should be more concerned with teachers’ develop-
ment (Blase & Blase, 2000). Some studies look into the relationship between
school principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ professional
engagement (Cansoy, Parlar & Polatcan, 2020; Hallinger, Hosseingholizadeh,
Hashemi & Kouhsari, 2018; Skelton, 2018; Pelzang, 2014; Mat Ail, Taib, Jaafar,
Salleh & Omar, 2015; Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016; Shoma, Daud & Subramanian,
2016; Skelton, 2019; Tatlah, Akhtar & Hashmi, 2019; Zahed-Babelan, Koulaei,
Moeinkia & Sharif, 2019), which was the first hypothesis of this study.

H,= School principals’ instructional leadership behaviors significantly predict
teachers’ professional engagement.

The Relationship between School Principals’ Instructional Leadership Behaviors
and Teachers’ Subjective Well-being

Although research suggests that school principals’ leadership behaviors af-
fect schools’ performance, the relationship between the two is more complex
than thought (Heck, 1992). School principals should influence teachers and unite
them around common goals to provide an effective educational and instructio-
nal environment (Yukl, 2018). School principals can only influence teachers with
mental well-being. School principals’ leadership behaviors directly affect teac-
hers’ beliefs, motivation, engagement, self-esteem, performance, and interaction
(Bellibas & Liu, 2017; Bellibas & Liu, 2018; Leithwood et al., 2020). Instructional
leadership involves behaviors and activities undertaken to improve teaching and
learning (Liu et al., 2020; Murphy, 1988). School principals with instructional
leadership should be motivating, supportive, encouraging, and enabling (Aydin,
2014) because the greatest reason why instructional leadership is a model of cho-
ice is that it has a positive and permanent effect on employee motivation and be-
havior (Hallinger, 2011). School climate is another aspect extensively studied in
relation to instructional leadership (Boyce & Bowers, 2018) because it is believed
that instructional leadership improves school climate, which in turn contributes
to teachers’ subjective well-being. Some studies focus on the relationship bet-
ween school principals’ leadership behaviors and teachers’ subjective well-being
(Bashaireh & David, 2019; Heidmets & Liik, 2014; Sudha, Shahnawaz & Farhat,
2016), which was the second hypothesis of this study.

H,= School principals’ instructional leadership behaviors significantly predict
teachers’ subjective well-being.
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The Relationship between Teachers’ Subjective Well-being and Professional
Engagement

Subjective well-being is based on the lived experiences of an organization’s
members identifying with their professional roles (Diener, 1994; Garrig & Zim-
bardo, 2012; Kahn, 1990). Engagement corresponds to positive behavior and
state of mind (Roozeboom & Schelvis, 2015). In recent years, there has been a
growing body of research in positive psychology on subjective well-being and en-
gagement. Engagement is an indicator of job retention and high motivation (Bu-
tucha, 2013). Subjective well-being is related to how good members of a profes-
sion and organization feel. There is a relationship between subjective well-being
and engagement because professional engagement is a positive and satisfying
state of well-being involving emotional motivation and enthusiasm for the job
(Klassen et al., 2012; Leiter & Bakker, 2010; Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Robbins &
Judge, 2012; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli et al., 2008). People with high subjective well-
being are more likely to be satisfied with their jobs and do them well (Diener,
1984; Bowling, Eschleman & Wang, 2010). This assessment is critical because
education quality depends mostly on teachers’ professional engagement (Shukla,
2014). On the other hand, every day, more and more teachers pursue careers
in different fields because they feel less committed to their job (OECD, 2005).
This suggests that teachers should be motivated to stay in the profession (Celep,
2000). Employees with high subjective well-being are more likely to have high
organizational citizenship (De Neve et al., 2013). Therefore, the third hypothesis
of this study was the relationship between teachers’ subjective well-being and
professional engagement. The fourth and last hypothesis of the study was the
mediating role of teachers’ subjective well-being between school principals’ ins-
tructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ professional engagement.

H = Teachers’ subjective well-being significantly predicts their professional en-
gagement.

H = Teachers’ subjective well-being plays a mediating role in the relationship
between their professional engagement and school principals’ instructional leaders-
hip behaviors.

Method

This section addresses the research design, population and sample, data col-
lection and analysis, and data collection tools.

Research Design

This study employed a correlational survey model (Mertens, 2010) to in-
vestigate the relationships between school principals’ instructional leadership
behaviors, teachers’ professional engagement and subjective well-being. The
main objective of the study was to test the mediating role of teachers’ subjective
well-being in the relationship between their professional engagement and scho-

752



Subjective Well-being, Instructional Leadership and Professional Engagement

ol principals’ instructional leadership behaviors employing a structural equation
model. The structural equation model was the method of choice because it helps
explain the relationship between complex structures (Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
To this end, a simple mediation model (Hayes, 2009) was developed. The primary
assumption of simple mediation models is that the independent variable (ins-
tructional leadership) affects the mediator variable (subjective well-being), which
in turn affects the dependent variable (professional engagement) (Wu & Zumbo,
2008). Figure 1 shows the simple mediation model.

Teachers’

/ Subjective Well-being \

School Principals’
Instructional Leadership
Behaviors

Teachers’
Professional Engagement

Figure 1. Simple mediation model

Population and Sample

The population consisted of 5,860 teachers in Batman/Turkey in 2019-2020
academic year. Participants were recruited using two different sampling methods.
First, criterion sampling was used to determine teachers working with the current
school principal for at least six months. Second, convenience sampling was used
to draw a sample of teachers who met the inclusion criterion (Patton, 2002).
The sample consisted of 238 teachers: 130 men (54.6%), 108 women (45.4%).
Of participants, 209 (87.8%) had a bachelor’s degree, 29 (12.2%) had a master’s
degree; 26 (10.9%) were preschool teachers, 64 (24.9%) were primary school
teachers, 91 (38.2%) were secondary school teachers, and 57 (23.9%) were high
school teachers; 84 (35.3%) had 0-5 years of experience, 54 (22.7%) had 6-10
years of experience, 46 (19.3%) had 11-15 years of experience, 36 (15.1%) had
16-20 years of experience, and 18 (7.6%) had 21 years of experience or more; 80
(33.6%) were 20-30 years of age, 112 (47.1%) were 31-40 years of age, 38 (16%)
were 41-50 years of age, and 8 (3.4%) were 51 years of age or older; 139 (58.4%)
had been working with the current school principal for 1-2 years, 56 (23.5%) for
3-4 years, 34 (14.3%) for 5-6 years, 7 (2.9%) for 7-8 years, and 2 (.8%) for nine
years Or more.

Data Collection

Permission was obtained from the National Directorate of Batman
(27.04.2020). The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Batman Uni-
versity (06.05.2020). Data were collected between 07.05.2020 and 15.05.2020
using the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), the Teachers’
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Professional Engagement Scale (TPES), and the Teacher Subjective Well-being Qu-
estionnaire (TSWQ). Participants were sent a link via e-mail or WhatsApp. Data
were collected online due to a number of COVID-19 preventive measures, such
as nationwide school closures and transition from classroom-based teaching to
distance education.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS
25.0) and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS 23.0) (Arbuckle, 2019). First,
a missing data analysis was conducted, which resulted in no missing data. After-
wards, univariate skewness-kurtosis values were calculated to check the distru-
biton of the data. The results showed that professional engagement scores were
nonnormally distributed (Field, 2009). Therefore, outliers (n=4) were removed
from the analysis which resulted in normal distrubiton of the data (See Table 1).
The structural equation model procedure consisted of six stages: (1) defining me-
asurement tools, (2) developing a measurement model, (3) determining the results of
the measurement model, (4) evaluating the validity of the measurement model, (5)
defining the structural model, and (6) evaluating the validity of the structural model
(Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2014). Multivariate normality assumption was
checked through multivariate “kurtosis and its critical ratio”. Multivariate kurtosis
was 735.823 and critical ratio was 56.056. This finding indicated that multivariate
normality assumption was not satisfied. Therefore, the data were analyzed using
the non-parametric “bootstrapping (n=>5000; confidence interval=95%)” because
it is better at determining indirect effects than other mediation methods and does
not require normal distribution (Byrne, 2016; Finney & Di Stefano, 2013; Hayes,
2009; Nitzl, Roldab & Cepeda, 2016; Zhao, Lynch Jr & Chen, 2010). Confirma-
tory factor analysis and the goodness of fit of the structural equation model were
analyzed using x%, df, x*/df, CFI, and RMSEA (Hair et al., 2014). Reliability was
analyzed using Cronbach’s alpha (internal consistency; min=.75) (Singh, 2007).

Data Collection Tools

The data were collected using “Principal Instructional Management Rating
Scale (PIMRS)” (Bellibas et al., 2016), “Teachers’ Professional Engagement Scale
(TPES)” (Kozikoglu & Senemoglu, 2018), and “Teacher Subjective Well-being Qu-
estionnaire (TSWQ)” (Ergiin & Sezgin Nartgiin, 2017).

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) was deve-
loped by Hallinger (1982) and adapted to Turkish by Bellibas et al. (2016). The
PIMRS consists of 44 items and nine subscales: framing the school’s goals (five
items), communicating the school’s goals (four items), supervising and evalua-
ting instruction (five items), monitoring student progress (five items), protecting
instructional time (five items), maintaining high visibility (five items), providing
incentives for teachers (five items), promoting teacher professional development
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(five items), and providing incentives for learning (five items). The items are
scored on a five-point Likert-type scale (“1=Almost Never” to “5=Almost Al-
ways”). Sample items are “My school principal frames academic goals with target
dates.”, “My school principal ensures that the school’s academic goals are translated
into common curricular objectives.” and “My school principal ensures that students
are not called to the office during instructional time.” According to the confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA) for validity, the goodness of fit indices were CF1=.97,
TLI=.97, RMSEA=.054, and WRMR=.054. The factor loadings ranged from
.58 to .95. The reliability coefficients ranged from .95 to .99. The results showed
adequate validity aed reliability. The PIMRS asks teachers how often they think
school principals exhibit instructional leadership behaviors.

This study employed a CFA to check the validity of the PIMRS and calcu-
lated Cronbach’s alpha (internal consistency coefficient) to determine its reli-
ability. Based on the CFA results, two items were excluded from the analysis
because they had low factor loadings (Item 14=.22 and Item 22=.29). The analy-
sis was repeated with 42 items, and the goodness of fit indices were found to
be x?=1494.53; sd=778; x*/df=1.92 RMSEA=.062, and CFI=.93 which indicated
good fit. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were as follows: for “framing the school’s
goals” .93; “communicating the school’s goals”.88; “supervising and evaluating
instruction” .85; “monitoring student progress” .90; “protecting instructional
time” .79; “maintaining high visibility”.84; “providing incentives for teachers”.90;
“promoting teacher professional development” .93; “providing incentives for le-
arning”.93 and finally for the total PIMRS .98. These scores indicated that the
PIMRS had adequate reliability (Altunisik, Cogkun, Bayraktaroglu & Yildirim,
2007; Buytuikoztiirk, 2017; Kline, 2016).

Teachers’ Professional Engagement Scale

Teachers’ Professional Engagement Scale (TPES) was developed by Kozi-
koglu and Senemoglu (2018). The TPES consists of 20 items and 3 subscales:
commitment to the profession (eight items), dedication to students (eight items),
and devotion to the profession (four items). Sample items are “I am proud to be
a teacher.”, “I try very hard to be a qualified teacher.” and “I turn to different sources
to be of help to my students.” The items are scored on a five-point Likert-type
scale (“1=Strongly Disagree” to “5=Strongly Agree”). Construct validity was
determined using exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which yielded three factors,
with loadings ranging from .86 to .59 and accounting for 58% of the total varian-
ce. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for reliability. The subscales “commitment
to the profession,” “dedication to students,” and “devotion to the profession”
had a Cronbach’s alpha of .92, .86, and .70, respectively. The total scale had a
Cronbach’s alpha of .90.

This study also tested the validity and reliability of the scale. The CFA reve-
aled the goodness of fit indices of x2=319.27; sd=163; x*/df=1.96 RMSEA=.064,
and CFI=.96. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for reliability. The subscales
“commitment to the profession,” “dedication to students,” and “devotion to the
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profession” had a Cronbach’s alpha of .94, .91, and .83, respectively. The total
scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .95. These results indicated that the TPES satis-
fied validity and reliability criteria within this study (Altunisik et al., 2007; Biiyii-
koztirk, 2017; Kline, 2016).

Teacher Subjective Well-being Questionnaire

Teacher Subjective Well-being Questionnaire (TSWQ) was developed by
Renshaw et al. (2015) and adapted to Turkish by Ergiin and Sezgin Nartgiin
(2017). The TSWAQ is a self-report rating scale consisting of 2 sub-scales, and
8 items: (1) school connectedness (four items) and (2) teaching efficacy (four
items). Sample items are “I feel like people at this school care about me.” and “I
am a successful teacher.” The items are scored on a four-point Likert-type scale
(“1=Almost Never” to “4=Almost Always”). Ergiin and Sezgin Nartgiin (2017)
performed EFA and CFA to determine the construct validity of the scale. Accor-
ding to the EFA, factor loadings ranged from .85 to .69, accounting for 64.80%
of the total variance. According to the CFA, the goodness of fit indices were
as follows: x2=56.01, sd=18, RMSEA=.075, NFI=.97, NNFI=.96, CFI=0.98,
GFI=.96, AGFI=.93, and SRMR=.04. The subscales “school connectedness”
and “teaching efficacy” had a Cronbach’s alpha of .81 and .78, respectively. The
total scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .82.

