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School supervision is generally defined as the process of determining the 

realization level of performance indicators in schools, and evaluating the 

quality of education. Supervisors are not directly involved in these 

activities, and are appointed by the Ministry to assess fulfilment level of 

these educational activities. In current study, teachers’ perspective related 

to the supervision in Türkiye was examined in a qualitative research 

design. A single case study model was adopted to explore the case in 

depth. The aim of this research was to explore views of 28 teachers on 

supervision. The study group was chosen through maximum variation 

sampling technique. Data were collected via semi-structured interviews, 

observations, and focus group interviews. Thematic content analysis 

technique was adopted to analysis of raw data. Four themes emerged 

based on the analysis. These themes were low stakes inspection, high 

stakes inspection, decentralization, and decreasing in quality. The results 

revealed that the participants were in a dilemma about the supervision in 

schools. Moreover, this dilemma was related to the audit of teacher 

performance by school principal and the supervision of school by 

ministry inspectors. In addition, through the focus group interviews, the 

suggestions of the participants with different perspectives on inspection 

were explored and thus more generalizable themes were produced. 

 

Key words: 

supervision, inspector, teacher 

assessment, school inspection, 

accountability 

Introduction 

Almost all countries desire to have schools that provide effective learning for all 

students. Therefore, increasing the duration of compulsory education is among the priorities 

of education system in many countries. It is essential that the schools are free of charge for all 

citizens; and therefore, the supervision conditions are regulated by the state (MacNab, 2004). 

In general, the purpose of supervision is to determine the meeting level of school aims 

(Kemethofer et al., 2017). In Türkiye, the responsibility of inspectors on teacher assessment 

was abolished based on the law No. 6528 in 2014. By this law, the responsibility of teacher 

assessment was left to school principals, and the responsibility of Ministry inspectors was 

confined with the examination and investigation of specific issues in schools. Since the 

inspection is considered as a function of management, the changes in supervision cause the 
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changes in management approach. This makes essential to identify the perspectives of 

teachers related to the inspection in schools. 

Supervision is an important process, which ensures that the functioning of the organization is 

maintained in accordance with the goals of the organization. In the simplest sense, 

supervision aims to determine the achievement level of an organization considering its goals. 

Schools are the institutions that need to be supervised as like other organizations (Milanowski 

& Heleman, 2001). Today, supervision aims to determine the success level of schools, which 

are success-oriented institutions. This encourages educational staff to take the necessary 

measures to improve the processes in the school and achieve better results in educational 

practices (Skedsmo & Huber, 2017). According to Dedering and Sowada (2017), in 

traditional sense, school supervision is the control process of educational staff in schools. In 

this process, the inspector focuses on whether the tasks are fulfilled, and on determining the 

problems and deficiencies. 

School supervision is generally defined as the process of determining the realization level of 

performance indicators in schools, and evaluating the quality of education. Supervisors are 

not directly involved in these activities, and are appointed by the Ministry to assess fulfilment 

level of these educational activities (Ehren & Godfrey, 2017). In this context, inspectors are 

expected to assess educational activities such as implementation level of educational program, 

school projects, and school development practices. Considering the supervision in schools, 

educational supervision, which ensures the evaluation of the quality of teaching, is more 

important (Denner et al., 2001). The literature review deals with the following three topics: 

traditional supervision models and the supervision in today’s schools. Then, the context of 

Türkiye is presented. 

Traditional supervision models 

During 19th century, the traditional school inspection was practiced in many countries, 

and was carried out on the basis of examining the documents prepared by teachers. In general, 

traditional inspection process includes the practices such as determining the standards and 

lower bounds, sanctions, rewards and interventions, feedback during inspection visits, and 

public reporting (Ehren et al., 2013). The literature investigation reveals five traditional 

supervision models. These are scientific supervision, artistic supervision, instructional 

supervision, clinical supervision, developmental supervision, and differentiated supervision 

(Hyrkäs, 2005; McMahon & Patton, 2000; Zepeda, 2002). 

The scientific model is a classical type of supervision that is influenced by classical 

management theories. This model runs based on controlling and reporting. It is limited to due 

diligence only (Montean, 1970). The artistic supervision model requires repetitive classroom 

observations over a long period creates an opportunity for the development of an open 

communication between the teacher and the supervisor; and so, it provides mutual 

understanding and trust (Jaffer, 2010). The role of supervisors is to work in alignment and 

cooperation with teacher to cope with the problems in learning process (Pasaribu et al., 2017). 

The instructional supervision model is an approach, which aims to enable contribution in 

professional development of teachers by identifying and resolving their problems (Beaver, 

2002). In instructional supervision model, the aim is to help teacher by observing the 

classroom activities, especially in teaching process. The cooperation among students, 

teachers, and supervisors is essential to create high quality learning environment (Holland, 

2005; Memduhoğlu & Zengin, 2012). In clinical supervision model, supervisors respect for 

distinctive practices of teachers, and the supervision process is conducted based on mutual 
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trust and understanding between supervisor and teacher. This model aims at a supervision that 

enables teachers to discover their strengths and weaknesses. Instructional practices are 

evaluated in a flexible and open communication approach (Lindblad, 2021; Smith, 1997; 

Stevenson, 2005). Teachers also find chance to examine their own practices in a reassuring 

and supportive environment (Bland & Rossen, 2005). In developmental supervision model, 

supervisor applies the most suitable supervision approach considering developmental needs of 

teachers (Grashel, 1997). This model takes individuals (not the institution) to the centre, so it 

differs from clinical supervision. It assumes that the quality of outputs increases depending on 

development of the teachers (Smith, 1997). The differentiated supervision model assumes that 

teachers have different developmental needs and learning styles, so the supervision should 

differ for each teacher (Glatthorn, 1984). In this model, teachers take initiative to initiate and 

maintain personal and  professional development and take responsibility for own development 

processes in collaboration with the supervisor and their colleagues (Holland, 2005; Regan, 

1993). 

