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ABSTRACT The purpose of this study is to determine the relationship between school administrators’ instructional
leadership behavior and organizational health in primary schools based on the views of some teachers. The
participants of the study were 409 classroom teachers working in 21 different primary schools in Ankara. The
participants were identified through the use of maximum variance sampling used as purposeful sampling techniques.
The data of the study were collected through the administration of the Instructional Leadership Questionnaire and
Organizational Health Inventory. The data collected were analyzed using such statistical techniques as arithmetical
mean, frequency, percentage, Pearson two-way correlation analysis and multi regression analysis. The findings
obtained indicate that there are significant correlations between instructional leadership and organizational health.
The results of regression analysis also show that instructional leadership is a significant predictor of organizational
health.

INTRODUCTION

Innovations and developments witnessed in
the twenty-first century have significant effects
on schools and educational institutions. There-
fore, the roles of school administrators have
changed and their leadership endeavor has be-
come much more apparent. Instructional leader-
ship focuses on teaching process and educa-
tional programs. On the other hand, schools
should be useful for the community they serve
and also become a motivator for change and
innovation. In this context, organizational health
of schools is significant in that those schools
with a healthy structure could achieve their goals.

Numerous studies spanning from the past
three decades link high-quality leadership with
positive school outcomes. Recognition of the
importance of school leadership has led to in-
creased attention to recruiting and preparing
school leaders. In addition, teacher training and
development programs have begun to empha-
size the instructional leadership roles of school
administrators (Horng and Loeb 2010). Organi-
zational health is an important concept referring
to the achievement of goals, adaptation and
change for schools. Healthy individuals grow in
healthy settings. And schools are among the
settings where individuals grow (Altun 2001).
Organizational health was first studied by Miles,
who argued that organizational health is the abil-
ity of the school system to realize its develop-
ment in an effective manner. Organizational health

is not only about the survival of schools in the
related community, but also the improvement of
their ability to cope with problems in long-run
(Hoy et al. 1990; Klingele et al. 2001).

It is seen that there are limited number of stud-
ies dealing with the relationship between instruc-
tional leadership and organizational health. Some
of these studies analyzed these variables in iso-
lation, while others studied the relationships
between these variables and other factors.

In Turkey instructional leadership has been
studied by different scholars from different an-
gles. For instance, Gumuseli (1996), Sisman
(1997), Aksoy and Isik (2008) and Gokyer (2010),
attempted to determine the level of the realiza-
tion of instructional leadership roles displayed
by school administrators. Yoruk and Akdag
(2010) developed a scale in order to measure the
effectiveness of school principals’ instructional
leadership. Tanriogen (2000) analyzed the teach-
er expectations with regard to the instructional
leadership roles played by primary school prin-
cipals. Kesan and Kaya (2011) identified the uni-
versity graduates’ views about instructional lead-
ership. There are also other studies examining
the relationship between instructional leadership
and school culture (Sahin 2011), organizational
loyalty (Serin and Buluc 2012), organizational
climate (Ayik and Sair 2014; Kis and Konan 2014)
studied the views of classroom and branch teach-
ers on levels of school principals’ instructional
leadership behaviours doing a meta-analysis.
Instructional leadership has been also studied
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by international researchers. Hallinger and Mur-
phy (1985) analyzed the school principals’ in-
structional leadership. Hallinger (2005) studied
again the school principals’ instructional leader-
ship. Tan (2012) developed a model of instruc-
tional leadership. Sofo et al. (2012) studied the
role of instructional leadership in school reform
in Indonesia. Khan et al.  (2009) analyzed the
effects of instructional leadership on inspection
and teacher development. Notwithstanding,
Burke (2014) studied evidence-based instruction-
al leadership. Finley (2014) examined the relation-
ship between teachers’ perceptions of their prin-
cipals’ instructional leadership behaviors and
transformational leadership behaviors.