This study also tested the validity and reliability of the scale. The CFA reve-
aled the goodness of fit indices of x?=44.75; sd=18; x?/df=2.49; RMSEA=.080,
and CFI=.97. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for reliability. The subscales
“school connectedness” and “teaching efficacy” had a Cronbach’s alpha of .88
and .85, respectively. The total scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .88. These results
indicated that the TSWQ was a valid and reliable measure (Altunisik et al., 2007;
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017; Kline, 2016).

Findings
This section presents the findings of the descriptive analysis and structural
equation model.

Findings on Descriptive Statistics

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics

Variable Min. Max. Mean (X) SD Skewness SE Kurtosis SE

(1) PIMRS 112 5.00 3.61 .81 -.67 .26
(2) TPES 3.05 5.00 4.44 47 -.86 .16 21 32
3) TSWQ 1.75  4.00 3.29 52 -54 -17

(Note: PIMRS=Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale; TPES=Teachers’ Pro-
fessional Engagement Scale; TSWQ=Teacher Subjective Well-being Questionnaire)
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Participants had a mean PIMRS, TPES, and TSWQ score of x=3.61
(sd=.81), x=4.44 (sd=.47), and x=3.29 (sd=.52), respectively, suggesting that
they had high professional engagement (Kozikoglu & Senemoglu, 2018) and very
high subjective well-being (Ergiin & Sezgin Nartgiin, 2017). They also thought
that school principals had high instructional leadership (Bellibas et al., 2016).

Findings on Measurement Model

In this phase of the study, the measurement model with covariances among
three latent variables on which all observed variables loaded was tested. The
PIMRS had item factor loadings ranging from .58 to .91; the TPES from .59 to
.88 and the TSWQ from .66 to .82. All factor loadings were high (Kline, 2016).
Moreover, all factor loadings and path coefficients were significant at p=.001.
The goodness of fit indices of the model were x*=4609.05, df=2328, x? /df=1.98,
CFI=.83, and RMSEA=.065. Given the number of indicators and sample size in
the model, we can state that the goodness of fit indices were adequate (Hair et
al., 2014; Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar & Dillon, 2005).

Table 2
Convergent and Divergent Validity

Variable CR AVE 1 2 3
(1) PIMRS 98 .64 (.80)

(2) TPES .95 .55 44" (.66)

3) TSWQ 92 58 .64 517 71)

“n<.01; N=234

The model had three latent structures: instructional leadership, teachers’
professional engagement, and subjective well-being. Composite Reliability (CR)
values were calculated to test the reliability of the structures (Kline, 2016). The
CR values satisfied the criteria (Hair et al., 2014). Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) values were calculated for divergent validity. AVE values greater than .50
were considered adequate (Bagozzi & Youjae, 1988). The square roots of the
AVE values were taken for discriminant validity. The values were higher than
the correlations between the structures (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Kline, 2016).
The results suggested that the structures had adequate convergent and divergent
validity (Table 2).
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Figure 2. Measurement model
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Findings on Structural Equation Model

The mediation model was tested after evaluating the measurement model.
The covariances between the latent variables in the measurement model were
deleted, one-way paths were defined for the mediation model, and the research
hypotheses were tested in a single model (Lance & Vandenberg, 2009; Zhao et
al., 2010). Table 3 shows the standardized path coefficients.

Table 3: Direct and Indirect Effects

Bootstrap
(5000); 95% CI

Variables B SE t LB UB p Total

Effect
PIMRS -~ TPES (H)) 19 133 1523 - - 128 438
PIMRS ~TSWQ (H,) .64 .058 7.869 - - 000  .641
TSWQ~-TPES (H,) 39 181 2452 - - 014 391
PIMRS—>TSWQ-TPES (H) .25 .121 - .02 49 022 438

Table 3 presents the results of the structural equation model. The first hypot-
hesis suggests that school principals’ an instructional leadership behavior signi-
ficantly predicts teachers’ professional engagement. However, school principals’
instructional leadership did not directly affect teachers’ professional engagement
(B=.19; p=.18) which shows that the first hypothesis was rejected. The second
hypothesis suggests that school principals’ instructional leadership behaviors sig-
nificantly predicts teachers’ subjective well-being, which was confirmed (f=.64;
p=.00). The third hypothesis suggests that teachers’ subjective well-being signifi-
cantly predicts their professional engagement, which was also confirmed (f=.39;
p=.03). The findings also confirmed the fourth hypothesis, which suggests that
teachers’ subjective well-being plays a mediating role in the relationship betwe-
en their professional engagement and school principals’ instructional leadership
behaviors (B=.25; p=.02; 95% CI, UB=.49, LB=.02). In other words, princi-
pals’ instructional leadership behaviours affect their subjective well-being which
in turn affect their professional engagement (p<.05). Upper and lower bounds
with a confidence interval of 95% did not include zero, indicating “indirect-only
mediation” (Nitzl et al., 2016; Zhao et al., 2010).

Discussion

This study investigated the mediating role of teachers’ subjective well-being
in the relationship between their professional engagement and school principals’
instructional leadership behaviors. The study first evaluated the descriptive data
regarding those three variables. The first variable, instructional leadership, is the
subject of most studies on school leadership (Akin, 2019, 2020; Boyce & Bo-
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wers, 2018; Bush, 2013; Giimiis et al., 2018; Hallinger, 2003; 2012; 2013; Hopkins,
2003). According to our participants, school principals had “high” instructional
leadership. In other words, they thought that school principals exhibited good
instructional leadership behavior, which is consistent with earlier studies as well
(Argon & Mercan, 2009; Cansoy et al., 2020; Chen & Guo, 2020; Enueme &
Egwunyenga, 2008; Ismail, Don, Husin & Khalid, 2018; Qadach, Schechter &
Da’as, 2019; Zheng, Yin & Li, 2018). This is an important result because school
principals’ instructional leadership behaviors significantly affect school perfor-
mance (Heck, 1992; Hopkins, 2003; Murphy, 1988; Robinson et al., 2008), school
culture (Sahin, 2011), school climate (Bellibag & Liu, 2018), school efficiency
(Ali, 2017), organizational commitment (Serin & Bulug, 2012), organizational
health (Parlar & Cansoy, 2017; Recepoglu & Ozdemir, 2013), students’ acade-
mic performance (Hallinger & Heck, 1996), teachers’ attitudes towards their job
(Duyar et al., 2013) and their job satisfaction and self-efficacy (Calik et al., 2012;
Duyar et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2020).

The second variable was “teachers’ professional engagement.” Our par-
ticipants had “high” professional engagement, suggesting that they were hard-
working teachers devoted to their job and students. Earlier studies confirm this
result (Altunay, 2017; Celep, 1998; Ekinci, 2012; Meri¢ & Erdem, 2020; Turhan,
Demirli & Nazik, 2012). This result is important because only dedicated teachers
can make schools into effective and successful educational organizations (Hoy &
Miskel, 2012; Shann, 1998; Sood & Anand, 2010). Teachers’ professional enga-
gement is positively associated with job satisfaction (Shin & Reyes, 1995; Shukla,
2014), job performance (Bakker et al., 2008), and self-efficacy (Coladarci, 1992).
Besides, the higher the professional engagement, the lower the burnout (Haka-
nen et al., 2006).

The third variable was “teachers’ subjective well-being,” which is about te-
achers’ own evaluation of their lives in educational organizations (Diener et al.,
2003). Our participants had “high” subjective well-being, which is consistent with
earlier studies as well (Aelterman, Engels, Van Petegem & Verhaeghe, 2007; Ars-
lan, 2018; Brouskeli, Kaltsi & Loumakou, 2018; Cetin, 2019; Horn et al., 2004).
In other words, the participants were committed to their schools and considered
themselves professionally competent. This result is also important for educatio-
nal organizations because high subjective well-being is positively associated with
motivation (De Neve et al., 2013), support for school development (Renshaw et
al., 2015), job satisfaction (Bowling et al., 2010), self-esteem, self-efficacy, and
perceived social support (Stanculescu, 2014), and optimism (Lucas et al., 1996).
Therefore, subjective well-being concerns and affects numerous educational va-
riables (Cohen, 2006; Song et al., 2020; Spilt et al., 2011).

The hypotheses of the study were tested in a structural equation model.
The first hypothesis suggests that school principals’ instructional leadership be-
haviors significantly predicts teachers’ professional engagement. Research also
shows that school principals’ instructional leadership behaviors result in positive
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behavioral outcomes in teachers (Cansoy et al., 2020; Enueme & Egwunyenga,
2008; Hallinger et al., 2018; Ismail et al., 2018; Namutebi, 2019; Nasreen & Shah,
2019; Nguyen, Ng, Luo & Mansor, 2020; Pelzang, 2014; Zahed-Babelan, 2019).
The findings showed that the direct effect of principals’ instructional leadership
behaviors on teachers’ professional engagement was not significant. However,
principals’ instructional leadership behaviors affected teachers’ professional
engagement through their subjective well-being. Measurement precision, the
strength of the relationship between independent and mediator variables, samp-
le and total effect size may result in significant indirect but insignificant direct
effect (Rucker, Preacher, Tormala & Petty, 2011). In this sense, school principals’
instructional leadership behaviors affect teachers’ subjective well-being, which
in turn affects their professional engagement. This confirms the fourth hypothe-
sis. This result also suggests that the higher the school principals’ instructional
leadership, the higher the teachers’ subjective well-being and professional en-
gagement. Therefore, school principals should be strong instructional leaders
to make sure that their schools can provide an effective education (Akin, 2020).

School principals’ instructional leadership significantly predicted teachers’
subjective well-being. Research also shows that variables related to school prin-
cipals are closely related to teachers’ subjective well-being. Some of those vari-
ables are having communication and problem-solving skills, promoting teachers’
professional development, and supporting and trusting them (Aelterman et al.,
2007; Butt & Retallick, 2002). This study addressed teachers’ subjective well-
being from the dimensions of teaching efficacy and school connectedness. Ins-
tructional leadership is closely related to teachers’ self-efficacy (Bellibas & Liu,
2017; Isa, Mansor, Wahab & Alias, 2018; Liu et al., 2020; Liu & Hallinger, 2018;
Ma & Marion, 2019; Rew, 2013) and organizational commitment (Al -Mahdy,
Emam & Hallinger, 2018; Amin, 2018; Dou, Devos & Valcke, 2017; Sarikaya &
Erdogan, 2016; Sheppard, 1996). In this sense, it can be said that our result is
consistent with the previous literature. The more instructional leadership beha-
viors the school principals display, the more subjective well-being the teachers
have. In other words, school principals’ instructional leadership behaviors positi-
vely affect teachers’ teaching self-efficacy and school connectedness.

Teachers’” subjective well-being predicted their professional engagement
significantly. Employees’ organizational commitment and effort are associated
(Testa, 2001), and their self-efficacy improves their professional engagement (Li,
Liu, Chen & Yao, 2019; Weishuk, 2017). Moreover, teachers with high subjective
well-being about their job are likely to do their job better (Arslan, 2018). Our
result is consistent with the literature. In other words, teachers with high school
connectedness and adequate teaching self-efficacy are likely to be more devoted
to their job and students.
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Conclusion

This study focused on teachers’ views to determine whether their profes-
sional engagement and subjective well-being are affected by school principals’
instructional leadership behaviors. Teachers had high professional engagement
and subjective well-being and perceived school principals’ instructional leaders-
hip adequate. School principals’ instructional leadership behaviors had no direct
effect on teachers’ professional engagement but affected it through teachers’
subjective well-being. Moreover, school principals’ instructional leadership be-
haviors predicted teachers’ subjective well-being, and teachers’ subjective well-
being predicted their professional engagement.