Supervision in today’s schools 

At the beginning of the 20th century, education system became more complex. In this 

period, supervision gained significance more than before, and new responsibilities were given 

to the inspectors. Ehren et al. (2013) developed a conceptual model by analysing official 

documents and interviewed inspection officials in six European countries (e.g., Austria/Styria, 

the Czech Republic, England, Ireland, the Netherlands, and Sweden).  They identified two 

inspection systems including high-stakes systems (HSS) (i.e., accountability pressure, public 

reporting of inspections results, differentiated inspections, outcomes-orientation, and 

sanctions) and low-stakes systems (LSS) (reported by school leaders). For example, Austria 

represents a low-stakes system that does not link school achievements to inspection results. In 

Austria, school inspection is a federal responsibility carried out by school inspection service 

officers and teachers assigned to inspection functions. Supervision of teachers (including 

guidance, control, and professional development) is a primary task of the school principals 

(Kemethofer et al., 2017). Similarly, since 1990s, the instructional improvement in schools 

and teacher effectiveness is seen the main responsibility of school principals in USA 

(Binkley, 1995; Kraft & Gilmour, 2016). However, in Sweden, which represents a high-stakes 

system, the potential consequences of inspections are sanctions and financial penalties. In 

Swedish schools, supervision focuses on school affairs pursuant to relevant themes in 

connection with a specific program or initiative. Although the format of the thematic 

evaluation varies based on the focus of evaluation, the learning outcomes are observed in 

assessment process. In addition, the documents related to the school administration and the 

staff is inspected (Gustafsson et al., 2014). Similarly, the Netherland has a high-stakes 

supervision system. Since 2007, the school inspection has been carried out by Dutch 

Inspectorate of Education Board (Reezigt et al., 2003). This board also assesses potential 

problems affecting the quality of education (Scheerens et al., 2012). The high-stakes 

supervision system aims to audit the schools in the high-risk group instead of regular 

supervision (Timmermans et al., 2015). This supervision system makes inspection more 

efficient by reducing the administrative burden perceived by schools (Ehren & Shackleton, 

2016). 

Experimental findings show that the high-risk inspection system is more effective especially 

in disadvantaged areas and the schools that perform poorly (Nushe et al., 2014). Ehren et al. 

(2013) found that the inspection in high-stakes systems (i.e., accountability pressure, public 

report including inspections results, differentiated inspections, outcome-oriented inspection, 
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and sanction-oriented inspection) triggered developmental activities in schools more than 

low-stakes. In addition, school supervision is an important part of the frame of quality 

assurance in education, as well as the accountability of education system (Ehren & Hatch, 

2013). To guarantee accountability of public institutions, there is an increasing demand for 

reliable knowledge concerning the functioning of schools. In this sense, the governments 

focus on reliable knowledge to monitor education quality in schools (De Fraine et al., 2002). 

Therefore, establishing and strengthening accountability in education systems is one of the 

most prominent features of education policies in Western Europe, North America, and 

Australia (Richards, 2001). 

Since the 2000s, new supervision models such as self-evaluation and performance-based 

assessment models were developed to cope with increased demands for accountability, and to 

promote instruction quality (Ehren & Honingh, 2011; Jones & Tymms, 2014; Van Bruggen, 

2010). New supervision approaches focus on qualifications such as democratic values, 

organizational trust, and self-evaluation, instead of seeking shortcomings of teaching staff 

(Glickman et al., 2012; Sullivan & Glanz, 2000). For instance, Singapore has a supervision 

system based on the self-evaluation. Self-evaluation model is an important factor for school 

development in Singapore (Low et al., 2017; Perry, 2013). Moreover, performance-based 

assessment represents an indispensable approach to assess student achievements. Therefore, 

the inclusion of performance-based assessment in core content areas should be considered a 

necessary part of designing effective curricula for schools and evaluating them appropriately 

(Darling-Hammond, 1994; VanTassel-Baska, 2013). Brady (2016) stated that self-evaluation 

has become a demanding procedure, which means putting an end to external inspections of 

schools and teachers in both UK and Ireland. 

In performance-based systems, school performance is concerned to effective learning 

outcomes as well as explicit sanctions and rewards that motivate schools to meet school goals. 

Due to the increasing availability of data and the strong emphasis on effectiveness of school 

administrators, these approaches have significant appeal for top managers and policymakers 

in education (UNESCO, 2017). This supervision model is used in most countries to clarify 

instructional goals and to improve collaboration in teaching and learning in schools (Blasé et 

al., 2010; Smylie, 2010). School principals were assigned to supervise the instruction on a 

daily basis (Daresh, 2006). In this sense, the effectiveness of schools is largely dependent on 

the abilities of school principals to supervise teachers. 

In the context of Türkiye 

The history of Turkish education supervision system can be dated back to the 19th 

century in Ottoman period (Kurum & Cinkir, 2017). In 1846, under the Ministry of 

Education, two units named primary education directorate and secondary education 

directorate were established, and the officers were appointed to perform inspection (Akyuz, 

2015). In 1862, the inspection officers were named ‘inspectors’ for the first time and they 

inspected central and provincial schools (Taymaz, 2002). The first statements about the 

inspection was a management process took part in principles of the General Education 

Charter prepared in 1869 (Sahin et al., 2013). In the regulation of 1875, the main task of 

inspectors was to support teachers and provide guidance to them. In the early 1900s, the main 

responsibility of education inspectors was to appoint and dismiss of teachers, as well as 

monitoring, guidance, and investigation (Bilir, 1991). Although developmental supervision 

principles were quite old, the deficiency-oriented supervision was maintained for years in 

Turkey (Memduhoglu et al., 2007). 
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With the Republic period in 1923,  the supervision principles and foundations were defined as 

well as the responsibilities of supervisors. The radical changes emerged with the Law on the 

Unification of Education enacted on March 3, 1924 (Akyuz, 2015). Ministry of National 

Education (MoNE) made regulations that focused on educational supervision in education 

system (Memduhoglu et al., 2007). In this period, some minor changes were experienced 

depending on the development in management theories. Since 1990, frequent changes have 

been made in education supervision (Kayikci et al., 2018). A series of legislation has occurred 

between 1990-2014. However, these legislations do not include effective supervision methods 

and principles. Therefore, an effective supervision model is needed to encourage teachers for 

more effective instructional activities (Kaplan, 2016). 

In Türkiye, ten years ago educational supervision was carried out in two major applications: 

school inspection and teacher supervision. In this period, the high-stakes inspection was 

common in Türkiye. This supervision has been conducted by education inspectors for many 

years (Konan et al., 2019). MoNE (2014) declared the purposes of supervision as to determine 

the achieving goals and to increase student success. In last ten years radical changes occurred 

in supervision system. One of them is the unification of education supervision system of 

central and provincial organizations in 2014. The legal reasons for the restructuring in 2014 

were stated as increasing effectiveness in education, improving coordination, collecting data 

in a single centre, and facilitating cooperation (Kurum & Cinkir, 2017). In this context, the 

role and responsibility of education inspectors was limited to the examination and 

investigation of the school affairs.  

According to the new regulations, teacher evaluation task  was given to the school principals 

(MoNE, 2015). In addition, the school supervision has been carried out by Ministry inspectors 

(Koc, 2018). In a sense, a low-stakes inspection system was introduced. In 2015-2016 

academic year, school principals have given performance scores to teachers. Finally, the 

‘Regulation on the Inspection Board’ went into operation in 2017 (MoNE, 2017). According 

to this regulation schools and other educational institutions were audited periodically every 

three years. However, the results in previous studies (e.g., Cagan, 1998; Dagli, 2000; Ekleme, 

2001; Oncel, 2006; Ozbas, 2002; Saylan, 2013) revealed that the knowledge and skills of 

school principals were insufficient to supervise teachers.  