 Organizational health is also studied by both
Turkish and international scholars. In Turkey
Altun (2001) studied the concept first. Celep and
Mete (2005) analyzed the relationship between
organizational health and organizational loyalty.
Karaman and Akil (2005) dealt with the relation-
ship between bureaucracy and organizational
health. The relationship between organizational
health and other variables has also been stud-
ied. For instance, Cemaloglu (2006) studied the
relationship between organizational health and
demographical characteristics; Korkmaz (2007)
studied leadership styles with regard to organi-
zational health. Ozdemir (2012) dealt with the
correlation between school culture of primary
schools and organizational health. Kurgun and
Bagiran (2013) analyzed the relationship between
organizational health and organizational activi-
ties. Recepoglu (2013) investigated the organi-
zational health in primary and secondary schools.
Guclu et al.  (2014) dealt with the connection be-
tween organizational health and motivation. With
regard to organization health, Hoy et al. (1990)
studied school health, climate and efficiency, also
Hoy et al. (1991) developed the scale for organi-
zational health towards primary and secondary
schools. Various variables were studied in rela-
tion to organizational health: student achieve-
ment (Hoy and Hannum 1997; Roney et al. 2007)
and personality (Miller et al. 1999). Klingele et al.
(2001) measured organizational health in higher
education institutions and Smith (2002) in high
schools. Meng et al. (2014) analyzed the effects
of organizational health on job expectations. Fara-
hani et al. (2014) conducted  the survey of orga-
nizational health relationship of schools with stu-
dent’s academic achievement in secondary
schools of kohkilouie and boierahmad province.

Pour et al. (2014) studied the relationship between
organizational health and organizational citizen-
ship behavior among hospitals staff. Talaee and
Shahtalebi’s  (2014)  study examined the rela-
tionship between organizational health and or-
ganizational maturity.

Research suggests that both instructional
leadership and organizational health have sig-
nificant effects on organizational performance
and productivity. Given that primary level is an
important period for students with regard to their
future education and that there are many prima-
ry schools where many students are educated
using lots of teachers’, therefore instructional
leadership and organizational health at this level
of education are significant. In Turkey there are
a total of 28,532 private or state primary schools
where 5,574,916 students are being educated by
288,444 teachers in the schools year of 2013-2014
(MEB 2014). Therefore, the aim of this study is
to identify the correlation between school ad-
ministrators’ leadership behavior and organiza-
tional health in schools based on the views of
teachers.

Instructional Leadership

Researches on instructional leadership have
focused on the activities of school principals
since the mid-1980s. The major finding of these
studies indicates that a strong instructional leader
is a key to improving the educational quality and
in providing a systematic development in schools
(Camburn et al. 2003).

Instructional leadership may be defined as
the acts of school administrators which include
both their obligatory duties and other acts to
affect the behavior of school staff to support
these duties (Sisman 2004). Instructional leader-
ship is also defined as teacher behaviors which
directly influence the education of students. It
affects several organizational variables, includ-
ing organizational culture (Leithwood and Duke
1998). Advances in education make both class-
rooms and schools significant in improving stu-
dent achievement. As a result of such changes,
leadership roles of school principals have be-
come much more important and so they have
begun to be regarded as leaders. Leadership
roles of school administrators include very im-
portant duties such as the provision of opportu-
nities for teachers to improve their knowledge
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base with the aim of increasing student achieve-
ment (Graczewski et al. 2009).

Theory of instructional leadership is based
on research on effective school functioning.
Researches state that school principals as in-
structional leaders have a strong instructional
and program infrastructure which is used for im-
proving classroom activities (Ylimaki 2007). Re-
search on effective schools concludes that
school principals should develop a connection
between the aims of schools, technology and
outcomes. Instructional leadership mostly focus-
es on the roles of school administrators such as
coordination, control, inspection, and develop-
ment of teaching and learning (Hallinger and
Murphy 1985). Instructional leaders are goal-ori-
ented and focus on improving the student
achievement (Hallinger 2003).

Schools where efficient and strong principals
work have academically developed (Horng and
Loeb 2010), instructional leadership may contrib-
ute to realize the goals of these schools. The
process of teaching and learning may become a
much higher quality if instructional leadership is
emphasized and leadership roles are given prom-
inence (Ozdemir and Sezgin 2002). In the con-
cept of instructional leadership, teaching and
leadership cannot be separated (Sofo et al. 2012).
In the process of development of teaching both
school conditions and instructional leadership
are two important factors. For education, inno-
vations of organizational structure and leader
qualities are critical points (Spillane et al. 2004).
For instance, future instructional leaders should
be learning-oriented and assuming leadership
roles (Ozdemir and Sezgin 2002).

There are several models of instructional lead-
ership in which several dimensions are offered.
Robinson and colleagues developed five dimen-
sions of instructional leadership as follows: Lead-
ing through promoting and participating in teach-
er learning and development; establishing goals
and expectations; planning, coordinating, and
evaluating teaching and the curriculum; strate-
gic resourcing and ensuring an orderly and sup-
portive environment (Robinson 2010). On the
other hand, Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) state
that instructional leadership covers the duties
about goals, culture, planning and information
gathering concerning structure and organization.