Limitations and Recommendations

Although this study has important implications, it has some limitations.
First, the study was conducted only in Batman, and therefore, the results are ge-
neralizable only to the teachers living in that city. We intended to reach a larger
sample, but we used scales with a large number of items and employed conve-
nience sampling to recruit participants, and therefore, we reached a relatively
small sample. However, it did not cause a problem during validity and reliability
analysis. Third, the data was based on only teachers’ views. The fourth limitation
was self-assessment, which is common in survey research. The last limitation was
that the model focused on the effect of instructional leadership on individual va-
riables but not on student- or school-related variables. Some recommendations
are as follows: School principals should be provided with training in instructional
leadership. Future studies should include different mediator or moderator vari-
ables in the model. Instructional leadership should be studied extensively across
Turkey. Qualitative research should be performed to investigate the effects of
instructional leadership on subjective well-being and professional engagement.
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Giris

Demokratik egitimin temel kurumu olan okullar (Dewey, 2019) 6gretme ve
ogrenmeye adanmig Orgiitlerdir (Hoy ve Miskel, 2012). Bu orgiitlerin yonetimle-
rini betimlemek icin kullanilan kavramsallastirmalar idarecilikten yoneticilige ve
daha sonra liderlige dogru bir degisim ve dontisiim gegirmistir (Bush, 2018). Yu-
karida siralanan idarecilik, yoneticilik ve liderlik kavramlar1 her ne kadar bazen
birbirinin yerine kullanilsa da bu kavramlar esasinda anlamdag olmay1p birbirle-
rinden kesin bir bigimde ayrilmalidir (Lunenburg ve Ornstein, 2013; Robbins ve
Judge, 2012; Yukl, 2018). Liderlik ve yonetim arasindaki farkliliklarin farkinda-
l1g1 ve okul midiirlerinin etkili birer lider olmalarinin gerektigi anlayisi, tarihsel
stireg icerisinde artmig ve yazarlarca kabul gormiistiir (Bush, 2018). Sozii edilen
bu kapsamli kabul gdrmenin liderlik konusunu son yillarda sozii en ¢ok edilen
orgiitsel olgular igerisine yerlestirdigi soylenebililir (Oplatka, 2016). Son elli yil
icerisinde liderlik iizerine yapilan arastirmalarda yaygin olarak farkli konulara
odaklanma egilimi olmakla birlikte (Yukl, 2018) egitim arastirmalarinda liderlik
modellerine yonelik ilginin hizla arttigi gozlenmektedir (Giimiis, Bellibag, Esen
ve Gumis, 2018; Hallinger, 2011, 2012). Ciinkii toplumun merkezinde yer alan
okullardan her gecen giin artan beklentiler, egitimde liderligin giiclendirilme-
sine yonelik ilgiyi de beraberinde getirmis ve egitimde liderligin 6neminin agik
bir bicimde ortaya konulmasina katki saglamistir (Dewey, 2019; Hoy ve Miskel,
2012; Leithwood, Harris ve Hopkins, 2020). Okul liderligiyle ilgili yapilan aras-
tirmalarda (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan ve Lee, 1982; Hallinger ve Heck, 1996; Heck,
1992; Ozdemir, 2019; Leithwood ve Jantzi, 2000; Murphy, 1990; Robinson, Lloyd
ve Rowe, 2008; Sun ve Leithwood, 2012; Waters, Marzano ve McNulty, 2003)
okul liderliginin 6grencilerin 6grenme ciktilarina, 6grenci basarisina, okul siirec-
lerine, okul basarisina etki ederek onemli destek sunduguna iliskin ikna edici
bulgular ortaya koydugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica, okul miidiirlerinin etkili liderlik
davranislarinin basarili bir degisimin, okul gelisiminin ve okul etkililiginin agikla-
masinda onemli bir faktor oldugu da aragtirma bulgulariyla ortaya konmaktadir
(Beycioglu ve Kondakei, 2014; Bush ve Glover, 2014; Hallinger, 2003; Hopkins,
2003).

Okulun temel islevi olan 6gretime yonelik artan vurgu, 6gretimsel liderligin
egitim kurumlar1 baglaminda dikkat cekici bicimde 0n plana cikmasina (Bush,
2018) ve okul liderligine iligskin calismalarin ¢ok 6nemli bir kisminin 6gretimsel
liderlige yonelmesine neden olmustur (Boyce ve Bowers, 2018; Bush, 2013; Gii-
miis vd., 2018; Hallinger, 2003, 2012, 2013). Bu ilginin temel etkenlerinin baginda
ogretimsel liderligin diger liderlik tiirlerinden farkli olarak okula 6zgti olmasi, bir
baska deyisle o6gretimsel liderligin 6grenme ve 6gretme stireclerine odaklanan
bir liderlik modeli olmasidir (Akin, 2019, 2020; Bellibas, 2014; Cemaloglu, 2013;



Umit Dilekci & Ibrahim Limon

Hallinger, Giimiis ve Bellibag, 2020; Giimiiseli, 1996; Murphy, 1988; Ozdemir,
2018; Sigman, 2018). Ogretimsel liderligin temel hedefi, okul ve simif diizeyinde
ogrenme ve Ogretim stireglerini etkileyerek biitlin 6grencilerin 6grenme diizeyle-
rini iyilestirmektir (Hallinger vd., 2020).

Ogrenci basarisim etkileyen en giiclii liderlik modeli oldugu vurgulanan
ogretimsel liderlik (Robinson vd., 2008), 1970’li yillarin sonundan itibaren okul
etkililigi tizerinde yapilan arastirmalarla birlikte giindeme gelmeye baglamis-
tir (Bellibag ve Liu, 2018; Giimiis vd., 2018; Gumiseli, 1996; Hallinger, 2003;
Hallinger, 2012; Hallinger vd., 2020; Ozdemir, 2018; Ozdemir ve Sezgin, 2002;
Murphy, 1988; Neumerski, 2013; Robinson vd., 2008; Sisman, 2016, 2018). Ozel-
likle, 1980’lerin egitim reformu hareketlerinden sonra okul yoneticisinin bir
ogretim lideri olarak islevde bulunmasi gerektigi yazarlarca sikca vurgulanmig
ve Ogretim liderligine iligkin calismalar bu yillardan sonra dikkat ¢ekici bigimde
ivme kazanmustir (Murphy, 1988; Ozdemir, 2018). Ciinkii etkili 6gretim liderleri
olmadan egitimde reform hareketlerinin hedeflerine ulagsmasinin ve okul etkili-
liginin saglanmasinin zor olacagi goriilmistir (Bellibag, 2014). Etkili okullarda
liderlerin kilit bir rol oynamasinin aragtirma sonuclarina yansimasiyla (Bossert
vd., 1982; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger ve Heck, 1996; Heck, 1992; Hopkins, 2003;
Hoy ve Miskel, 2012; Leithwood vd., 2020) okul yonetiminde yeni bir liderlik
kavramsallagmasi olarak 6gretim liderligi 6gretimin niteliginin artirilmasi baki-
mindan yogun bir bicimde tartisilmig ve bunun bir neticesi olarak da arastirma-
lara sik¢a konu olmaya baglamistir (Murphy, 1988). S6z konusu arastirmalarin
bazilari; 6lgme araci gelistirme (Alig-Meilcarek, 2003; Bellibas, Bulut, Hallinger
ve Wang, 2016; Daresh ve Ching-Jen, 1985; Hallinger ve Murphy, 1985; Sisman,
2016), sistematik inceleme/derleme/sentez (Bossert vd., 1982; Boyce ve Bowers,
2018; Hallinger, 2003; 2011; Hallinger vd., 2020; Kis, 2013; Murphy, 1988; Neu-
merski, 2013; Robinson vd., 2008) olup ayrica alanyazinda okul miidiirlerinin 6g-
retimsel liderlik davraniglarinin 6gretmen 6zyeterligi (Bellibag ve Liu, 2017; Liu,
Bellibas ve Giimiis, 2020); 6gretmen kolektif inanci (Goddard, Goddard, Kim
ve Miller, 2015); 6gretmenlerin 6z ve kolektif yeterliligi (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgact
ve Kiling, 2012); 6gretmenlerin profesyonel gelisimi (Blase ve Blase, 2000); okul
performansi (Heck, 1992); okul verimliligi (Ali, 2017); okul iklimi (Bellibag ve
Liu, 2018); okul kiiltiiri (Ali, 2017; Sahin, 2011); orgiitsel saglik (Parlar ve Can-
soy, 2017; Recepoglu ve Ozdemir, 2013); is doyumu ve kolektif yeterlik (Duyar,
Giimiis ve Bellibag, 2013; Liu vd., 2020); 6grencilerin akademik basarist (Hallin-
ger ve Heck, 1996) gibi degiskenlerle iligkisini inceleyen ¢aligmalar da mevcuttur.
Yukarida siralanan caligmalarin yani sira okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglari ve bu davraniglarin egitim ve 6gretime yansimalari, TALIS (Teaching
and Learning International Survey) gibi uluslararasi raporlara da konu olmakta
ve bu raporlarda genis ¢ercevede ele alinarak tartisiimaktadir [The Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), 2014, 2019].

Etkili bir egitim ve o6gretim faaliyeti ve nihayetinde etkili bir okul icin, mi-
dirlerin ogretimsel liderlik davraniglarinin 6nemi yukarida bahsedildigi tizere
alanyazinda genis bir bicimde tartigilarak ortaya konmustur. Etkili bir okul icin
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miidirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarinin yani sira meslegine adanmig 6g-
retmenlere de biiyiik 6lglide gereksinim duyulmaktadir (Hoy ve Miskel, 2012;
Shann, 1998; Sood ve Anand, 2010). Bilindigi iizere 6gretmenler, okul yoneticile-
riyle birlikte okulu okul yapan profesyoneller arasinda yer almakta olup (Aydin,
2018; Fox, 1964; Shukla, 2014) okulun asli ve stratejik parcalarindan birisidir-
ler (Bursalioglu, 2010; Celep, 2000; Ciiceloglu ve Erdogan, 2018). Ogretmenin
kendisini 0grencilerine, 0gretim etkinliklerine, okula, meslegine ve is arkadasla-
rina adamasi okul etkililigine olumlu yonde etki edebilmektedir (Celep, 1998).
Alanyazina Kahn (1990) ile ise adanmislik olarak giren kavram Tiirkgeye mesleki
adanmuslik, ise baglanma, isle biitiinlesme, ise tutkunluk, ise angaje olmak ve
kendini ise verme gibi kavramlar biciminde cevrilmistir. Ise adanmighk, meslege
iliskin olumlu duygusal tepkiler olup (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter ve Taris, 2008;
Butucha, 2013; Meyer ve Allen, 1991; Roozeboom ve Schelvis, 2015; Schaufeli
ve Bakker, 2004) isgérenin fiziksel, duygusal ve zihinsel anlamda igini yogun bir
bicimde benimsemesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Kahn, 1990). Pozitif psikoloji
baglaminda degerlendirilen ve Orgiitsel bagarinin anahtar1 olarak nitelendiri-
len mesleki adanmislik (Bakker ve Bal, 2010; Roozeboom ve Schelvis, 2015),
bir grubun bireyleri arasinda meslegine yonelik 6zveri hissini ve mesleki gelisim
icin gii¢lii bir arzuyu icermekte (Shukla, 2014) ve bu baglamda isgdrenin sevdigi,
onem verdigi, zaman ve enerji harcadigl meslege yonelik giiglii baghiligi, tutku-
su, egilimi ya da yogun ilgisi olarak da agiklanabilmektedir (Carbonneau, Valle-
rand, Fernet ve Guay 2008; Goldhaber, 2002; Robbins ve Judge, 2012). Meslege
adanmugliktan ayri olarak daha spesifik olarak 6gretmenlik meslegine adanmiglik
baglaminda ele alindiginda ise, 6gretmenin mesleki yasantisinin hangi diizeyde
anlamli oldugu noktasinda bir dl¢iit saglayip (Solomon, 2008) yetkinlik sahibi
olmak, yeni gelismeleri aktarmak, 6grencilerine deger vermek, mesleki anlamda
sorumluluklarini yerine getirmek gibi Ozellikleri biinyesinde barindirmaktadir
(Fox, 1964). Bu 6zelliklere sahip 6gretmenler, 6grencilerine 6gretmenlik mesle-
ginin giizelliklerini paylagmakta ve mesleklerine duyduklari biiytik arzuyu 6gren-
cilerinin 6grenmelerine destek olacak bigimde yansitmaktadirlar (Fried, 2001).
Bu sebeple de 6gretmenin meslegini coskulu ve arzulu bicimde icra etmesinin
Ogrencinin glidiistinii ve basarisini olumlu yonde etkiledigi arastirma sonuglarina
yansimaktadir (Carbonneau vd., 2008; Goldhaber, 2002). Bu perspektifte yapilan
aragtirmalar, 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklari ile 6grenci basarisi arasinda-
ki iligkiyi acik bir bicimde ortaya koymaktadir (Butucha, 2013; Carbonneau vd.,
2008; Coladarci, 1992; Fox, 1964; Gordon, 2006; Klassen, Perry ve Frenzel, 2012;
Shukla, 2014; Solomon, 2008). Ogretmenlerin mesleki adanmugliklar1 6grenci ba-
sarisinin yani sira, okulun bagarisi ve egitimdeki reform hareketleri i¢in de biiyiik
6nem arz etmektedir (Shukla, 2014). Alanyazin incelendiginde mesleki adanmis-
Iiga iliskin farkl kiiltiirlerde 6l¢me araclarinin gelistirildigi (Schaufeli, Bakker ve
Salanova, 2006; Yerdelen, Durksen ve Klassen, 2018) mesleki adanmiglik kavra-
minin bagta ig tatmini (Billingsley ve Cross, 1992; Hgigaard, Giske ve Sundsli,
2012; Shann, 1998; Shin ve Reyes, 1995; Shukla, 2014); is performansi (Bakker
vd., 2008); yeterlilik duygusu (Coladarci, 1992; Hgigaard vd., 2012); tiikkenmislik
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duygusu (Hakanen, Bakker ve Schaufeli, 2006; Hgigaard vd., 2012; Maslach ve
Leiter, 2008; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma ve Bakker, 2002); 6zerklik ve
yonetici destegi (Bakker ve Bal, 2010) gibi kavramlarla iliskisinin aragtirmalara
sikca konu oldugu goriilmektedir.