The literature investigation showed that numerous studies were conducted on assessment of 

teachers by school principals. In some of them (e.g., Kaplan, 2016; Kayikci et al., 2018; 

Konan et al., 2019; Kurum & Cinkir, 2017; Tonbul & Baysulen, 2017) the focus is on the 

regulations. While school principals and teachers found the regulations as useful, the 

inspectors did not find them useful. In some, (e. g., Akbasli & Tunc, 2019; Can & Gunduz, 

2016; Donmez & Demirtas, 2018; Gunduz, 2017; Koc, 2018; Kocak & Arslan, 2018; Kosar 

& Buran, 2019; Yesil & Kis, 2015) the focus is on the teacher evaluation task of school 

principals. In general, teachers found school principals as inadequate regarding teacher 

assessment skills. These inadequacies include unfair and subjective audit, inadequacy for 

course audit, short audit time, and insufficient feedback. Although numerous quantitative 

research on teacher assessment are conducted, it is seen that the number of qualitative studies 

on teacher assessment and school supervision based on the views of teachers is quite limited 

(Boydak-Ozan & Sener, 2015; Durnali & Limon, 2018; Memduhoglu et al., 2007). 

In conclusion, instead of an inspection system determined entirely by a central decision-

making approach, a supervision model, which all stakeholders agreed-upon should be created 

in Turkey. Thus, the school-based success can be determined more appropriately, and so, the 
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effectiveness of education system can increase. It is foreseen that current study will constitute 

a significant frame of reference in the literature. Moreover, this study can provide 

experimental and reliable data enlightening the dilemma for assessment of teachers and 

school supervision to the decision makers and practitioners. 

Research aim and questions 

Since 2015, the assessment of teachers has only been carried out by school principals. 

There is still confusion about leaving this discussed responsibility to education inspectors. In 

numerous studies, it is stated that the principles of merit and trust are ignored in auditing. It is 

predicted that current study will clarify the issues discussed in recent years in the literature, by 

revealing the views and suggestions of teachers deeply regarding the supervision carried out 

in schools. Therefore, the aim of this research is to determine the perspectives of teachers 

about supervision in schools. For this purpose, the answer to the following question was 

sought: “Is a common understanding possible on school supervision and teacher assessment 

in Türkiye?” 

Method 

In this study, qualitative research design and a single case study model was adopted. 

The purpose of case study is to produce detailed conclusions about a specific case. The most 

distinctive feature of the case study is to conduct in-depth research and analysis on the 

specified case (Yin, 2014). In this sense, case study requires the investigation of a case that 

exists in real life, current context or environment (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Schwandt & Gates, 

2018). The case, addressed in this study is that according to the amendment made in the 

Ministry of National Education Guidance and Inspection Presidency and Regulation on the 

Heads of Education Inspectors, school supervision was left to education inspectors, and 

teacher assessment was left to school principals. In conclusion, the reason why we investigate 

this case is to reveal the uncertainty between this event and the context by focusing on the 

complexity of the issue, its uniqueness and relations with the context of which it is a part 

(Glesne, 2016; Merriam, 2009). In addition, the case related to the assessment of teachers and 

school supervision has been handled and analysed in single case, which is a type of the cases 

studies. A reality is that the evidence generated from a single case study can be measured 

powerfully and reliably (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Other advantage of single case study is that 

this model creates more convincing implications when the suggestions are more intensely 

grounded in several empirical evidence. Thus, single cases allow a wider exploration of the 

questions and theoretical frame of the research (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

Participants 

The participants were 28 teachers. Of these, 15 were teachers working in high-stakes 

schools (HSS) and 13 were teachers working in low-stakes schools (LSS). Maximum 

variation sampling technique, which is one of the purposeful sampling methods was used to 

determine participants. The aim of maximum variation sampling is to create a small sample 

that can reflect an event, which is effective in a wide area in the best way, and to ensure 

optimum way the diversity of individuals who can be a part to the researched problem in this 

sample (Baxter & Jack, 2008). To guarantee maximum variation the participants were 

selected considering gender, job seniority, age, teaching subject, school type, and school 

level. This strategy for purposeful sampling aims at capturing and describing the central 

themes or principal outcomes that cut across a great deal of participant or program variation 

(Patton, 2014). The sampling teachers were selected among the teachers working in primary, 
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secondary, and high schools. Moreover, the study group was selected from different cities 

including Rize, Trabzon, Giresun, and Ordu (in Northeast Anatolia).  

Demographic characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. The demographic characteristics of the participants (N=28). 

Code Gender Job seniority Age Teaching subject School type  School level 

P1 Male 21 years 44 Form teacher Primary school HSS 

P2 Female 30 years 50 History  Secondary school  HSS 

P3 Female 8 years 29 Physical education  Secondary school LSS 

P4 Female 21 years  43 Pre-school  Primary school HSS 

P5 Female 10 years 42 Science  Secondary school HSS 

P6 Female 20 years 42 Form teacher Primary school HSS 

P7 Male 12 years 32 Geography  Academic high school HSS 

P8 Male 32 years 59 Literature  Voc. high school LSS 

P9 Male 7 years 34 Physical education  Voc. high school LSS 

P10 Female 9 years 33 Literature  Academic high school LSS 

P11 Female 13 years 38 Physical education  Secondary school LSS 

P12 Female 15 years 38 Science  Secondary school LSS 

P13 Female 10 years 32 Math  Secondary school HSS 

P14 Male 8 years 32 Religious  Secondary school LSS 

P15 Female 5 years 29 Turkish  Secondary school HSS 

P16 Female 23 years 45 Form teacher Primary school LSS 

P17 Male 28 years 48 Form teacher Primary school HSS 

P18 Female 7 years 31 Turkish Secondary school HSS 

P19 Male 20 years 50 Form teacher Primary school HSS 

P20 Male 20 years 52 Counselling  Voc. high school LSS 

P21 Male 29 years 49 Form teacher Primary school HSS 

P22 Male 7 years 35 Music  Secondary school HSS 

P23 Female 10 years 37 Social studies  Secondary school HSS 

P24 Male 8 years 33 Turkish Secondary school LSS 

P25 Male 7 years 33 Art teacher Secondary school LSS 

P26 Female 8 years 30 Math  Secondary school LSS 

P27 Male 24 years 46 Form teacher Primary school HSS 

P28 Female 21 years 44 Art teacher Secondary school LSS 
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Procedure 

The process of this qualitative study is presented in Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure 1. Research process. 

Data collection 

During school observations and interviews with teachers, it was understood that they 

frequently be on the fence about the inspection of the schools by educational inspectors and 

assessment of the teachers by school principals. Moreover, this dilemma was reducing the 

morale and motivation of teachers. This preliminary research was conducted to understand the 

problem clearly through informal interviews with teachers in different schools. Then, a 

conceptual framework was created to be able to classify and compare the teachers’ dilemmas 

examined in current study. This conceptual framework was created based on the conceptual 

model of Ehren et al. (2013). 