The most commonly used conceptualization
model about instructional leadership was devel-
oped by Hallinger. This includes three dimen-

sions of instructional leadership: defining the
school’s mission, managing the instructional pro-
gram, and promoting a positive school learning-
climate (Hallinger 2003) as follows: Defining the
school’s mission is concerned with developing
and communicating the goals of schools. The
related functions deal with the development of
clear and measurable goals by school principals
to improve student achievement. It is the princi-
pal’s responsibility to ensure that these goals
are widely known and supported throughout the
school community. Although school mission
cannot be developed by only school principal, it
is his responsibility that school must have a clear
academic mission and school staff must be in-
formed about it (Hallinger 2003). Vision, mission
and goals are three critical points for school prin-
cipals as instructional leaders (Hallinger 2005).
The second dimension, managing the instruc-
tional program, focuses on the coordination
and control of instruction and curriculum. It deals
with the coordination and control of teaching
process and educational programs. The manage-
ment of instructional programs includes three
leadership functions: supervising and evaluat-
ing instruction, coordinating the curriculum,
monitoring student progress (Hallinger and
Murphy 1985). The third dimension of instruc-
tional leadership, promoting a positive school
learning climate, includes several functions:
protecting instructional time, promoting profes-
sional development, maintaining high visibility,
providing incentives for teachers, providing in-
centives for learning (Hallinger 2003).

Another conceptualization about instruction-
al leadership was developed by Sisman (2004).
In this conceptualization instructional leadership
includes the followings: (1) Defining  and shar-
ing school goals, (2) Managing the educational
programs and teaching process, (3) Evaluation
of teaching process and students, (4) Support-
ing teacher development and (5)  Ensuring sys-
tematic teaching-learning setting and climate. In
the study this conceptualization is followed.

Organizational Health

Health as a biological concept refers to the
survival of living beings in a healthy manner (Sis-
man 2007). Organizational health in the context
of education refers to schools’ psycho-social
status. If organizational health is determined be-
fore change takes place, the dimensions to be
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improved or modified can be identified. The goal
of the analysis on the organizational health in
schools does not only describe the current situ-
ation, but also to develop improvement plans as
the situation requires (Altun 2001).

Organizational health was first studied by
Miles (1969). Miles (1969) had argued that there
are ten basic characteristics of healthy organiza-
tions. These characteristics are goal focus, com-
munication adequacy, power equalization, re-
source utilization, cohesiveness, morale, inno-
vativeness, autonomy, adaptation and effective
problem solving. Another leading figure in orga-
nizational health is Parsons. Parsons (1967 cited
in Hoy and Hannum 1997) states that social sys-
tems should control the activities carried out at
the levels of institutional, managerial and tech-
nical in order to solve the problems. The cohe-
sive functioning of these levels leads to healthy
schools with regards to their organizational struc-
ture. These three dimensions are explained as
follows;

Institutional Level: This level is concerned
with developing a connection between school
and society. Managerial level: This level is re-
lated to organization’s internal managerial func-
tions and coordination. School principals man-
age the school and are responsible for resource
allocation and the coordination of the function-
ing of school staff. School principals should find
ways to improve teachers’ trust, loyalty and af-
filiation and motivation. Technical level: This
level is closely related to the school’s mission
and focuses on the process of learning and
teaching. One of the basic duties of teachers and
school administrators is to solve the problems
with regard to this process (Hoy et al. 1991; Hoy
et al. 1990; Hoy and Hannum 1997).

Hoy et al. (1991) developed an inventory for
organizational health to describe and measure
the organizational health in primary schools. This
inventory is made up of three levels, namely in-
stitutional, managerial and technical, and each
level has its own dimension which is given as
follows: institutional level; institutional integri-
ty; managerial level; collegial leadership and
resource influence; technical level; teacher af-
filiation and academic emphasis. These five di-
mensions are explained briefly as follows:

Institutional Integrity: Institutional integri-
ty is the degree to which the school can cope
with its environment in a way that maintains the
educational integrity of its programs. Teachers

are protected from unreasonable community and
parental demands.

Collegial Leadership: Collegial leadership is
principal behavior that is friendly, supportive,
open and guided by norms of equality.

Resource Influence: Describes the principal’s
ability to affect the action of superiors to the
benefit of teachers. Teachers are given adequate
classroom supplies, and extra instructional ma-
terials and supplies are easily obtained.