Entelektiiel, duygusal ve fiziksel olarak zorlu bir yer olan okullarda cali-
san, glic ve karmasik mesleklerden birini icra eden 6gretmenlerin (Aydin, 2018;
Carbonneau vd., 2008; Goodlad, 2004; Hakanen vd., 2006; Shukla, 2014) yarati-
c1 performans sergilemesine destek saglayarak onlarin motivasyonlarini artiran
(De Neve, Diener, Tay ve Xuereb, 2013), okulda iyi bir 6grenme ikliminin olus-
masina (Cohen, 2006) ve dolayisiyla da okul gelisimine (Renshaw, Long ve Cook,
2015) 6nemli katkida bulunan unsurlardan birinin de 6gretmenlerin egitim Or-
giitlerindeki 6znel iyi oluslarinin yiiksekligi oldugu sdylenebilir. Pozitif psikoloji-
nin en 6nemli ve dikkat ¢ekici calisma alanlarindan biri olan 6znel iyi olus (Chan,
2013; Diener, 1984; Stanculescu, 2014), ilk kez Bradburn’un (1969) calismasiyla
alanyazina girmistir. 1970’li yillarda kuramsal alt yapis1 olusturulmaya baglanmis
olan 0znel iyi olusun 1980’lerin bagindan bu yana da arastirmalara yogun bir bi-
cimde konu oldugu goriilmektedir (Diener, 1984; Song, Gu ve Zhang, 2020). Iyi
bir yasamin temel dgesi olarak nitelendirilmekte olan 6znel iyi olug (Park, 2004),
bireyin bir biitiin olarak yasam kalitesi veya yasaminin belirli yonleri hakkindaki
biligsel yargilariyla olumlu ve olumsuz duygularin duygusal deneyimlerini iger-
mektedir (Song vd., 2020). OECD’nin (2013) Guidelines on Measuring Subjective
Wellbeing [Oznel Iyi Olusun Olgiilmesine Yonelik Yénergeler] baslikl calisma-
sinda “Bireylerin yasantilart ile ilgili olumlu ve olumsuz degerlendirmelerini iceren
iyi zihinsel durumlart ve deneyimlerine yonelik bilissel tepkileri” olarak tanimlanan
0znel iyi olus, gelisimsel siirec icerisinde artan ilgiyle beraber farkli calisma alan-
larinda bircok arastirmaya konu olmustur. Ozellikle Horn, Taris, Schaufeli ve
Schreurs (2004) tarafindan yapilan arastirmadan bu yana cesitli egitim sonug-
lartyla deneysel olarak desteklendigi sdylenebilen 0znel iyi olusun, 6gretmenler
baglaminda yapilan arastirmalarin bircogunda (Bermejo-Toro, Prieto-Ursta ve
Hernéandez, 2016; Cenkseven-Onder ve Sari, 2009; Schaufeli, Taris ve Rhenen,
2008) ogretmenlerin stresini ve tilkenmigligini 6lcmeyi amacladigi goriilmekte-
dir. Bununla birlikte 6znel iyi olusa iligkin gelisimsel siire¢ incelendiginde ilk
¢aligmalarda daha ¢ok tek boyutlu 6l¢me araglarinin kullanildigr gériilmektedir
(Lyubommirsky, 2001). Son yillarda yapilan arastirmalarda ise 6znel iyi olusa
iligkin olarak cok boyutlu olgeklerin kullanilmasina dogru bir yonelim gozlen-
mektedir. Bu cok boyutlu 6l¢ek gelisimine iligkin yonelim dogrultusunda bircok
6lgme araci gelistirilmistir (Lucas, Diener ve Suh, 1996; Renshaw vd., 2015; Horn
vd., 2004). Olgek gelistirme calismalarinin yani sira alanyazinda olumlu duygular
ve biligler gibi olumlu 6znel iyi olug gostergelerinin faydalarinin kesfedilmeye
caligildigl caligmalar da zaman icerisinde bas gostermistir (Renshaw vd., 2015;
Spilt, Koomen ve Thijs, 2011). Bu aragtirmalardan bazilari; 6gretmenlerin dznel
iyi oluglarinin minnettarlikla (Chan, 2010), affetmeyle (Chan, 2013), 6z yeterlik
ve algilanan sosyal destekle (Stanculescu, 2014); tikenmislik ve okul kalitesiyle
(Cenkseven-Onder ve Sari, 2009) iligkisinin incelenmesi bicimindedir.
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Okul yoneticisinin esas sorumlulugu, yonetmekte oldugu egitim kurumun-
da etkili bir 6gretimi basarili bir bigcimde gerceklestirmektir (Aydin, 2014). Soz
konusu bu etkili 6gretimin gergeklesebilmesinin temel dgelerinden biri, liderlik
tanimlarinda da 6nemli bir yer teskil eden ve liderligin 6ziinii olusturan etkile-
me siirecinin gergeklesmesidir (Bursalioglu, 2010; Bush, 2018; Robbins ve Jud-
ge, 2012; Turan, 2020; Yukl, 2018). Etkileme siireci, liderin takipgisi olan ast-
larmin eylemlerini ya da davraniglarii degistirdigi bir siirectir (Lunenburg ve
Ornstein, 2013). Ozellikle okul gelisimi arastirmalarinda giiclii kokleri bulunan
ogretimsel liderlik (Liu vd., 2020) baglaminda ele alindiginda okul yoneticisinin
dogrudan egitime ve egitimi dogrudan etkileyen degiskenlere odaklanmasini ge-
rektirmektedir (Akin, 2019, 2020). Bir lider olarak okul miidiiriiniin etkisi 6gret-
menler aracilifiyla 6grencinin 6grenmesine iligkin olup okul miidiirii, 6gretmen
ve Ogrenci licgeninde gerceklesen bu denklem Ogretimsel liderligin temel para-
digmasini olusturmaktadir (Bush ve Glover, 2002; Bush ve Glover, 2014). Bu
durum, 6gretimsel liderligin 6grenci basarisina etkisini inceleyen ¢alismalara da
yansimaktadir (Bush ve Glover, 2014; Hallinger vd., 2020; Hallinger ve Heck,
1996; Heck, 1992; Murphy, 1988; Robinson vd., 2008). Alanyazin incelendigin-
de o6grenci basarisinin 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmislik diizeyleri (Butucha,
2013; Carbonneau vd., 2008; Coladarci, 1992; Fox, 1964; Gordon, 2006; Klassen
vd., 2012; Shukla, 2014; Solomon, 2008) ve 6znel iyi oluglariyla (Cohen, 2006;
Song vd., 2020; Spilt vd., 2011) iligkili oldugu goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte
ogretimsel liderlige iligkin giincel ¢aligmalar incelendiginde 6gretimsel liderligin
ogretmen davraniglarina etkisinin 6nemli bir yer tuttugu da sdylenebilmektedir
(Hallinger, 2018).

Alanyazin incelendiginde ulagilabilen kaynaklarda 6gretimsel liderlik, mes-
leki adanmiglik ve 6znel iyi olus iligkisini bir arada ele alan herhangi bir calismaya
ulagilamamuigtir. Bu durum, alanyazinda bir boslugun oldugunu gostermektedir.
Bu nedenle soz konusu ii¢ degiskeni ele alan aragtirmanin sonucunda alanya-
zindaki boslugun doldurarak alanyazina katki sunulmasi beklenmektedir. Bahsi
gecen beklenti aragtirmanin Onemini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu kapsamda aras-
tirmada ilk olarak okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarinin okulun
temel Ogelerinden biri olan 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmisliklart ve 6znel iyi
oluslartyla iligkisi incelenmistir. Daha sonra ise 0znel iyi olusun biligsel pozitif
gelisimde bir yordayici, bir moderator olarak énemli bir rol oynamasindan ha-
reketle (Lyubommirsky, 2001; Park, 2004) okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglarinin 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmisliklarina etkisinde ¢gretmenlerin
0znel iyi olusunun araci rolii ele alinmistir.

Kuramsal Cerceve

Bu boliimde sirasiyla okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglari, 68-
retmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklar: ve 6znel iyi oluglaryla ilgili kuramsal bilgiler
verildikten sonra arastirmanin hipotezleri cergevesinde ve ilgili alanyazin 15181n-
da degiskenler arasindaki iligkiler ortaya konmaya caligilmustir.
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Ogretimsel Liderlik

Liderlikle ilgili bir¢ok tanim yapilmasina ragmen alanyazinda liderligin
ne oldugunun hala tartisilmaya devam ettigi gorilmektedir (Bush, 2018; Yukl,
2018). Liderlige iligkin olarak yapilan bu tanimlama arayisi siirecinde alanyazin-
da bir¢ok liderlik modeli ortaya ¢cikmistir (Turan, 2020). Okul yoneticisinin asli
gorevinin 0gretim kadrosunun dikkatini kesintisiz olarak egitim kurumunun te-
mel fonksiyonu olan 6gretime ve dgretime yon veren hedeflere ¢ekerek ogretim
stirecine liderlik etmesine yapilan vurgu, liderlik modelleri igerisinde dgretimsel
liderligin 6n plana ¢ikmasina ve arastirmalara sik¢a konu olmasina katki sagla-
mustir (Aydin, 2014; Ozdemir ve Sezgin, 2002). Bu baglamda okul miidiirlerinden
beklenen rollerin biitge, evrak, yasa ve yonetmeliklerin uygulanmasi gibi gele-
neksel yonetsel konulardan okullarin akademik yonlerinin gelistirilmesine dogru
bir degisim gecirdigi gorilmektedir (Bellibag, 2014). Bu sebeple okul miidiirii-
niin yonetsel roliin Otesine gecerek 0gretim odakli davraniglar sergilemesinin
ogretim liderliginin temelini olusturdugu sdylenebilmektedir (Ozdemir, 2018).
Babhsi gecen bu degisim stirecinde ilk olarak 6gretimsel yonetimin yapisi Bossert
vd. (1982) tarafindan tanimlanmig ve 6gretimsel yonetimin kuramsal cercevesi
alandaki arastirmacilara bugiine kadar rehberlik etmeye devam eden etkili bir
model haline gelmistir. Ogretimsel yonetime iliskin tanimlamanin ilk dénem 6lc-
me araclarma da yansidig ve dolaysiyla ilk dénem calismalarinda Ogretimsel
Yonetim Olcegi (Hallinger, 1982; Hallinger ve Murphy, 1985; Hallinger, 1990)
adinda 6lgme araglarinin gelistirildigi goriilmektedir. Ancak yonetim teriminden
liderlik terimine doniisiime paralel olarak yazarlarin 6gretimsel yonetim kavra-
mi yerine 0gretimsel liderlik kavramini tercih ettikleri goriillmektedir (Hallinger,
2011).

Liderlik ve 6grenmeyi birbirine baglayan en kokli kavram olan 6gretimsel
liderlik (Bush ve Glover, 2014), okul ve sinif diizeyinde 6grenme ve dgretim sii-
reclerini etkilemeyi ve boylece biitiin 6grencilerin 6grenme duizeylerini iyilestir-
meyi hedefleyen okul liderligi olarak tanimlanabilmektedir (Hallinger vd., 2020).
Ogretimsel liderlige iliskin alanyazin incelendiginde (Hallinger ve Murphy, 1985;
McEwan, 1998; Neumerski, 2013; Murphy, 1990; Petterson, 1993; Weber, 1996)
tek bir 6gretim liderligi anlayisinin yapilmadigi ve yazarlarca farkl boyutlandir-
malara gidildigi goriilmektedir. Ogretimsel liderligin bilesenlerine iliskin olarak
Hallinger ve Murphy (1985) tarafindan yapilan okul misyonunun tanimlanmast,
Ogretim programinin yonetimi ve pozitif bir okul égrenme ortaminin olusturulmasi
simiflamasinin ilk donemlerde On plana ciktig1 ve ogretimsel liderlige iliskin si-
niflamada uzun siire bu bilegenlerin dikkate alindig1 goriilmektedir (Hallinger,
Bickman ve Davis, 1996; Heck, Larsen ve Marcoulides, 1990). Ancak gelisimsel
stire¢ igerisinde ogretimsel liderlige iliskin farkli boyutlandirmalara gidildigi de
goriilmektedir. Murphy (1990), 6gretimsel liderligin boyutlarint okulun misyon
ve hedeflerini belirleme; mifredatin ve 0gretimin koordine edilmesi, izlenmesi ve
degerlendirilmesi; 6grenme ortaminin iyilestirilmesi ve destekleyici bir ¢alisma
ortaminin yaratilmasi biciminde boyutlandirirken De Bevoise (1984), Petterson
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(1993), Weber (1996) McEwan (1998) ve Neumerski (2013) gibi yazarlar ise fark-
I1 boyutlandirmalari tercih etmiglerdir. S6z konusu bu boyutlandirmalara ek ola-
rak da Coldren ve Spillane (2007) okulun 6gretim programinin olusturulmasinda
ogretmenlerle calisarak 6gretim sorunlarini igbirligiyle ¢c6zmeyi, 6gretmenlerin
kaynaklar1 saglamasina yardimci olmayi, personel gelistirme faaliyetlerini sag-
lamay1 6gretimsel liderin temel gorevleri arasinda siralamuglardir. Ogretimsel
liderlige iligkin olarak siralanan bu iglevler, 6gretimsel liderin ikincil isler yerine
Ogretim programi ve dgrencinin ¢ok yonli gelisimi gibi konulara odaklanmasina
da vurgu yapmaktadir (Akin, 2019). Bununla birlikte basarili liderler giiniimiizde
egitim Orgiitlerinin temel ve tek odagi olan 6grenme iizerine daha fazla yogunlas-
makta (Bush, 2018) ve dgrencilerin tiimiiniin 6grenmelerini saglamak amaciyla
etkili okulu yaratmaya gayret gostermektedirler (Cemaloglu, 2013).