Based on the conceptual model of Ehren et al. (2013) a semi-structured interview form was 

developed to collect data. In this process, two separate draft forms of interview were created. 

The first one was aimed at determining the views of teachers in low-stakes schools (LSS). 

The second was aimed at determining the views of teachers in high-stakes schools (HSS). The 

forms consisted of two parts. In the first part, there were six functional questions determining 

participants’ demographic characteristics. The second part consisted of three open-ended 

questions following: (1a) What are the benefits of supervision of teachers by school principals 

(for LSS)? (1b) What are the benefits of supervision of teachers by Ministry inspectors (for 

HSS)? (2) How do you evaluate need-based school supervision (Common)? 

Data analysis 

In this research, the seven-step data processing method developed by Rossman and 

Rallis  (2017) was adopted. This process was involved organizing, performing deep 
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interpretation, creating themes and categories, coding, writing analytical notes, presenting 

comments, and searching for potential meanings. In organizing stage, the interviews were 

read and re-read to understand the whole, that is, to gain a general understanding of what the 

participants were talking about. In the deep interpretation phase, the main points or ideas were 

examined in detail to get the ideas that the participants were really expressing. In creating 

themes and categories stage, the text was divided into smaller parts, namely, into meaning 

units. A theme can be seen as an expression or meaning unit including two or more categories 

(Erlingsson & Brysiewicz, 2017). In coding phase, the meaning units were labelled by 

formulating codes and then grouping these codes into categories. In addition, the analytical 

notes were written in data processing (Mayring, 2014). Writing analytical notes was 

considered as a critical aspect of effectively analysing qualitative data. Essentially, the 

analytical notes provided the basis of our analyses that we would end up including in our final 

report. Moreover, the examples of quotations from as many participants as possible were 

given to help confirm the connection between the results and data as well as the richness of 

data (Elo et al., 2014). Finally, the potential meanings of expressions were searched for the 

deep analysis considering the dilemmas of teachers working LSS and HSS in the context of 

the school inspection and teacher assessment. Themes and sub-themes were created as a result 

of categorical content analysis (Elo & Kyngӓs, 2008). The sub-themes associated with each 

other were brought together, and so, the themes were created. These themes are as follows: 

(1) Low stakes inspection, (2) High stakes inspection, (3) Decentralization, and (4) 

Decreasing in quality. The views related to the themes were presented in tabulation. 

Focus group interviewing 

Focus group discussions were held to reveal the suggestions of teachers in more detail 

about the inspection of schools. Focus group discussion is defined as a series of carefully 

planned guided discussions aimed at getting participants’ views on a predetermined topic in a 

relatively friendly and safe environment (Cokluk et al., 2011). The focus group method is one 

of several tools that researchers can use to understand any phenomenon, to produce valid 

information for the development of the program, community or organization (Grudens-

Schuck, et al., 2004). For this purpose: (i) the most frequently repeated codes were 

determined, (ii) eight teachers were selected among the participants working in Trabzon (four 

teachers) and Ordu (four teachers) on a voluntary basis, (iii) two different groups including 

four people each of them were determined. In a school, where one of the participants is in 

charge, a clean, bright and noise-free environment has been created in which groups that will 

participate in focus group meetings will feel safe, and (iv) focus group discussions were held 

with the participants on their suggestions for inspection in schools. These interviews 

continued for two weeks, twice a week. Focus group interviews were recorded by the second 

researcher with a voice-recorder. The data obtained during the focus group interviews were 

analysed through thematic content analysis. The views were grouped under the sub-themes, 

and the views related to the sub-themes were presented as direct quotations. 
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Trustworthiness 

We employed following strategies to ensure the credibility and reliability of the 

findings. (i) Triangulation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Patton, 2014). We applied multiple data 

sources, including interviews, observations in schools, and focus group interviews. (ii) Peer 

debriefing (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam, 2009). A professor with extensive 

qualitative research experience was invited to act as a devil’s advocate to help researchers in 

undertaking design revision. (iii) Interrater agreement (Li & Li, 2020). The researchers 

randomly drew 30% of the data from interviews, observations, and focus group interviews, 

and then an independent researcher re-coded these data. The agreement percentage of original 

coding data and the re-coding data across participants was 89% to 91%. Researchers 

discussed inconsistent codes and revised the codes together to achieve final consistency. 

Results 

The results related to ‘inspection in school’ 

According to the results of categorical content analysis, four categories were 

determined. In determining of these categories, the conceptual model of Ehren et al. (2013) 

was considered. In Figure 2 the details of themes were given. 

 

 
Figure 2. Details of themes. 
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In Figure 2, two sub-themes were determined related to the ‘inspection in school’ theme. 

These themes are ‘low-stakes inspection (LSI)’ and ‘high-stakes inspection (HSI)’. In LSI 

sub-theme the categories are less stress, less paperwork, more initiative, audit of instruction, 

audit in-process, self-regulation, school-based inspection, and functional audit. In HSI sub-

theme the categories are supervision by experts, purposeful inspection, quality in inspection, 

objectivity, sustainability, accountability, teacher development, and more guidance. 

In Figure 2, two sub-themes ‘decentralization’ and ‘decreasing in quality’ emerged related to 

the need-based inspection main theme. In decentralization sub-theme, the categories are 

leadership, less stress for audit, less formality, reduction of paperwork, more autonomy, more 

self-confidence, more self-audit, and less need for external audit. In decreasing in quality sub-

theme, the categories are reduction of the quality, less professional development, uncertainty 

in achievements, less accountability, less motivation, unfulfilled educational goals, arbitrary 

practices, and routinization. 

The categories and interview statements related to the ‘supervision in schools’ were presented 

in Table 2. 

Table 2. Interview statements of participants regarding supervision in schools 
Category Interview statements of participants 

regarding LSI sub-theme. 

Category Interview statements of participants 

regarding HSI sub-theme. 
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P-8 ‘…the concept of ‘ministry inspector’ is an 

element of psychological pressure on teachers...’ 

 S
u

p
e
r
v
is

io
n

 b
y

 

e
x
p

e
r
ts

 

P-1 ‘…the inspection done by experts increases 

reliability and success…’ 

P-9 ‘…the inspection by ministry inspectors cause 

psychological pressure on teachers...’  

P-5 ‘…I find positive the inspections made by the 

ministry inspectors who are specialist in inspection.’   

P-10 ‘…the inspections carried out by the ministry 

inspectors create serious psychological pressure on 

teachers…’ 

P-18 ‘…I find it appropriate to conduct audits by 

experts in the field...’ 
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P-3 ‘…I think that the external inspection in schools 

is limited to the paperwork dimension...’ 

 P
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P-17 ‘…When the audit is not focus on deficits, it is 

useful in achieving educational goals...’ 