Academic Emphasis: Refers to the school’s
press for achievement. The expectation of high
achievement is met by students who work hard,
are cooperative, seek extra work, and respect oth-
er students who get good grades.

Teacher Affiliation: refers to a sense of friend-
liness and strong affiliation with the school.
Teachers feel good about each other and, at the
same time, have a sense of accomplishment from
their jobs (Hoy et al. 1991). The findings of the
study are discussed based on these dimensions
and levels.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to identify the
correlation between school administrators’ lead-
ership behavior and organizational health in
schools based on the views of teachers. To this
end the study tries to answer the following re-
search questions:

1. What are teachers’ views about school prin-
cipals’ instructional leadership?

2. What are teachers’ views about school’s
organizational health?

3. How organizational health and instruction-
al leadership are related?

4. Is instructional leadership predictor of or-
ganizational health?

METHODOLOGY

Sample and Population

The participants were 409 classroom teach-
ers working in 21 different primary schools in
Ankara. The participants were identified through
the use of maximum variance sampling that is
among purposeful sampling techniques. Demo-
graphical characteristics of the participants are
as follows: 59.9% male, 40.1% female; 79% mar-
ried, 21% single. With regard to the age groups,
the participants’ characteristics are as follows:
42.5% 30 years or younger, 35.9% 31-40 years,
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21.6% 41 years or older. Of them, 31.3% have
teaching experience of 5 years or more, 30.6% 6-
10 years, and 15.2% 11-15 years. In addition,
74.3% of the participants have been working at
the same school for 1-5 years, 16.4% 6-10 years,
and 9.3% 11 years or more.

Data Collection Tools

The data of the study were collected through
two different tools. One of them is the instruc-
tional leadership questionnaire developed by
Sisman (1997). The other is the Organizational
Health Inventory (OHI-E) developed by Hoy et
al. (1991).

Instructional Leadership Questionnaire

Instructional leadership questionnaire devel-
oped by Sisman (1997) consists of five dimen-
sions, each with ten items. Therefore, it involves
a total of fifty items. The dimensions covered in
the questionnaire are as follows: (a) defining and
sharing school goals, (b) managing the educa-
tional programs and teaching process, (c) evalu-
ating teaching process and students, (d) sup-
porting teacher development and (e) ensuring
systematic teaching-learning setting and climate.
The questionnaire was administrated to 176 sub-
jects who were teachers in a pilot study. The
study showed that the questionnaire has the
KMO value of 941, chi square of 7556.944 and
significance level of p<.05. It was also found that
it accounts for 66.712 of the total variance. The
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient for the
questionnaire as a whole is found to be .976.
Those for the sub dimensions are found to be
between .898 and .947.

Organizational Health Inventory

 Organizational Health Inventory (OHI-E) was
developed by Hoy et al. (1991). The OHI-E has

five dimensions, namely institutional integrity,
collegial leadership, resource interest, teacher
affiliation and academic emphasis. It is made up
of thirty-seven items which have Likert type
structure. Of these items, eight are negative, while
the remaining twenty-nine are positive. The
questionnaire was administered to 176 subjects
who were teachers in a pilot study. The study
revealed that it has the KMO value of .891, chi
square of 3510.610 and has the significance level
of p < .05. It is also found that it accounts for
53.969% of the total variance. The Cronbach Al-
pha reliability coefficient for the questionnaire
as a whole is found to be .924. Those for sub
dimensions are found to be between .719 and
.892.

Data Analysis

The data collected were analyzed using such
statistical techniques as arithmetical mean, fre-
quency, percentage, Pearson two-way correla-
tion analysis and multi regression analysis.

RESULTS

The analysis of the responses of the teach-
ers to the instructional leadership was displayed
with mean and standard deviation in Table 1. As
can be seen in Table 1, of these five dimensions
the one with the highest mean is the defining
and sharing of school goals “mostly level”
(M=3.71). The dimension of supporting teacher
development has the lowest mean “sometimes
level” (M= 3.16). For the instructional leadership
as a whole the views of participants indicate the
option of “mostly” (M=3.54).