Mesleki Adanmishk

Bilinen en eski mesleklerden biri olan 6gretmenlik (Aydin, 2018), egitim sis-
temlerinin degisimi ve artan karmagikligiyla birlikte giin gectikce yeni anlamlar
kazanmaktadir (Shukla, 2014). Bu degisim ve gelisimler baglaminda okul etkilili-
gine iligkin yapilan aragtirmalar, etkili bir okul icin miidiirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglarin yani sira 0gretmenlerin adanmighiginin da énemini agik bicimde
ortaya koymaktadir (Celep, 1998; Shann, 1998). S6z konusu bu 6nem dogrultu-
sunda etkili, verimli bir egitim ve 6gretim icin 6gretmenlerin icra ettikleri mes-
leklerine adanmalarinin gerekliligi yazarlarca vurgulanmaktadir. Bir 6gretmenin
ogretmenlik meslegine psikolojik bagliliginin gostergesi olan mesleki adanmiglik
(Coladarci, 1992) alanyazinda yazarlarca farkli bicimlerde tanimlanmaktadir.
Bakker, Demerouti ve Brummelhuis (2012) yiiksek seviyede enerjiye sahip olma,
zihinsel olarak rahatlik, caba gostermede arzulu olma ve karsilasilan zorluklara
yonelik diren¢ gosterebilme olarak tanimlarken; Butucha (2013) ise, 6grencile-
rin bagarisini yiikseltmek igin icra ettigi meslege deger verme ve bu meslekte
devam etme arzusu olarak tanimlamaktadir. Isgorenlerin islerine iliskin biitiin
eylemlerde enerjik, faal ve icra edilen isin gerektirdigi tim giicliige yanit vere-
bilecek seviyede kendilerini yetkin gordiikleri bilinmektedir (Schaufeli, Taris ve
Rhenen, 2008). Mesleki adanmislik; icra edilen is icin harcanan zamanin iggo-
reni mutlu etmesi, iggdrenin o isi arzuyla yaptiginin ve dnemsediginin bir isareti
olup (Carbonneau vd., 2008) 6grencilerin 6grenmesini 0ncelemektedir (Shann,
1998). Bununla birlikte mesleki adanmiglik is performansini ve aktif 6grenmeyi
arttirmakta (Bakker vd., 2012; Robbins ve Judge, 2012), tiikenmisligi azaltarak
(Klassen vd., 2012; Leiter ve Bakker, 2010; Maslach ve Leiter, 2008; Schaufeli
vd., 2002; Schaufeli vd., 2008) is doyumunu yiikseltmekte (Hgigaarda vd., 2012;
Saks, 2006) ve nihayetinde Orgiitsel olumlu sonuclarin ortaya ¢ikmasinda etkili
olmaktadir (Bakker vd., 2008; Demerouti ve Cropanzano, 2010; Roozeboom ve
Schelvis, 2015).
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Oznel Iyi Olus

Giinlik yasamda mutluluk sozciigliyle sik sik anlamdag olarak kullanilan
ve dogal olarak bu kavramla karistirilan 6znel iyi olug (Diener ve Diener, 1995;
Lyubommirsky, 2001), duygu durumla ilgili bir kavramdir (Diener, Suh, Lucas
ve Shmith, 1999; Diener, Suh ve Oishi, 1997). Bradburn (1969) tarafindan yapi-
lan calismayla alanyazina girmeye baslayan 6znel iyi olus kavrami, 1970’li yillar-
dan itibaren alanyazinda hizli ve yogun bir bicimde gelisim gostermistir (Diener,
1984). Alanyazindaki bu hizli gelisimin 1980’lerin bagindan bu yana 6znel iyi olu-
sun arastirmalara sikca konu olmasina kaynaklik ettigi goriilmektedir (Diener
ve Diener, 1995; Myers ve Diener, 1995; Song vd., 2020). Oznel iyi olusa ilis-
kin olarak giintimiizde de yogun bir bicimde devam eden arastirmalarin bityiik
¢ogunlugunun kuramsal alt yapisini1 Diener’in Onciiliiglinde yapilan tartismalar
olusturmaktadir. Yukarida tarihsel ve gelisimsel siirecine yer verilen 6znel iyi
olusa iligkin alanyazinda bir¢cok tanim mevcuttur. Bu tanimlara yer vermeden
once olumlu duygularin 6znel iyi olusun dnemli bir yonii oldugunu ancak bu-
nunla birlikte 6znel iyi olusun mutluluk gibi pozitif duygulardan daha fazlasini
kapsadigini belirtmekte de fayda bulunmaktadir (Diener, 1994; Diener, Oishi ve
Lucas, 2003). Alanyazin incelendiginde olumlu duygularin sik bicimdeki varligi,
olumsuz duygularin azlig1 veya yoklugu ile yasam doyumu biciminde siralanan
0znel iyi olusa iligkin bilegsenlerden yola ¢ikilarak bir¢cok tanimlama yapildigi go-
rilmektedir (Diener, 1984; 1994; Lucas vd., 1996). Bu baglamda, Myers ve Di-
ener (1995) ortaya koyulan perspektifler dogrultusunda 6znel iyi olusu; bireyin
olumlu duygular: siklikla, olumsuz duygular1 daha az deneyimlemesi ve hayat-
tan almig oldugu doyumun yiiksek olmasi olarak tanimlarken Diener ve Diener
(1995) 6znel iyi olusu, bireyin yasamina yonelik biligsel ve duygusal degerlendir-
mesi; Garrig ve Zimbardo (2012) ise, bireylerin yasam memnuniyetlerine dair
degerlendirme olarak tanimlamiglardir. Basta 6grencilerin 6grenme ve basarilari
tizerinde derin etkileri olabilecegi diisiiniilen ve egitimle ilgili bircok degiskeni
ilgilendiren 6znel iyi olus (Cohen, 2006; Song vd., 2020; Spilt vd., 2011) gesitli
tilkelerde gorevli 6gretmenleri de kapsayan arastirmalara (6rnegin Chan, 2009a;
Chan, 2009b; Chan, 2010; Renshaw vd., 2015; Song vd., 2020; Stanculescu, 2014;
Horn vd., 2004) konu olmaya devam etmektedir.

Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar: ve 6gretmenlerin
mesleki adanmishklar1 arasindaki iligki

Reform hareketlerinin amacina ulagsmasinda (Bellibas, 2014; Hopkins,
2003; Shukla, 2014) ve okul etkililiginde 6n plana ¢ikan baslica etmenler arasin-
da okul midiirlerin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglar1 (Bossert vd., 1982; Hallinger,
2003; Hallinger ve Heck, 1996; Heck, 1992; Hoy ve Miskel, 2012; Leithwood
vd, 2020) ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmgliklar1 (Hoy ve Miskel, 2012; Shann,
1998) yer almaktadir. Bilindigi iizere liderin astlarini nasil etkileyecegi liderlik
kuramlarimin bircogunun temel odagi olup lider etkililigine iliskin en dnemli gos-
tergelerden birinin liderin Orgiit tiyelerinin performansini ne Olciide artirdigy ve
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onlar1 hedefe ne 6l¢iide yaklastirdigidir (‘Yukl, 2018). Bu etkileme siireci 0gre-
timsel liderlik baglaminda ele alindiginda okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglariin basta 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimini (Akin, 2019, 2020; Aydin,
2014; Blase ve Blase, 2000; Coldren ve Spillane, 2007; Gedikoglu, 2015; Hallin-
ger, 2003; Murphy, 1990) giiclii bir bicimde etkilemektedir. Bu etkileme oldukca
onemlidir. Ciinkii 6gretmenlerin mesleki kariyerleri siiresince eristikleri farkli
mesleki gelisim seviyeleri, biiyiik dlciide egitim ve dgretim hizmetini sunduklar
ogrencilerin kaderi olmaktadir (Aydin, 2018). Bununla birlikte bir 6gretim li-
deri olarak okul miidiirii 6gretmenlerin memnuniyet, baghlik ve okulda kalma
tutumlarin etkileyerek (Boyce ve Bowers, 2018) 6gretmenine 6gretimsel olarak
kaynaklik etmekte (Ozdemir ve Sezgin, 2002), okul gelisiminde kilit rol oyna-
makta (Coldren ve Spillane, 2007), drgiitsel 6grenmenin ve gelisimin anahtari
olarak goriilmektedir (Robinson vd., 2008). Yukarida ifade edilen etkileme sii-
reci ve giicli oldukca dnemlidir. Ciinkii 6gretmenler, bir ulusun gelecegini sekil-
lendirme sorumlulugunu iistlenmekte ve egitim kurumlari icin ihtiya¢ duyulan
unsurlarin basinda gelmektedirler (Shukla, 2014). Okul yoneticisinin dgretimsel
liderlik davranisi sergileyerek, egitim sisteminin bagat unsuru olan §gretmenle-
re okulda neyin 6dnemli oldugunu, neye deger verildigini ve okulda islerin nasil
yuritildiginid ifade ederek, etkili ve acik mesajlar vererek nitelikli bir iletisim
saglamasi (Ozdemir ve Sezgin, 2002) 6gretmenlerin mesleklerine yonelik olumlu
duygular hissetmesine kaynaklik ederek onlarin adanmighiklarini yiikseltecektir.
Unutulmamalhdir ki 6gretmenlerin gelisimine, niteligine dikkat etmeden sadece
miifredata giivenmek, 6grencilerde arzu edilen akademik iyilesmeyi saglamak
icin yetersiz kalacaktir (Shukla, 2014). Bu nedenle de 6gretmenlerin gelisimiyle
daha fazla ilgilenen midiirlere ihtiyac duyulmaktadir (Blase ve Blase, 2000). Bu
baglamda yapilan alanyazin incelemesinde okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglart ile 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklarini ele alan arastirmalarin
oldugu goriilmistiir (Cansoy, Parlar ve Polatcan, 2020; Hallinger, Hosseingholi-
zadeh, Hashemi ve Kouhsari, 2018; Skelton, 2018; Pelzang, 2014; Mat Ail, Taib,
Jaafar, Salleh ve Omar, 2015; Sarikaya ve Erdogan, 2016; Shoma, Daud ve Sub-
ramanian, 2016; Skelton, 2019; Tatlah, Akhtar ve Hashmi, 2019). Zahed-Babe-
lan, Koulaei, Moeinkia ve Sharif, 2019). Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglari ile 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmisliklart arasindaki s6z konusu bu
iligki arastirmanin birinci hipotezini olusturmaktadir.

H,= Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davramslar 6gretmenlerin mesleki
adannugliklarint anlamh bir bicimde yordamaktadu.

Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar: ve 6gretmenlerin
oznel iyi oluslar1 arasindaki iliski

Etkili okul arastirmalari, okul miidirlerinin giiclii liderlik davranislarinin
okullarin akademik basarisini etkiledigini ortaya koysa da aslinda bu iliski di-
stintildiigiinden daha karmagiktir (Heck, 1992). Bir lider olarak okul miidiirleri,
yonettikleri egitim kurumunda etkili ve verimli bir egitim ve gretim ortamini ya-
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ratabilmek i¢in 0gretmenleri etkileyerek onlar1 okulun ortak amaclari etrafinda
birlestirmek zorundalardir (Yukl, 2018). S6z konusu bu etkiyi saglamanin temel
kosullarindan birisi de ¢alisanlarin 6rgiit icerisindeki psikolojik durumlarinin iyi
olusudur. Okul midiirlerinin liderlik davraniglarinin 6gretmenlerin inanglari,
motivasyonlar1, baglliklari, 6zsayg1 diizeyleri, uygulamalari, etkilesimleri gibi
egitim ve Ogretimi dogrudan etkileyen degiskenler iizerinde etkili oldugu bilin-
mektedir (Bellibag ve Liu, 2017; Bellibag ve Liu, 2018; Leithwood vd., 2020). Bu
baglamda, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretme ve 0grenmeyi gelistirmeye yonelik dav-
ranig ve uygulamalarini iceren 0gretimsel liderlik (Liu vd., 2020; Murphy, 1988)
okul yoneticisinin motive edici, destekleyici, 6zendirici, engelleri ortadan kaldi-
rict bir tutum icerisinde olmasini 6ngoérdiigii sdylenebilmektedir (Aydin, 2014).
Ciinkii 6gretimsel liderligin tercih edilen bir liderlik modeli haline gelmesinde
isgdren motivasyonu ve davranisi iizerinde olumlu ve kalict bir etkisinin ortaya
¢ikmasinin tesiri biiyiik olmustur (Hallinger, 2011). Ayrica dgretimsel liderlikle
iligkili olarak en ¢ok arastirilan degiskenlerden biri de okul iklimi olup (Boyce ve
Bowers, 2018) 6gretimsel liderlik aracilifiyla olumlu bir hal alan okul ikliminin
ogretmenlerin egitim kurumundaki 6znel iyi oluslarina olumlu bir katki sunacagi
diistiniilmektedir. Bu baglamda yapilan alanyazin incelemesinde okul miidiir-
lerinin liderlikleri ile 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslarimi ele alan arastirmalarin
oldugu goriilmistiir (Bashaireh ve David, 2019; Heidmets ve Liik, 2014; Sudha,
Shahnawaz ve Farhat, 2016). Bu kapsaminda okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel lider-
lik davraniglar ile 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslari arasindaki iligki aragtirmanin
ikinci hipotezini olusturmaktadir.

H,= Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davramiglar: 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi
oluslarint anlamh bir bicimde yordamaktadur.

Ogretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslar1 ve mesleki adanmishklar
arasindaki iliski

Yazarlarca bireyin yasam deneyimlerinden etkilenerek olustugu ifade edilen
6znel iyi olus (Diener, 1994; Garrig ve Zimbardo, 2012) ile herhangi bir orgiit
biinyesinde bulunan tiyenin kendini isteki rolii ile biitiinlestirmesi olarak tanim-
lanan (Kahn, 1990), pozitif davranis ve zihin durumu olarak ifade edilen adan-
muglik kavramlari (Roozeboom ve Schelvis, 2015) son dénemlerde pozitif psi-
koloji alanyazininda ilgi gormekte ve dolayisiyla da bu kavramlar arastirmalara
stkca konu olmaktadir. Meslege devam etme istegini yansitan ve motivasyonel bir
kavram olan adanmiglikla (Butucha, 2013) meslekte ve Orgiit igerisinde kendini
iyi hissetmeyi iceren 6znel iyi olus arasinda bir iligkinin varlig1 6ngoriilebilir. Clin-
kit mesleki adanmislik, titkenmisligin karsiti olarak goriilebilen, olumlu, doyum
saglayici, duygusal bir motivasyon ve meslege iliskin cosku barindiran bir iyi olus
halidir (Klassen vd., 2012; Leiter ve Bakker, 2010; Maslach ve Leiter, 2008; Rob-
bins ve Judge, 2012; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli vd., 2008). Oznel iyi olus diizeyi yiiksek
olan bireylerin icra ettikleri mesleklerine yonelik memnuniyetleri ve devamlilik-
lar1 daha yiiksek olup (Bowling, Eschleman ve Wang, 2010) dolayistyla bu birey-
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lerin mesleki acidan daha iyi islevde bulunduklari séylenebilmektedir (Diener,
1984). S6z konusu bu tespit oldukca 6nemlidir. Clinkii verilen egitimin kalitesi
biiyiik 6l¢lide 6gretmenin mesleki adanmighigina baglidir (Shukla, 2014). Ve her
gecen giin artan sayida 6gretmen, meslege diistik diizeyde adanmis oldugu icin
meslegi terk etmektedir (OECD, 2005). Bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin gérevlerini
yerine getirmeleri igin onlar1 motive eden kosullarin saglanmasinin gerekliligi
aciktir (Celep, 2000). Bununla birlikte 6znel iyi olusu yiiksek olan calisanlarin
orgiitsel vatandagliklarinin da daha ytiksek olabilecegi sdylenebilmektedir (De
Neve vd., 2013). Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluglari ile mesleki adan-
migliklari arasindaki iligki arastirmanin ii¢lincii hipotezini olusturmaktadir. Okul
miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglari ile 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmig-
liklar1 arasindaki iliskide 0gretmenlerin 6znel iyi olusunun araci rolii ise arastir-
manin dordiincii ve son hipotezini olugturmaktadir.

H,= Ogretmenlerin oznel iyi oluslan onlarin mesleki adannugliklannt anlamh
bir bicimde yordamaktadur:

H,= Ogretmenlerin éznel iyi oluslarimn okul miidiirlerinin dgretimsel liderlik
davranislarn ile ogretmenlerin mesleki adannushklar: arasindaki iliskide aract rolii
bulunmaktadur.

Yontem

Bu boliimde aragtirmanin desenine, evren ve orneklemine, verilerin toplan-
masina, verilerin analizine ve veri toplama araglarina iligkin bilgiler sunulmustur.

Arastirma Deseni

Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislari, 6gretmenlerin mesleki
adanmigliklar1 ve 6znel iyi oluslar1 arasindaki iligkilere odaklanan bu arastirma,
iliskisel tarama deseninde (Mertens, 2010) tasarlanmistir. Arastirmanin temel
amaci, okul mudiirlerinin sergilemis olduklar1 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglar ile
ogretmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklar1 arasindaki iliskide 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi
oluglarinin araci roliinii yapisal esitlik modeliyle test etmektir. Ifade edilen bu
iliskilerin varligimin olup olmadigint ortaya koymada yapisal esitlik modelinin
onemli olacagl distiniilmektedir. Clinkl yapisal esitlik modeli gibi analiz tek-
nikleri kompleks yapilar icerisinde iligkilerin agiklanmasina katki saglamaktadir
(Hallinger ve Heck, 1996). Arastirmada s6z konusu bu amag dogrultusunda basit
bir aracilik modeli (Hayes, 2009) olusturulmustur. Basit aracilik modellerinde
bagimsiz degiskenin (6gretimsel liderlik) arac1 degiskene (6znel iyi olug) ve araci
degiskenin de bagimli degiskene (mesleki adanmislik) neden oldugu varsayilmak-
tadir (Wuve Zumbo, 2008). Tasarlanan arastirma modeli Sekil 1’de gosterilmek-
tedir.
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Sekil 1. Arastirma modeli.

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini 2019-2020 egitim ve 0gretim yilinda Batman ilinde
gorevli olan 5.860 6gretmen olusturmaktadir. Orneklemin belirlenmesinde iki
farkli 6rneklem yonteminden yararlanilmistir. Bu kapsamda Oncelikle arastir-
maya dahil olacak katilimcilarin okul mudiriinii 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar
acisindan degerlendirebilmesi icin mevcut okul miidiiriiyle en az 6 aydir birlikte
cahistyor olmas 6lgiit alinmustir. Tkinci asamada ise bu olgiitii karsilayan katilim-
cilara uygun 6rnekleme yonteminden yararlanilarak ulagilmistir (Patton, 2002).
Aragtirmanin 6rnekleminde yer alan katilimcilardan geri doniis saglayan 238 6g-
retmenin 130’u erkek (%54.6), 108’i kadin (%45.4); 209’u lisans (%87.8), 29’u li-
sansiistii mezunu (%12.2); 26’s1 okul dncesinde (%10.9), 64’1 ilkokulda (%24.9),
91’1 ortaokulda (%38.2) ve 57si lisede (%23.9) calismakta; 8471 0-5 y1l (%35.3);
541 6-10 y1l (%22.7); 46’s1 11-15 y1l (19.3%); 36’s1 16-20 y1l (%15.1) ve 18’1 21 yil
ve iizeri (%7.6) kideme sahiptir. Ogretmenlerin 80’i 20-30 (%33.6), 112’si 31-40
(%47.1), 38’1 41-50 (%16) ve 8'i 51 ve tizeri (%3.4) yas araligindadir. Son olarak
arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin 139’u mevcut okul midiri ile 1-2 (%58.4),
56’s1 3-4 (%23.5); 34’0 5-6 (%14.3); 7’si 7-8 (%2.9) ve 2’si 9 yil ve tzeri (%.8)
stiredir caligmaktadir.

Veri Toplama

Veri toplama iglemine baslanilabilmesi icin Batman Il Milli Miidiirliigiin-
den aragtirma izni (27.04.2020) ve Batman Universitesinden etik kurul izni
(06.05.2020) alinmigstir. Gerekli izinlerin alinmasindan sonra veriler 07.05.2020-
15.05.2020 tarihleri arasinda Batman ilinde gorev yapmakta olan 6gretmenlere
¢evrimigi ortamda (e-mail veya Whatsapp) gonderilmistir. Uygulamanin yiiri-
tildigi tarihlerde egitim-0gretime ara verilmis olmasi ve bazi kisitlar nedeniyle
¢evrimigi veri toplama yontemi tercih edilmistir.
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Veri Analizi

Veri analizinde iki farkli istatistik programindan yararlanilmistir. Degisken-
lere iligkin betimsel analizlerde SPSS 25; dogrulayici faktor analizi, 6l¢tim mo-
delinin ve yapisal esitlik modelinin test edilmesinde ise AMOS 23 programlari
kullanilmistir (Arbuckle, 2019). Analizlere gegmeden dnce kayip verilerin olup
olmadig1 kontrol edilmis ve herhangi bir kayip veriye rastlanmamistir. Degis-
kenlerin dagilimini belirlemek igin basiklik-carpiklik (tek degiskenli) degerleri
incelenmis ve O0gretmenlerin mesleki adanmiglik 6lgeginin normal dagilim ko-
sulunu saglayamadigr goriilmistiir (Field, 2009). Bu nedenle ug¢ deger oldugu
belirlenen dort katilimerya iligkin 6l¢iim veri setinden ¢ikarilarak analize 234 6l-
¢ekten elde edilen veriyle devam edilmistir. Yapisal esitlik modeli prosediirii ise
Hair, Black, Babin ve Anderson (2014) tarafindan onerilen 6 asamali siirecle
yiiriitiilmiistiir. Buna gore; (1) Olcme araglarimin tanumlanmasi, (2) Olgiim mo-
delinin olusturulmasi, (3) Ol¢iim modeline iliskin bulgularin ortaya konmasi, (4)
Olciim modeli gecerliliginin degerlendirilmesi, (5) Yapisal modelin tanimlanmas,
(6) Yapisal modelin gecerliliginin degerlendirilmesi ilgili siirecin asamalar1 olarak
ifade edilebilir. Dolayli etkinin belirlenmesinde diger aracilik analizlerine gore
birtakim avantajlar barindiran ve normal dagilim kosulunu gerektirmeyen “bo-
otstrapping (Orneklem 5000, giiven araligt %95)” yontemi tercih edilmistir (Byrne,
2016; Finney ve Di Stefano, 2013; Hayes, 2009; Nitzl, Roldab ve Cepeda, 2016;
Zhao, Lynch Jr ve Chen, 2010). Bununla birlikte arastirma kapsaminda kulla-
nilan Olceklere uygulanan dogrulayici faktor analizi ve yapisal esitlik modeline
iligkin uyum iyiligini degerlendirmek igin ise X%, df, x?/df, CFI, RMSEA degerleri
incelenmistir (Hair vd., 2014). Olgeklerin giivenirligini degerlendirmek amaciyla
ise Cronbach’s Alpha ic tutarlilik katsayis1 hesaplanmig ve Olciit olarak .75 degeri
esas alinmistir (Singh, 2007).

Veri Toplama Araclari

Aragtirmada veri toplama araci olarak “Okul Miidiirlerinin Ogretimsel Yone-
timini Degerlendirme Olcegi” (Bellibas vd., 2016), “Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Adan-
mushk Olgegi” (Kozikoglu ve Senemoglu, 2018) ve “Ogretmen Oznel Iyi Olus
Olgegi” (Ergiin ve Sezgin Nartgiin, 2017) kullanilmistir. S6z konusu bu 6lgme
araclarina iligkin bilgiler asagida sunulmustur.

Okul Miidiirlerinin Ogretimsel Yonetimini Degerlendirme Olgegi

Okul midirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarini 6lgmek icin Hallinger
(1982) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Bellibas vd., 2016 tarafindan Tirk kiiltiiriine
uyarlanan “Okul Miidiirlerinin Ogretimsel Yonetimi Degerlendirme Olgegi” kul-
lanilmustir. Olgek, okul icin hedefler koyma (5 madde), okulun hedeflerini pay-
lasma (4 madde), 6gretimi denetleme ve degerlendirme (5 madde), 6grenci basa-
risint takip etme (5 madde), 6gretime harcanan zamani kontrol etme (5 madde),
okulda goriiniir olma (5 madde), 6gretmenleri tegvik etme (5 madde), mesleki
gelisimi destekleme (5 madde) ve 6grenmeyi tesvik etme (5 madde) olmak iizere
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9 boyuttan olugmaktadir. Olgekte toplam 44 ifade yer almaktadir. S6z konusu
bu oOlcekte yer alan ifadelerden bazilari: “Okul genelini ilgilendiren yilik belirli
hedefler koyar.”, “Ogretmenlerin sunf ici uygulamalarinin okulun hedefleriyle uyum-
lu olmasim saglar.”, “Ders vaktinde ogrencilerin siniftan ¢agrimamasina dikkat
eder.” olup 5’li Likert tipinde olusturulmus olan 6lgegin degerlendirme araliklari
“(1) Hemen hemen hi¢” ile “(5) Hemen hemen her zaman” seklindedir. Olge-
gin gecerligini test etmek amaciyla yiiriitiilen dogrulayici faktor analizi netice-
sinde rapor edilen uyum iyiligi degerleri ise CFI1=.97; TLI=.97; RMSEA=.054;
WRMR=.054dir. Ote yandan, dlgegin faktor yiik degerlerinin .58-.95 arasinda
degistigi rapor edilmistir. Giivenilirlik analizi kapsaminda ise genellestirilebilir-
lik teorisi giivenirlik katsayist hesaplanmug ve ilgili katsayinin .95-.99 arasinda ol-
dugu goriilmiistiir. Yeterli gecerlik ve giivenirlik degerlerine sahip olan dlcekte
ogretmenlerden okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarini ne siklikta
sergilediklerini belirtmeleri istenmektedir.

Bu arastirma baglaminda s6z konusu 6lgegin gecerligini belirlemek ama-
ciyla dogrulayict faktor analizi ylritilmus, giivenirligini belirlemek amaciyla
ise Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarhilik katsayist hesaplanmstir. Yiriitillen dogrulayici
faktor analizi neticesinde iki madde diistik faktor yiik degeri tasidigi icin analiz-
den cikarilmigtir (14.Madde=.22 ve 22.Madde=.29). Analiz 42 maddeyle tekrar
edilmis ve uyum iyiligi degerleri su sekilde ortaya cikmistir: x?=1494.53; sd=778;
x2/df=1.92 RMSEA=.062, CFI=.93. Olgegin Cronbach Alpha ic tutarlilik katsa-
yilart ise, okul icin hedefler koyma boyutunda .93, okulun hedeflerini paylagsma
boyutunda .88, 0gretimi denetleme ve degerlendirme boyutunda .85, 6grenci
basarisini takip etme boyutunda .90, 6gretime harcanan zamani kontrol etme
boyutunda .79, okulda gOriiniir olma boyutunda .84, 6gretmenleri tesvik etme
boyutunda .90, mesleki gelisimi destekleme boyutunda .93, 6grenmeyi tegvik
etme boyutunda .93 ve Olcek genelinde ise .98 olarak hesaplanmistir. S6z konusu
bu degerlere gore Olcegin yeterli giivenilirlik katsayisina sahip oldugu sdylene-
bilmektedir (Altunigik, Coskun, Bayraktaroglu ve Yildirim, 2007; Biiyikoztiirk,
2017; Kline, 2016).

Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Adanmuighk Olcegi

Ogretmenlerin mesleki adanmighk diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla Ko-
zikoglu ve Senemoglu (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogretmenlerin Mesleki
Adanmuslik Olcegi” kullaniimistir. Olgek meslege baghlik (8 madde), dgrencile-
re adanma (8 madde) ve dzverili ¢calisma (4 madde) olmak iizere 3 boyuttan ve
toplam 20 ifadeden olusmaktadir. “Ogretmen olmaktan gurur duyuyorum.”, “Mes-
legimi nitelikli olarak devam ettirmek icin ¢ok caba harctyorum.” ve “Ogrencilere
faydalr olabilmek icin farkli kaynaklara basvururum.” ifadeleri olcekte yer alan
ifadelere 6rnek gosterilebilir. 5’li Likert tipinde olusturulmusg olan 6l¢egin deger-
lendirme araliklar1 “(1) Kesinlikle katilmiyorum” ile “(5) Kesinlikle katiliyorum”
seklindedir. Olgegin yapr gecerligi acimlayici faktor analiziyle belirlenmistir.
Aragtirmada faktor yiik degerlerinin .86-.59 arasinda degistigi goriilmiis ve ii¢
boyutun toplam varyansin yaklastk %58’ini acikladigi rapor edilmistir. Olgegin
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giivenirligi baglaminda ise Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 hesaplanmig ve
meslege baglilik boyutunda .92; 6grencilere adanma boyutunda .86; 6zverili calis-
ma boyutunda .70 ve 6lgek genelinde ise .90 oldugu goriillmiistiir.

Bu arastirma kapsaminda da soz konusu Olcegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik ana-
lizleri gerceklestirilmistir. Olcegin yapi gecerligi dogrulayici faktor analizi ile test
edilmis ve uyum iyiligi degerleri su sekilde hesaplanmistir: x>=319.27; sd=163;
x’/df=1.96 RMSEA=.064, CFI=.96. Giivenirlik analizi kapsaminda ise Cron-
bach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 hesaplanmis ve meslege baghilik boyutunda
.94, 6grencilere adanma boyutunda .91, Ozverili calisma boyutunda .83 ve dlgek
genelinde ise .95 oldugu goriilmistiir. Elde edilen bulgular, 6gretmenlerin mes-
leki adanmiglik 0lceginin mevcut aragtirma kapsaminda gecerlik ve giivenirlik 6l-
ciitlerini kargiladigina isaret etmektedir (Altunisik vd., 2007; Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017;
Kline, 2016).

Ogretmen Oznel Iyi Olus Olgegi

Ogretmenlerin 6znel iyi olus diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla Renshaw vd.
(2015) tarafindan gelistirilen, Erglin ve Sezgin Nartgiin (2017) tarafindan Tiirkce-
ye uyarlanan “Ogretmen Oznel Iyi Olus Olgegi” kullaniimistir. Oz-degerlendirmeye
dayali dlcek “okul bagliligi (4 madde)” ve “0gretim yeterliligi (4 madde)” olmak
tizere 2 boyuttan ve toplam 8 ifadeden olusmaktadir. “Bu okuldaki insanlann
beni onemsediklerini hissediyorum.” ve “Basarlt bir ogretmenim.” ifadeleri ol¢ek
maddelerine Ornek olarak gosterilebilir. 4’1t Likert tipindeki 0l¢egin degerlen-
dirme araliklart “(1) Neredeyse hi¢bir zaman” ile “(4) Neredeyse her zaman”
seklindedir. Uyarlama calismasinda 6l¢egin yapr gecerligi agimlayici ve dogru-
layic1 faktor analizleriyle belirlenmistir. Acimlayict faktor analizi bulgularinda
faktor yiik degerlerinin .85-.69 arasinda degistigi ve iki boyutun toplam varyan-
sin %64.80’ini acikladig1 rapor edilmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi bulgularina
gore ise uyum iyiligi degerleri su sekildedir: x*=56.01, sd=18, RMSEA=.075,
NFI=.97, NNFI=.96, CFI=0.98, GFI=.96, AGFI=.93, SRMR=.04. Ote yandan,
giivenirlik analizleri kapsaminda 6l¢egin Cronbach Alpha ic tutarlilik katsayisi
okul baglilig1 boyutu i¢in .81, 6gretim yeterligi boyutu icin .78 ve dlcek geneli igin
ise .82 olarak raporlanmuistir.

Bu arastirma kapsaminda da 6lgegin gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri ger-
ceklestirilmistir. Olcegin yapr gecerligi dogrulayici faktor analizi ile test edilmis
ve uyum iyiligi degerleri su sekilde hesaplanmistir: x2=44.75; sd=18; x*/df=2.49;
RMSEA=.080, CFI=.97. Givenirlik analizi kapsaminda ise Cronbach’s Alpha
i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 hesaplanmis ve okul bagliligi boyutunda .88, 6gretim ye-
terligi boyutunda .85 ve dlgek genelinde ise .88 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Elde edilen
bulgular, 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi olus 6lgeginin mevcut arastirma kapsaminda da
gerekli gecerlik ve giivenirlik olciitlerini kargiladigina isaret etmektedir (Altuni-
sik vd., 2007; Biyiikoztiirk, 2017; Kline, 2016).
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Bulgular

Bu boliimde betimsel analizlere, dlciim ve yapisal esitlik modellerine iligkin
bulgular sunulmustur.

Betimsel Bulgular

Tablo 1. . .
Degiskenlere Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler

Degisken Min. Mak. Aritmetik arpikhik Standart Standart
o Ortalama (X) S e Hata Basikhk Hata

1) OL 1.12  5.00 3.61 .81 -.67 .26

2) OMA 3.05 5.00 4.44 47 -.86 .16 21 32

(3) 00I0 1.75 4.00 3.29 52 -.54 -17

“*p<.01; N=234 (Not: OL= Ogretimsel Liderlik; OMA=Ogretmen Mesleki Adanmusli-
g1; O010=0gretmen Oznel Iyi Olusu)

Tablo 1’de sunulan bulgulara gore okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davranglart (x=3.61; Ss=.81); 0gretmenlerin mesleki adanmisliklar1 (x=4.44;
Ss=.47) ve Oznel iyi oluslar1 (x=3.29; Ss=.52) diizeyindedir. Bu bulgular teme-
linde, 6gretmen algilarina gore okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranisla-
rin1 yiiksek diizeyde sergiledikleri (Bellibag vd., 2016) ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki
adanmugliklarinin (Kozikoglu ve Senemoglu, 2018) ve 6znel iyi oluslarinin cok
yiiksek diizeyde oldugu (Ergiin ve Sezgin Nartgiin, 2017) goriilmektedir.

Olciim Modeline liskin Bulgular

Arastirmanin bu asamasinda, modelde yer alan biitiin gdzlenen degiskenle-
rin yer aldig1 ve ti¢ gizil degisken arasindan kovaryanslarin olusturuldugu 6lciim
modeli test edilmistir. Yiriitilen analiz neticesinde, 6gretimsel liderlik olgegi
icin madde faktor yiiklerinin .58-.91; mesleki adanmishk Olcegi icin .59-.88 ve
Oznel iyi olus Olcegin icin .66-.82 arasinda degistigi goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda,
modelde yer alan biitiin faktor yiik degerlerinin yiiksek oldugu séylenebilir (Kli-
ne, 2016). Ayrica modelde yer alan biitiin faktor yiik degerleri ve yol katsayila-
1 p=.001 diizeyinde anlamlidir. Modelin uyum iyiligi degerleri ise x>=4609.05,
df=2328, x* [df=1.98, CFI=.83, RMSEA=.065 olarak hesaplanmigtir. Modeldeki
gosterge sayisi ve Orneklem biiytikliigii goz 6ntinde bulunduruldugunda uyum iyi-
ligi degerlerinin yeterli diizeyde oldugu ifade edilebilir (Hair vd., 2014; Sharma,

Mukherjee, Kumar ve Dillon, 2005).
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Tablo 2.
Olgeklere Iliskin Yakinsak ve Iraksak Gegerligine Iliskin Bulgular

Degisken CR AVE 1 2 3
1) OL 98 64 (.80)

(2) OMA 95 55 44" (.66)

(3) 00i0 92 58 64" 517 (.71)

**p<.01; N=234 (Not: OL= Ogretimsel Liderlik; OMA=Ogretmen Mesleki Adanmusli-
g1; O010=0gretmen Oznel Iyi Olusu)

Arastirma modelinde 6gretimsel liderlik, 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmis-
liklar1 ve Oznel iyi oluslar1 olmak tizere ti¢ Ortiik yapr bulunmaktadir. Modelde
kullanilan yapilarin giivenirligi CR degerleri araciligiyla incelenmis (Kline, 2016)
ve gerekli Ol¢iitleri karsiladigi gorilmiistiir (Hair vd., 2014). Iraksak gecerligi kap-
saminda AVE degerleri hesaplanmus ve ilgili degerlerin >.50 tlizerinde olmasi ye-
terli olarak degerlendirilmistir (Bagozzi ve Youjae, 1988). Ayrisim gegerligi bagla-
minda AVE degerlerinin karekokleri alinmus ve ilgili degerlerin yapilar arasindaki
korelasyonlardan yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir (Fornell ve Larcker, 1981; Kline,
2016). Tablo 2’de goriildiigii iizere elde edilen bulgularin, modelde yer alan yapi-
larin yakinsak ve 1raksak gecerliginin saglandig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir.
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Yapisal Esitlik Modeline ligkin Bulgular

Olciim modelinin degerlendirilmesinin ardindan onerilen aracilik modeli
test edilmistir. Bu amacla, 6l¢iim modelinde gizil degiskenler arasinda tanimli
kovaryanslar silinerek, ongoriilen aracilik modeli dogrultusunda tek yonlii yol-
lar tanimlanmig ve biitiin aragtirma hipotezleri tek bir modelde test edilmistir
(Lance ve Vandenberg, 2009; Zhao vd., 2010). Tablo 3’te analiz neticesinde elde
edilen standardize yol katsayilar1 sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. '
Dogrudan ve Dolayl Etkilere Illiskin Bulgular

Bootstrap
(5000); % 95
GA.

Degiskenler B Standart tdegeri Ust Alt p Toplam

Hata Limit Limit Etki
OMA <--OL (H,) 19 133 1.523 - - 128 438
0010 <--OL (H,) 64 058 7.869 - - 000 .641
OMA <-- 0010 (H,) 39 181 2452 - - 014 391
OMA <--00I0 <--OL (H,) 25 .121 - 49 .02 022 438

(Not: OL= Ogretimsel Liderlik; OMA=Ogretmen Mesleki Adanmighgs;
00i0=0gretmen Oznel Iyi Olusu)

Tablo 3’te yapisal esitlik modeline iligkin bulgular sunulmaktadir. Ongorii-
len model kapsaminda olusturulan birinci aragtirma hipotezi 6gretimsel liderligin
mesleki adanmighg istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir bicimde yordadig: seklindedir.
Bununla birlikte, 6gretimsel liderligin mesleki adanmiglik tizerindeki dogrudan
etkisi istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdir ($=.19; p=.18). Bu baglamda elde edilen
bulgular birinci arastirma hipotezinin desteklenmedigini gostermektedir. Arag-
tirmanin ikinci hipotezi 6gretimsel liderligin 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslarint is-
tatistiksel olarak anlaml bir bicimde yordadig1 yoniindedir. Elde edilen bulgular
ikinci arastirma hipotezini desteklemektedir (p=.64; p=.00). Ugiincii arastirma
hipotezi 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluglarimin mesleki adanmighklarini yordadig:
yoniindedir. Tablo 3’te goriildiigii izere arastirma bulgular1 hipotezi destekle-
mektedir (=.39; p=.03). Son olarak, elde edilen bulgular 6gretimsel liderlik ile
mesleki adanmiglik arasindaki iliskide 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi olusunun aracilik
rolii oldugunu gostermektedir (B=.25; p=.02; 95% CI, UB=.49, LB=.02). Buna
gore, 6gretimsel liderligin mesleki adanmiglik tizerindeki dolayh etkisi p<.05 dii-
zeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamhidir ve %95 giiven aralifinda alt ve st limitler
“0” kapsamamaktadir. Bu nedenle, “sadece dolayl etki (only-mediation) ve tam
aractltktan” (Nitzl vd., 2016; Zhao vd., 2010) soz edilebilmektedir.
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Tartisma

Mevecut arastirma, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglar: ile 68-
retmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklar1 arasindaki iliskide 6znel iyi olusun aracilik
roliinii incelemektedir. Arastirmada Oncelikle okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel li-
derlik davraniglari, 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklar1 ve 6znel iyi oluslarina
iliskin betimsel bulgular degerlendirilmistir. Bu kapsamda ele alinan ilk degis-
ken okul liderligine iligkin ¢calismalarin ¢ok dnemli bir kismini tegkil eden 0gre-
timsel liderliktir (Akin, 2019, 2020; Boyce ve Bowers, 2018; Bush, 2013; Glimiis
vd., 2018; Hallinger, 2003; 2012; 2013; Hopkins, 2003). Elde edilen bulgular,
Ogretmen goriislerine gore okul mudiirlerinin 0gretimsel liderlik davranmiglari-
nin “yiiksek” diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle 6gretmenler
okul miidiirlerini 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglar: acisindan yeterli gormektedir.
S6z konusu bu bulgu alanyazinla tutarlilik sergilemekte olup (Argon ve Mercan,
2009; Cansoy vd., 2020; Chen ve Guo, 2020; Enueme ve Egwunyenga, 2008; Is-
mail, Don, Husin ve Khalid, 2018; Qadach, Schechter ve Da’as, 2019; Zheng,
Yin ve Li, 2018) olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Ciinkii okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglari egitim oOrgiitlerinin ve bu egitim orgiitlerinde 6grenim goéren 6gren-
cilerin basarilariin degerlendirilmesinde oldukca onemli bir etkendir (Heck,
1992; Murphy, 1988). Bahsedildigi lizere egitim Orgiitlerinin niteligini dogrudan
ilgilendiren okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislar1 (Hopkins, 2003;
Murphy, 1990; Robinson vd., 2008) basta okul performans: (Heck, 1992); okul
kiiltird (Sahin, 2011), okul iklimi (Bellibag ve Liu, 2018), okul verimliligi (Ali,
2017), orgiitsel baghlik (Serin ve Bulug, 2012), 6rgiitsel saglik (Parlar ve Cansoy,
2017; Recepoglu ve Ozdemir, 2013), 6grencinin akademik basarisi (Hallinger ve
Heck, 1996); 6gretmen is doyumu ve Oz-yeterligi (Calik vd., 2012; Duyar vd.,
2013; Liu vd., 2020), 6gretmen ig tutumu (Duyar vd., 2013) olmak iizere bireysel
ve Orgiitsel bir¢ok ¢iktiyla pozitif yonlii anlaml bir iligkiye sahiptir.