P-9 ‘‘…The absence of external audit reduces paper 

waste…’ 

P-21 ‘…External audit plays an important role in 

determining the achievement level of educational 

goals...’ 

P-11 ‘…External audit is carried out only in the form 

of document control...’ 

P-23 ‘…Systematic and regular external supervision 

ensures that education is carried out more effectively 

and in accordance with the objectives...’   

 M
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r
e
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n
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ti
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P-11 ‘...I think there will be no need for external 

audit when we train responsible individuals...’ 

 Q
u
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e
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o
n

 

P-4 ‘…education and training are not carried out in a 

qualified way without external audit...’ 

P-24 ‘...I don't need external audit... I do my job 

meticulously...’ 

P-13 ‘…I think that external audit will increase the 

quality of inspection...’ 

P-28 ‘…there is no need for external supervision... 

Teachers are already doing their job responsibly….’ 

P-17 ‘…I believe that the inspection of ministry 

inspectors will increase the quality of the 

inspection....’ 

 A
u
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it

 
o
f 
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r
u

c
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o
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P-7 ‘…in the supervision process, I believe that 

teaching activities should be supervised...’ 

 O
b

je
c
ti

v
it

y
 

P-4 ‘…I find objective the inspections made by 

ministry inspectors...’ 

P-20 ‘…supervision should be maintained in the 

form of supervision of instruction…’ 

P-17 ‘...I believe that ministry inspectors will be 

impartial and do a fair assessment...’ 

P-25 ‘The quality of education can be enhanced... not 

by supervision... but by effective teaching...’ 

P-27 ‘…I consider it a positive practice for ministry 

inspectors to objectively inspect schools...’ 

 A
u

d
it
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n

-p
r
o
c
e
ss

  

P-8 ‘I believe that supervision in the process will 

make positive contributions to the continuation of 

education and training services in accordance with 

the objectives.’ 

 S
u
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a
in

a
b

il
it

y
 

P-13 ‘…Schools evaluated annually by an 

independent external auditor gain sustainable 

development opportunities …’ 

P-9 ‘…It is more accurate if the supervision is 

carried out by the school superintendents in the 

process...’ 

P-15 ‘…external audit ensures the progress and 

sustainability of the process as planned...’ 

P-12 ‘…supervision by the school management as a 

process increases the quality of education and 

training services...’ 

P-24 ‘…An external audit should be carried out every 

year… it is necessary for sustainability to have 

external audits in schools every academic year...’ 

 S
e
lf

-r
e
g
u

la
ti

o
n
 P-11 ‘...above all, teachers should have self-control 

awareness...’ 
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c
c
o
u

n
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 P-2 ‘…External audit is needed in terms of 

performance, responsibilities and accountability…’ 

P-12 ‘...In my opinion, it is necessary to train 

individuals who have self-control instead of external 

supervision in schools....’ 

P-13 ‘…External audit is required in terms of 

identifying teachers who do not have a sense of 

professional responsibility and accountability....’ 

P-24 ‘...first of all, self-control awareness should be P-21 ‘…External inspection of educational activities 
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placed in teachers...’ is important in terms of accountability...’ 
 S
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h
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o
l-

b
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u
d
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P-3 ‘...Supervision should be school-based...It should 

be considered that there may be different 

applications in different settlements, in different 

schools...’ 

 T
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h
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r
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e
v
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p
m

e
n

t 

P-6 ‘Identifying the shortcomings of teachers by 

impartial and expert external auditors is very helpful 

in terms of self-development...’ 

P-12 ‘...Inspection is meaningful if it is school-

based... external inspections cannot go beyond being 

just show-stopping practices...’ 

P-7 ‘…External supervision makes teachers better in 

their profession... The teacher gains an understanding 

of continuous improvement…’ 

P-25 ‘Supervision should be school-based… ministry 

inspectors may not be able to fully evaluate the 

environmental conditions of each school and make 

objective evaluations…’ 

P-16 ‘…Teachers should be evaluated annually by an 

independent external auditor. I believe that external 

evaluation of teachers will contribute to their self-

development...’ 

 F
u

n
c
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o
n

a
l 

a
u

d
it

 

P-20 ‘...I do not find it functional that ministry 

inspectors conduct inspections at schools...’ 

 M
o
r
e
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u
id

a
n

c
e
 

P-13 ‘…the inspection made by ministry inspectors 

makes positive contributions to the development of 

teachers...’ 

P-25 ‘...for a more functional supervision, teacher 

supervision should be done by school principals....’ 

P-18 ‘First of all, I think teachers need the guidance 

of ministry inspectors...’ 

P-26 ‘...evaluation of teachers’ performances by the 

school administrators is more functional...’ 

P-19 ‘Although it is thought that external inspection is 

done to detect deficiencies, ministry inspectors mostly 

conduct inspections for guidance.’   

In LSI sub-theme, participant views emphasize on the reduction of the stress and paperwork 

experienced by teachers due to external inspection. Participants also expressed that when LSI 

implemented, supervisors focus more on the quality of instructing and teachers take more 

initiative. Moreover, participants reported that LSI enables process-based inspection will 

increase self-audit in teachers, and ensure school-based and a more functional inspection. On 

the other hand, in HSI sub-theme the participants emphasised more on expert supervision, 

purposeful inspection, and quality in inspection. In addition, the participants reported that 

external inspection would increase objectivity, sustainability, and accountability in inspection. 

Moreover, the participants emphasized that the external inspection ensures more professional 

development and more guidance for teachers. 

The results show that respondents who adopted the LSI model mostly insisted on 

decentralized inspection. Moreover, it reveals that the participants adopting the HSI model 

insist on centralized inspection. In addition, the results indicated that the participants adopting 

the LSI model are in internally auditing tendency, but the participants adopting the HSI model 

are in externally auditing tendency.  

The results related to ‘need-based supervision’ 

In Table 3, the sub-themes, categories, and interview statements related to the ‘need-

based supervision’ main theme were included. 

Table 3. Interview statements of participants regarding need-based supervision 

Category Interview statements of participants 

regarding decentralization sub-theme  

Category Interview statements of participants regarding 

decreasing in quality sub-theme 

 L
e
a
d

e
r
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P-3 ‘…school principal knows better the functioning 

of the school and the structure of education...’ 

R
e
d

u
c
ti

o
n

 o
f 

th
e
 

q
u

a
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ty
 

P-4 ‘…The lack of continuity in supervision negatively 

affects the quality of education...’ 

P-26 ‘…the quality of training is related to leadership 

of school administrator rather than external 

inspection...’ 

P-5 ‘…I think that regular inspections every year are more 

beneficial in terms of increasing the quality of education...’   

P-35 ‘…The course inspection by school principals 

increases the leadership skills of them.’  

P-6 ‘…to increase the quality of education and training 

services, there should be continuity in supervision...’ 