In the next step of the study, the teachers’
responses to Organizational Health Inventory
were analyzed and shown in Table 2. Table 2 in-
dicates that of five dimensions, the one with the
highest mean is a teacher affiliation (M=3.68) re-
ferring to the option of “I agree” and the one
with the lowest mean is institutional integrity (M=

Table 1: Means and standard deviations of the teachers’ responses to instructional leadership ques-
t ionnaire

Sub-dimensions  n   Mean Standard
   (M) deviation

1. Defining and sharing school goals 409 3.71 .87
2. Managing the educational programs and teaching process 409 3.63 .84
3. Evaluating teaching process and students 409 3.58 .91
4. Supporting teacher development 409 3.16 .96
5. Ensuring systematic teaching-learning setting and climate 409 3.61 .98
    Instructional Leadership (General) 409 3.54 .85
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3.06) referring to the option of “I somewhat agree”.
The mean for the organizational health as a whole
is found to be M= 3.47, referring to the option of
“I agree”.

The relationship between instructional lead-
ership and organizational health was analyzed
using Pearson correlation and the results were
displayed in Table 3. As can be seen in Table 3,
there is a positive and statistically significant
correlation between instructional leadership and
organizational health (r=76). In addition, it was
also found that the most significant relationship
is between defining and sharing of school goals
and collegial leadership (r=.82). The lowest corre-

lation is found to be between Supporting teacher
development and institutional integrity (r=.06). In
addition, all dimensions of instructional leadership
have positive and statistically significant correla-
tions with the collegial leadership dimension of the
organizational health. On the other hand, all dimen-
sions of instructional leadership have moderate and
statistically significant correlations with resource
interest and teacher affiliation.

Regression analysis was employed to see
whether or not instructional leadership is a pre-
dictor of organizational health. The results of this
analysis are given in Table 4.  Table 4 indicates
that there is a statistically significant relation-

Table 2: Means and standard deviations of the teachers’ responses to organizational health inventory

Sub-dimensions  n   Mean Standard
   (M) deviation

1. Institutional integrity 409 3.06 .72
2. Collegial leadership 409 3.57 .81
3. Resource influence 409 3.43 .69
4. Teacher affiliation 409 3.68 .68
5. Academic emphasis 409 3.42 .57
    Organizational Health (General) 409 3.47 .57

Table 4: The results of the multiple regression analysis related to instructional leadership as the
predictor of organizational health

Variants     B  Standard    β    t      p
   error

Constant 1.59 .08 19.51 .000
Defining and sharing  school goals .15 .05 .23 3.14 .002
Managing the educational programs and teachingprocess .19 .06 .29 3.43 .001
Evaluating teaching process and students .04 .05 .06 .76 .450
Supporting teacher development .00 .04 .00 .00 .994
Ensuring systematic teaching-learning setting and climate .14 .04 .24 3.13 .002

R= .77    R2= .60   Adjusted R2 =.59     F (5-403) = 119.58   p=.00

Table 3: Pearson correlation and the results between instructional leadership and organizational
hea l th

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Instructional Leadership 1
2. Defining and sharing school goals .92**1
3. Managing the educational programs .94** .87** 1
  and teaching process
4. Evaluating teaching process and students .95** .85** .90** 1
5. Supporting teacher development .89** .74** .76** .80**1
6. Ensuring systematic teaching-learning .94** .84** .84** .86** .83** 1
      setting and climate
7. Organizational Health .76** .73** .74** .72** .63** .73**1
8. Institutional integrity    .07 .08 .11** .09 .06 .04 .46**1
9. Collegial leadership .86** .82** .81** .80** .72** .84** .90** .17** 1
10. Resource influence .74** .71** .71** .69** .63** .72** .91** .29** .85**1
11. Teacher affiliation .66** .65** .66** .62** .55** .61** .90** .27** .76** .77**1
12. Academic  emphasis .38** .35** .37** .36** .36** .34** .64** .28** .44** .50** .57** 1
** p<.01
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ship between instructional leadership and orga-
nizational health (r=.76). Five dimensions of in-
structional leadership account for 59% of the total
variance. Standardized regression coefficient (β)
shows that these dimensions have differential
predictive force on organizational health. The
following is the order of these dimensions based
on their effect on this prediction: Managing the
educational programs and teaching process, en-
suring systematic teaching-learning setting and
climate, defining and sharing of school goals,
evaluating teaching process and students and
supporting teacher development. The results of
the test for the significance of these dimensions
provided the following: Defining and sharing of
school goals, managing the educational pro-
grams and teaching process, ensuring system-
atic teaching-learning setting and climate. These
three dimensions are significant predictors of the
organizational health. The remaining dimensions
do not have such a significant predictive effect.