Arastirmada ele alinan bir diger degisken 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmis-
liklaridir. Elde edilen bulgular 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmisliklarinin “yiiksek”
diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmenlerin mesleklerine ve
ogrencilerine bagl ve gayretli calisanlar oldugu ifade edilebilir. Elde edilen bu
bulgu alanyazinla ortiismekte (Altunay, 2017; Celep, 1998; Ekinci, 2012; Meric
ve Erdem, 2020; Turhan, Demirli ve Nazik, 2012) ve egitim Orgiitleri baglaminda
Onem arz etmektedir. Clinkt etkili, verimli ve basarili egitim Orgiitleri icin mes-
legine adanmig 6gretmenlere gereksinim duyulmaktadir (Hoy ve Miskel, 2012;
Shann, 1998; Sood ve Anand, 2010). Alanyazinda mevcut bulgular 6gretmenle-
rin mesleki adanmigliklari ile ig tatmini (Shin ve Reyes, 1995; Shukla, 2014), is
performansi (Bakker vd., 2008) ve yeterlilik duygulariyla (Coladarci, 1992) po-
zitif yonlii anlamli bir iliskiye sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ote yandan,
mesleki adanmighigin tiikenmislik duygularini 6nemli Olciide etkiledigi de ifade
edilmektedir (Hakanen vd., 2006).

Arastirmanin li¢lincii degiskeni, 6gretmenlerin egitim orgiitlerindeki yagsam-
laryla ilgili degerlendirmelerini iceren 6znel iyi oluglaridir (Diener, vd., 2003).
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Betimsel bulgular 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi olusunun alanyazinla tutarl bir bigim-
de (Aelterman, Engels, Van Petegem ve Verhaeghe, 2007; Arslan, 2018; Brous-
keli, Kaltsi ve Loumakou, 2018; Cetin, 2019; Horn vd., 2004) “yiiksek” olduguna
isaret etmektedir. Bu bulgudan hareketle, 6gretmenlerin ¢alistiklar1 okula baglh
olduklar1 ve 6gretim agisindan kendilerini yeterli algiladiklari ifade edilebilir. Bu
bulgu da egitim Orgiitleri baglaminda 6nem arz etmektedir. Cilinkii 6znel iyi olus,
ogretmenlerin motivasyonlarini artirarak (De Neve vd., 2013) okul gelisimine
destek sunmaktadir (Renshaw vd., 2015). Iy memnuniyeti (Bowling, vd., 2010),
benlik saygisi, 6z-yeterlik, iyimserlik, algilanan sosyal destek (Stanculescu, 2014)
ve iyimserlikle (Lucas vd., 1996) pozitif yonlii anlaml bir iligki icerisinde olan
Oznel iyi olug egitime iligkin bircok degiskeni ilgilendirmekte ve etkilemektedir
(Cohen, 2006; Song vd., 2020; Spilt vd., 2011).

Arastirma hipotezleri kurulan yapisal esitlik modeli kapsaminda test edil-
migtir. Arastirmanin birinci hipotezi, okul mudiirlerinin O0gretimsel liderlik
davraniglarinin 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklarinin anlamli bir yordayicisi
oldugu yoniindedir. Nitekim, alanyazinda okul miidirlerinin 6gretimsel lider-
lik davraniglarinin 6gretmenlere iliskin bircok farkli olumlu davranissal ¢ikti ile
sonuclandig1 yoniinde bulgular mevcuttur (Cansoy vd., 2020; Enueme ve Egwun-
yenga, 2008; Hallinger vd., 2018; Ismail vd., 2018; Namutebi, 2019; Nasreen ve
Shah, 2019; Nguyen, Ng, Luo ve Mansor, 2020; Pelzang, 2014; Zahed-Babelan,
2019). Arastirmada elde edilen bulgulara gore, 6gretimsel liderlik davranigla-
rinin 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmisliklar tizerindeki direkt etkisi istatistiksel
olarak anlamsizdir (Rucker, Preacher, Tormala ve Petty, 2011). Nitekim, 6gre-
timsel liderligin mesleki adanmislik iizerinde 6znel iyi olus araciligi ile dolayl bir
etkisi oldugu belirlenmistir. Aragtirmacilara gore (Rucker vd., 2011) 6l¢iim has-
sasiyeti, bagimsiz degisken ile araci degisken arasindaki iligkinin giicii, 6rneklem
ve toplam etkinin biyiikliigii gibi nedenlerden dolay: dolayli etki anlamli iken
dolaysiz etki anlamsiz olabilir. Bu baglamda diger bir ifadeyle, 6gretimsel liderlik
ogretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluglarini; 6znel iyi oluslar1 da mesleki adanmighiklarin
etkilemektedir. Bu bulguyla arastirmanin dordiincii hipotezi de dogrulanmistir.
Ayrica s0z konusu bulgu okul midirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarini
sergileme diizeyleri arttikca 6znel iyi oluslarinin da yiikselecegi ve sonug olarak
mesleki adanmigliklarinin da artacag seklinde yorumlanabilir. Bu kapsamda egi-
tim Orgiitlerinin etkili ve verimli bicimde egitim ve 0gretim faaliyetlerini yerine
getirebilmesinde okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarinin giiclendi-
rilmesinin dnemli oldugu sdylenebilir (Akin, 2020).

Arastirmanin ikinci hipotezi, 6gretimsel liderligin 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi
oluslariin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu yoniindedir. Alanyazinda mevcut bul-
gular okul yoneticilerine iliskin degiskenlerle 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslarinin
iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. S6z konusu bu degikenler okul yonetici-
lerinin etkili iletisim becerilerine sahip olmasi, 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisim-
lerine katki sunmasi, destekleyici davraniglar sergileyerek 6gretmenlere giiven
duymasi, ¢dziim odakli olmasi olarak siralanabilir (Aelterman vd., 2007; Butt ve
Retallick, 2002). Mevcut aragtirmada 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluglar1 6gretim ye-

782



Oznel Iyi Olus, Ogretimsel Liderlik ve Mesleki Adanmuglik

terliligi ve okula baglanmiglik boyutlari ile ele alinmistir. Bu baglamda, 6gretim-
sel liderlik ile 6gretmenlerin 6z yeterlilikleri (Bellibas ve Liu, 2017; Isa, Mansor,
Wahab ve Alias, 2018; Liu vd., 2020; Liu ve Hallinger, 2018; Ma ve Marion, 2019;
Rew, 2013) ve orgiitsel bagliliklar1 (Al-Mahdy, Emam ve Hallinger, 2018; Amin,
2018; Dou, Devos ve Valcke, 2017; Sarikaya ve Erdogan, 2016; Sheppard, 1996)
arasindaki anlaml iligkiye yonelik bir¢ok bulguya rastlamak miimkiindiir. Elde
edilen bulgu alanyazinla tutarlilik sergilemektedir. Buna gore, okul miidiirlerinin
ogretimsel liderlik davraniglarini sergileme diizeyi arttikca 6gretmenlerin 6znel
iyi olug diizeyleri de yiikselmektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle, okul miidiirlerinin sergi-
ledikleri 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglar1 6gretmenlerin 6gretimsel yeterliliklerine
ve okula baglanmigliklarina olumlu yansimaktadir.

Arastirmanin ig¢tlincti hipotezi, 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslarinin mesleki
adanmusliklarini anlamli bir bigimde yordadigi yoniindedir. Alanyazin incelendi-
ginde calisanlarin Orgiitsel bagliliklari ile cabalarinin iliskili oldugu (Testa, 2001)
ve 0z yeterlilik inanclarmin mesleki adanmigliklarini da olumlu yonde etkiledi-
gi (Li, Liu, Chen ve Yao, 2019; Weishuk, 2017) goriilmektedir. Ayrica, Arslan
(2018) isle ilgili 6znel iyi olusu yiiksek 6gretmenlerin mesleklerinde daha basarilt
olduklarini ifade etmektedir. Mevcut arastirmada da alanyazinla tutarh bicimde
ogretmenlerin 0znel iyi oluglarinin mesleki adanmigliklarinin anlaml bir yorda-
yicisi oldugu ortaya konmustur. Bu baglamda, okula baglanmishg yiiksek ve 6g-
retim acisinda kendini yeterli algilayan 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerine kendilerini
daha fazla adayacaklari, mesleki baghiliklarinin daha yiiksek olacagi ve daha 6z-
verili calisacaklar1 soylenebilir.

Sonug¢

Bu arastirmada Ogretmen goriislerine gore okul midiirlerinin ¢gretimsel
liderlik davranislart ile 0gretmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklar1 arasindaki iligkide
oznel iyi olusun araci rolii incelenmistir. Oncelikle, 6gretmen goriislerine gore
okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davranislarini yeterli diizeyde sergiledigi
sonucuna ulagilmistir. Ayrica, 6gretmenlerin mesleki adanmislik ve 6znel iyi olug
diizeyleri de yiiksektir. Okul midiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davramiglart 6g-
retmenlerin mesleki adanmigliklari iizerinde direkt bir etkiye sahip olmamakla
birlikte 6znel iyi olusun araciliiyla 6gretimsel liderligin adanmiglik iizerindeki
dolayl! etkisinden soz edilebilir. Dahasi, okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik
davraniglar1 6gretmenlerin 6znel iyi oluslarini ve 6znel iyi olus mesleki adanmus-
1181 anlamli bir bicimde yordamaktadir.

Smrhiliklar ve Oneriler

Mevcut arastirma birtakim 6nemli icerimler barindirmakla birlikte bazi si-
nirhiliklara da sahiptir. Bunlardan ilki, arastirmanin sadece Batman ilinde yiiri-
tilmis olmasidir. Bu sebeple arastirmada elde edilen bulgular sadece Batman
iline genellenebilir. Ikinci smirhlik olarak, arastirmada daha biiyiik bir 6rnek-
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leme ulasmay: hedeflemekle birlikte hem Olceklerde yer alan ifade sayisinin
fazlaligt hem de 6rneklemde 6l¢iit 6rnekleme yonteminden yararlanilmis olma-
st nedeniyle nispeten kiiciik bir 6rnekleme ulagilabilmis olup bununla birlikte,
gegerlik ve glivenirlik analizlerinde s6z konusu sinirhiligin bir sorun yaratmadig:
da goriilmistiir. Aragtirmanin ig¢ilincti sinirlihigr degiskenlere iligkin dlgiimlerin
sadece Ogretmen goriigleriyle sinirli olmasidir. Arastirmanin dordiincii sinirhilig
bu tiir tarama arastirmalarinda siklikla 6n plana cikan siirhliklar arasinda yer
alan 6z degerlendirmedir. Son olarak arastirma kapsaminda test edilen model-
de ogretimsel liderligin sadece bireysel olarak ogretmenlerle ilgili degiskenler
tizerindeki etkisi incelenmis, 6grenci veya okul diizeyindeki degigkenler ele ali-
namamustir. Aragtirmanin sonunda elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda bazi 6ne-
riler siralanmigtir: Okul miidiirlerinin 6gretimsel liderlik davraniglarinin daha da
giiclendirilmesine yonelik olarak liderlik egitimlerinin yapilmas: desteklenebilir.
Mevcut arastirmada test edilen modele farkl araci veya diizenleyici degigskenler
ilave edilerek daha kapsamli modeller test edilebilir. Ogretimsel liderlikle ilgili
ilke capinda genis kapsamli arastirmalar yiriitiilebilir. Nitel arastirmalar, 6g-
retimsel liderliginin 6znel iyi olus ve mesleki adanmislik {izerindeki etkilerinin
derinlemesine incelenmesine katkida bulunabilir.
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