 L
e
ss

 s
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e
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 f
o

r
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u
d

it
 

P-16 ‘…I find it appropriate to carry out the audit 

when needed... it contributes to preventing them from 

getting unnecessarily stressed...’ 

L
e
ss

 p
r
o
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n
a
l 

d
e
v
e
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p
m

e
n

t 

P-17 ‘Lack of continuity in supervision can push teachers 

into laziness. This leads to professional regression of 

teachers...’ 

P-25 ‘annual inspections that turn into routine, and 

cause teachers to be under unnecessary stress.’ 

P-18 ‘The lack of continuity in supervision negatively 

affects the professional development of teachers...’ 

P-28 ‘...I think external audits are a practice that puts 

more stress on the learning and working environment 

in schools...’ 

 

P-27 ‘…I think that the continuity of supervision in schools 

enables teachers to follow innovations and develop 

themselves professionally...’   
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P-11 ‘…self -assessment should be encouraged. 

Otherwise, the audit will consist of only document 

control and formality...’ 

U
n

c
e
r
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h
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e
m
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n
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P-13 ‘...If the supervision is not continuous, the level of 

achievement of the teaching objectives cannot be 

determined. This reduces the quality of education...’ 

P-12 ‘To be honest, the inspection by someone who 

does not know the conditions of the school is not 

functional. This inspection is only formality.’ 

P-15 ‘…If there is no continuity in supervision, this may 

lead to problems in determining the level of achievement of 

educational goals...’ 

P-28 ‘...external supervision instead of increase 

education quality, it unnecessarily causes tension and 

formalism …’ 

P-23 ‘…If this process is not evaluated, the level of 

realization of the aims of education cannot be 

determined...’   

 R
e
d

u
c
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o
n

 o
f 

p
a
p

e
r
w

o
r
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 P-3 ‘I think, external audit does not focus on the 

teaching processes or change in educational success 

of the school... it is just focus on paperwork...’ 

L
e
ss
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c
c
o
u

n
ta

b
il

it
y

 

P-1 ‘Performing the audit, when necessary, creates 

uncertainty. This situation leads to a violation of the 

principle of accountability in management…’ 

P-8 ‘It seems unlikely that ministry inspectors will 

come from the capital every year to inspect schools… 

it would be more appropriate to increase the quality of 

education instead of paperwork….’ 

P-13 ‘…Conducting the audit when needed makes it 

difficult to monitor whether teachers and other employees 

are performing their duties properly and accountability is 

ignored...’ 

P-26 ‘Continuous external auditing in schools causes 

more paperwork, and the workload of school 

administrations and teachers increases...’ 

P-21 ‘…Accountability in management is very important 

today. In this sense, it is unthinkable for educational 

activities to be unsupervised...’ 

 M
o
r
e
 a

u
to

n
o
m

y
 

P-12 ‘The quality of education in schools is provided 

with the quality of the management personnel and 

teachers at the school rather than external audit.’ 

L
e
ss

 m
o
ti

v
a
ti

o
n

 

P-7 ‘Lack of supervision reduces teachers’ motivation. 

This causes to decrease the quality of education, although 

it is improved the physical equipment and technology. 

P-26 ‘Inspection of school administration is 

sufficient... annual inspections by ministry inspectors 

cause to decrease school autonomy…’ 

P-17 ‘…Externally supervised teachers may have 

problems motivating themselves. Therefore, continuous 

supervision is more beneficial for schools...’ 

P-28 ‘…when schools act autonomously, teachers 

carefully do what needs to be done in terms of 

education and ensure the functioning...’ 

P-19 ‘…The decrease in the perception of supervision in 

schools reduces teachers' sense of responsibility and 

professional motivation....’ 

 M
o
r
e
 s

e
lf

-c
o
n

fi
d

e
n

c
e
 

P-10 ‘auditing is not to look at a deficiency, it should 

aim to improve the present. It should develop teachers 

and create self -confidence in them.’ 
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n
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u
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a
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o
n

a
l 

 

g
o
a
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P-1 ‘…Inspection should be done every year. Performing 

the audit when needed prevents to reach predetermined 

goals…’ 

P-16 ‘…I think that teachers perform their 

educational activities confidently without the need for 

external audit...’ 

P-6 ‘If an external audit is not carried out every year, the 

determined objectives cannot be achieved… There should 

be continuity to achieve the predetermined goals...’ 

P-20 ‘…efficiency in education increases not with 

external audits, but when the teacher is equipped and 

feels safe...’ 

P-15 ‘…If there is no continuity in supervision, this may 

cause some problems in reaching the aims of education...’ 

 M
o
r
e
  

se
lf

-a
u

d
it

 

 

P-10 ‘…Teachers may not need supervision because 

they are aware of their responsibilities…’ 

A
r
b

it
r
a
r
y
 

p
r
a
c
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ce
s 

P-22 ‘…Arbitrary practices arise due to the informal 

relations between school principal and teachers...’ 

P-24 ‘…when the door of classroom closed, students 

are left alone with the personal volition of teacher’ 

P-23 ‘…I think that regular external inspections every year 

will eliminate arbitrary practices in schools…’ 

P-25 ‘Instead of every year, the audit should be done 

when necessary… this also encourages self-audit’ 

P-27 ‘…arbitrary and pointless practices will decrease in 

schools where regular inspections are carried out...’ 

 L
e
ss

 n
ee
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o
r
  

e
x
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r
n

a
l 

a
u

d
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P-8‘…since teachers take the initiative, the need for 

external audit will decrease…’ 

R
o
u
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n
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a
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o
n

 

P-1 ‘…in the absence of constant supervision, teachers 

focus on routine work...’ 

P-9 ‘…in the absence of external supervision, 

teachers develop self-control and there is no need for 

external supervision...’ 

P-4 ‘...I believe that when there isn't continuous 

supervision, education is carried out routinely instead of 

continuing it in an effective way...’ 

P-28 ‘…teachers continue their education-related 

duties with devotion and care, even without external 

supervision....’ 

P-7 ‘…When supervision is not continuous, teachers’ 

attitudes towards only dealing with routine tasks 

continuously reduce the quality of teaching...’ 

In Table 3, in decentralization sub-theme the categories are leadership, less audit stress, less 

formality, and less paperwork, more autonomy, more self-confidence, more self-control, and 

less need for external audit. On the other hand, decreasing in quality sub-theme, the categories 

are reduction of the quality, less professional development, uncertainty in achievements, less 

accountability, less motivation, unfulfilled education goals, arbitrary practices, and 

routinization. These results can be considered important in terms of revealing the participants’ 

views on external locus of control as well as self-control.  