The regression analysis also provided the
mathematical model about the prediction of or-
ganizational health. This is as follows: organiza-
tional health = 1.59 + .15 Defining and sharing
school goals + .19 Managing the educational
programs and teaching process + .04 Evaluating
teaching process and students + .00 Supporting
teacher development + .14 Ensuring systematic
teaching-learning setting and climate.

DISCUSSION

The findings of the study show that the
teachers’ participation was most frequently per-
ceived as sufficient for the dimension of defin-
ing and sharing of school goals and are least
frequently perceived as sufficient for the dimen-
sion of supporting teacher development. The
general perception about instructional leadership
of the participants was found to be on the mod-
erate level. As stated by Serin and Buluc (2012),
school principals should inform the teachers and
students about the school goals and lead the
activities to realize these goals. It is also needed
that they should continually revise the school
goals together with the teachers based on chang-
ing conditions and student achievement. The
other finding is that the participants perceived
that teachers are not supported in an efficient
manner. On this note, Hallinger and Murphy
(1986) argue that in order to increase the teacher
performance they should be supported and en-

couraged through compliments and other form
of reinforcement ways. In a similar way, Korkmaz
(2005) concluded that when school principals
support the teachers, and teachers are provided
with opportunities to develop themselves and
to take part in decision-making process their job
satisfaction is higher. Finley (2014) findings from
his study depicted a strong relationship between
instructional and transformational leadership
behaviors. The findings of the current study
about the realization of instructional leadership
are similar to those by Gumuseli (1996), Sisman
(1997), Aksoy and Isik (2008), and Serin and  Buluc
(2012).

With regard to organizational health, the par-
ticipants most frequently perceived the dimen-
sion of teacher affiliation as sufficient. They
thought that institutional integration is not suf-
ficient. The participants most frequently per-
ceived teacher affiliation as sufficient and least
frequently perceived institutional integrity as
sufficient. The general perception about organi-
zational health of the participants was found to
be at the moderate level.  As Hoy et al. (1991)
suggest that teacher affiliation can be explained
as positive relationships among teachers and as
positive feelings of teachers about their job. Sim-
ilarly, in the present study teachers’ affiliation
was found in a higher level. On the other hand,
Institutional integrity that is not perceived by
the participants as sufficient refers to the inte-
gration of schools with educational programs and
schools’ ability to cope with external negative
pressures. Farahani et al. (2014) find a positive
and significant relationship between organiza-
tional health of schools and academic achieve-
ment in their research. In recent research, it was
revealed that organizational health affects many
variables and have positive contributions to the
performance of schools (Hoy and Hannum 1997;
Celep and Mete 2005; Roney et al. 2007; Buluc
2008; Korkmaz 2011; Guclu et al. 2014;  Meng et
al. 2014; Talaee and Shahtalebi 2014).

In the study, the relationships between in-
structional leadership and organizational health
were also investigated. The results of correla-
tion analysis showed a statistically significant
relationship between instructional leadership and
organizational health. This relationship was
found to be the highest for the sub-dimension of
defining and sharing of school goals with regard
to instructional leadership and collegial leader-
ship regarding the organizational health. The low-
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est relationship was found to be between sup-
porting teacher development and institutional
integrity. The results also suggest that when the
instructional leadership roles of school princi-
pals are at a higher level, the organizational health
of schools is positively affected. The findings
by Sahin (2011), Serin and Buluc (2012) and Ayik
and Sair (2014) indicate that organizational health
affects many variables. Given these findings, it
is possible to argue that it also positively affects
the organizational health. Moreover, the regres-
sion analysis showed that instructional leader-
ship is a strong predictor of organizational health.
More specifically, the sub- dimensions of defin-
ing and sharing of school goals, managing the
educational programs and teaching process and
ensuring systematic teaching-learning setting
and climate are significant predictors of organi-
zational health.

CONCLUSION

The findings of the study indicate that in-
structional leadership and organizational health
are closely and significantly related. The leader-
ship roles of school principals positively affect
organizational health as well as other variables.
The results also suggest that when the instruc-
tional leadership roles of school principals are at
a higher level, the organizational health of schools
is positively affected. Another finding is that in-
structional leadership is one of the significant
predictors of organizational health. Therefore, the
leadership roles of school principals exist to im-
prove the organizational health of schools.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings of the study suggest that the
leadership roles of school principals are signifi-
cant to improve the organizational health of
schools. Therefore school principals can be
trained in instructional leadership roles to help
them to exhibit such roles in an efficient way. In
addition, barriers to these roles and organiza-
tional health of schools should be eliminated by
higher authorities.
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