The results related to ‘focus group interviews’ 

In this section, the results of focus group interviews were presented. Focus group 

interviews were clustered around two main themes. These main themes emerged as the 

‘developmental inspection’ and ‘performance assessment’. Participants from HSS emphasized 

on ‘developmental inspection’. Participants from LSS, on the other hand, emphasized on 
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‘performance assessment’. The direct quotations of participants regarding the ‘developmental 

inspection’ main theme were presented follows: 

‘…The purpose of the audit should not be just to see and indicate the deficits of educators… 

the education in schools should be evaluated as a whole, the environment of the school and the 

parent profile should also be taken into consideration… if any, the deficiencies of the school 

should be tried to be eliminated, and the teachers should be informed about the new 

developments in education…’ [HSS-1].  

‘…the inspections should be carried out regularly by competent and well-equipped inspectors 

in all areas of education... inspectors should monitor teachers during lesson and provide them 

guidance.... in addition, the feedback should be given teachers about the results of 

inspection…’ [HSS-2].  

‘Audits should do for the purposes such as guidance and teacher development … The 

prepared reports as a result of audit should be evaluated by the commission consisting of field 

experts and academicians… These reports should guide to practitioners and the MoNE in 

determining education policies…’ [HSS-3].  

‘…continuity of supervision should be ensured in line with the aims of education. Supervision 

should reveal the needs of teachers… Moreover, supervision should increase the willingness 

of teachers to follow new developments. … In conclusion, supervision should support the 

professional development of teachers’ [HSS-4].  

The direct quotations of participants regarding the ‘performance assessment’ main theme 

were presented follows: 

‘…supervision should never be understood just a document control… in this sense, 

supervision should not be carried out over the routine works written in the documents… 

supervision should be made according to the performance of teachers, including the success of 

teaching in the classroom…  interaction of teachers in classroom, communication skills, 

cooperation with parents, tendency to teamwork, social activities at school should be 

considered’ [LSS-1]. 

‘…The inspection system should not only focus on the deficiencies… School administrators 

should first meet with the teachers about the performance they need to demonstrate… Later, 

audits can be made by the school principals to measure the realization level of these 

performance criteria… The results can be presented to the top administrators in the form of a 

report…’ [LSS-2]. 

‘…teachers cannot be judged solely on their performance in a class hour… therefore, school 

principals should evaluate the activities of teachers throughout the year…, their impact and 

contribution on students’ success, their interactions with students, and their communication 

with parents…’ [LSS-3].  

‘…since ministry inspectors do not know the school and the teachers, it does not seem 

possible for them to make accurate assessments…. therefore, the audit should be made by 

school principals to clearly reveal the performance of teachers….  I may say that education 

and training will be much more qualified when school principals can make objective and 

impartial inspections regarding the work of teachers in their areas of responsibility…’ [LSS-

4]. 
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Discussion 

This study specified an important dilemma on school supervision and teacher 

assessment. The results showed that participants had perspectives in two different tendencies. 

Namely, some of the participants adopts LSI model, which allows for school-based 

supervision by reducing paperwork, giving teachers more self-responsibility, and improving 

self-regulation habits, thus causing less stress on teachers. On the other hand, some of the 

participants reported that in the HSI model, supervision is carried out by expert supervisors 

and therefore the model provides more appropriate supervision, more guidance, and more 

opportunities for teachers’ development, thus increasing the quality of teaching. These results 

may be considered as important findings as they show that teachers do not agree with the 

latest changes made in the supervision system.  

The results of the study revealed that participants who adopted the LSI model were 

demanding in terms of self-evaluation. The fact that the participants were demanding about 

self-evaluation was an important finding in terms of revealing the teachers’ self-confidence. 

According to Brady (2016), self-evaluation in inspection policy became a global 

phenomenon. Moreover, self-evaluation increases the school autonomy, and so, it enables 

more ownership and responsibility to teachers over their job. The results revealed that it 

would be appropriate for teacher supervision to be carried out by school principals, with the 

argument that it would provide school autonomy. The fact that similar results were obtained 

in previous studies shows that the results obtained from this research are consistent with the 

literature. The results obtained from previous studies in Türkiye reveal that the evaluation of 

teachers by school principals is seen as more objective and appropriate (Akbasli & Tunc, 

2019; Donmez & Demirtas, 2018; Kosar & Buran, 2019). Moreover, it is possible to mention 

studies in the literature that contain findings that Ministry inspectors’ teacher inspections are 

not accurate in evaluating teachers’ professional competencies. For instance, in recent studies, 

teachers emphasised that the accurate assessment of teaching skills by Ministry inspectors 

who make the supervision in one or two course hours was impossible (Kocak & Arslan, 2018; 

Konan, Bozanoglu, & Cetin, 2019; Kosar & Buran, 2019). In literature, reproaches about the 

attitude of Ministry inspectors during the inspection process are also encountered. Uçar 

(2012) found that the democratic leadership skills of Ministry inspectors were poor, and they 

were insufficient to contribute on teacher career development. Similarly, Can and Gunduz 

(2016) found that the principals and Ministry inspectors were insufficient in guidance. These 

results may be evaluated as significant in terms of revealing that the teachers are not satisfied 

enough with the external supervision carried out with a traditional sense for many years.  

Although this research includes a critical perspective on HSI, it is possible to come across 

studies that contain supportive opinions regarding the supervision of teachers by Ministry 

inspectors. For instance, in Sezgin, Tinmaz, and Tetik’s (2017) study, the HSI model was 

evaluated as a model that makes significant contributions to the professional development of 

teachers. In addition, there are many studies include results showing that the evaluation of 

teachers by school principals is not objective and fair (Kaplan, 2016; Koc, 2018; Tonbul & 

Baysulen, 2017). The reason for this is that school principals are not appointed on the basis of 

merit. In this context, it can be said that the participants who adopted the HSI model believe 

that the ministry inspectors will carry out more accurate inspections since school principals 

are not appointed on the basis of merit. 

A dilemma also emerged over need-based inspection. The respondents showed two different 

trends in need-based inspection. These were decentralization and the decreasing in quality. 

Participants from LSS, emphasized that need-based inspection would provide the reduction of 

inspection stress, formality, paperwork, and external inspection need.  They also asserted that 
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it would increase the leadership, autonomy, self-confidence, and self-control. Moreover, HSS 

participants emphasized that need-based supervision would lead to a decrease in the quality of 

education. These results are significant as they show that teachers cannot reach a consensus 

on periodic inspection of schools. The results are significant in that they show that teachers’ 

perspectives on supervision are related to the subjective conditions of the school they work in. 

Until recently, MoNE was in a holistic approach in school supervision and teacher 

assessment. It can be said that this dilemma arises from the fact that school supervision and 

teachers’ lesson supervision are evaluated in separate categories. Moreover, this may also be 

seen as a reflection of the resistance to change.  

In previous studies, the participants (e.g., teachers, school principals, and inspectors) have 

both supporting and opposing views on the need-based supervision. Konan, Bozanoglu, and 

Çetin (2019) found that HSI was not useful.  They also underlined that the most important 

factor for reshaping the supervision policies was the ‘expectations of teachers’. Similarly, 

Boydak-Ozan and Şener (2015) found that the perceptions of teachers about the HSI were 

negative since they perceived it as an inspection process, which focusing on deficiencies. On 

the contrary, in Kocak and Arslan’s (2018) study, the teachers were uncomfortable with the 

limitations of the assessment process in the LSI. These limitations are the unclear criteria, the 

weakness of the feedback mechanism, and the prejudiced and unfair assessment of school 

principals. In Kurum and Cinkir’s (2017) study, the results show that despite some positive 

effects of unification of inspection boards on the supervisors (e.g., working in collaboration 

and knowing each other closely); it includes negative effects on education system.  These 

negative effects are lack of supervision, the biased attitude in school supervision, and the burn 

out of inspectors. 

The focus group interviews results revealed the alternatives for more effective supervision 

system. These were developmental supervision and performance assessment. These results 

may be seen encouraging, since the focus is on standards and teachers’ performance rather 

than shortcomings. Teacher assessment and school supervision is still a controversial issue, 

because of a need-based supervision mechanism has not been established by predetermining 

the supervision needs of teachers by the field experts. Despite the recent changes, in Turkey, a 

desired model has not been created in school supervision and teacher assessment yet. Previous 

studies include similar results. In a study conducted by Kayikci et al. (2018), school principals 

are mostly agreed on radical changes should be made on the structure and function of 

supervision system. Moreover, the school principals suggested a supervision system, which 

focused on teacher development. Similarly, Kel and Akin (2021) recommended that the 

changes to be made in educational supervision focus on the real problems of the system and 

take steps to develop and advance the system in a certain direction. 

Limitations and recommendations 

We accept that our study has some limitations. The case study model may not be very 

strong due to the pattern adopted in the study. So, we suggested further research conducted in 

quantitative research model. We tried to reach different participants with the maximum 

variation sampling technique with the concern of reaching in-depth and rich data. However, 

the desire of the participants to express their opinions in writing limited our obtaining rich and 

in-depth views. In addition, since the research group was limited to the cities of Rize, 

Trabzon, Giresun, and Ordu findings may differ in other populations. These limitations can be 

overcome by carrying out similar research across Turkey. Another limitation was the results 

could change over time due to the qualitative data used in this research. Longitudinal data can 
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be obtained to determine whether the qualitative data results changes over time. Moreover, 

the collected data may have been influenced by subjectivity because it was based on teachers’ 

perceptions. This can be mitigated by including the perceptions of school principals and 

inspectors. 

This study offers several implications for research, policy, and practice regarding the 

dilemmas of teachers in assessment of schools and teachers in Turkey. All arrangements 

related to the inspection were made by the Ministry without to refer the views and suggestions 

of the practitioners.  This led to reluctance in practice, and reduces the accountability in 

education.  Therefore, it may be suggested that the legal regulations in assessment of 

educational practices should be made based on a participative approach and broad consensus. 

School principals may be gained the competencies to evaluate teachers’ professional efforts 

more fairly and accurately. Ministry inspectors may pay more attention to avoid attitudes and 

behaviours that may cause teachers to experience stress during school inspections. Finally, in 

current study the dilemma of teachers on supervision in schools was investigated. Further 

research may be conducted on the relationship between teachers’ supervision need and focus 

of control. 

Conclusion  

In summary, the results revealed that the participants were in a dilemma on school 

supervision and teacher assessment. Grover (1991) speaks of a similar dilemma. He states that 

this dilemma arises from the inconsistency between the approaches of ‘what is’ and ‘what 

ought to be’ in educational evaluation. Some participants were against the high-stakes 

supervision of inspectors because it puts teachers under unnecessary stress. The supporters of 

low-stakes inspection asserted that the assessment of teachers by school principals would 

develop the awareness, responsibility, and self-control in teachers. Results of different studies 

revealed that the LSI model has a response in the school community. In Dönmez and 

Demirtas’s (2018) study, the participants reported that teacher assessment by school 

principals was more appropriate. They also stated that it increases the communication 

between school principals and teachers, and provides a more effective observation 

opportunity.  Similarly, Kosar and Buran (2019) found that the regulations on teacher 

assessment by school principals were welcomed. Akbasli and Tunc (2019) found that teachers 

were not satisfied with their teaching skills being evaluated by an inspector within one or two 

lesson hours. On the other hand, since the school principals were not expert in teacher 

assessment, some participants opposed to audit of teachers by school principals. These 

participants asserted that the assessment of teachers by school principals would lead to 

decrease in the quality of education in schools. In Kaplan’s (2016) study, inspectors stated 

that as a result of leaving teacher supervision to school principals, schools were left 

unsupervised in a sense, the integrity of supervision was broken, and student success and 

teacher performance could not be monitored. Koc (2018) determined that school principals 

need in-service training because their supervisory competencies are poor, and they do not 

fully implement the procedures related to supervision. Tonbul and Baysulen (2017) revealed 

that the teachers and principals evaluated LSI as promotive, but inspectors considered it weak. 

It is stated that this weakness stems from the fact that school principals are not trained for 

teacher inspection and cannot contribute enough to the outputs of schools with their current 

qualifications. In conclusion, teachers have similar views related to the necessity of an 

effective model in school and teacher assessment. In addition, it may be said that the 

regulations made at the central level by the MoNE do not satisfy the practitioners.  



Dilemmas of teachers related to the supervision in schools: A case study Ş. Sezer, G.Engin 

 

Participatory Educational Research (PER)  

-18- 

Declaration of competing interest  

There are no conflicts of interest to declare that would affect the publishing decision 

of this manuscript. This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in 

the public, commercial, or non-profit sectors. 

References  

Akbasli, S., & Tunc, Z. (2019). The assessment of primary school teachers’ opinions about 

course supervision of school principals. Erzincan University Journal of Education 

Faculty, 21(3), 75-92. https://doi.org/10.17556/erziefd.474511   

Akyuz, Y. (2015). Türk eğitim tarihi [The history of Turkish education] (27th ed.). Pegem 

Akademi. 

Baxter, P., & Jack, S. (2008). Qualitative case study methodology: Study design and 

implementation for novice researchers. The Qualitative Report, 13(4), 544-559. 

https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2008.1573. 

Beaver, M. D. (2002). Instructional supervision: Perspectives of middle school fine arts 

teachers. (Unpublished PhD Dissertation). Graduate Faculty of the University of 

Georgia, Athens, Georgia. 

Bilir, M. (1991). The structure and functioning of the inspection subsystem in the Turkish 

education system (Unpublished PhD Dissertation). Ankara University, Educational 

Sciences Institution, Ankara, Turkey. 

https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp  

Binkley, N. (1995). Reforming teacher evaluation policy: A qualitative study of the 

principal’s role. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 9, 223-242. 

doi:10.1007/BF00972639 

Bland, A. R., & Rossen, E. K. (2005). Clinical supervision of nurses working with patients 

with borderline personality disorder. Issues in Mental Health Nursing, 26(5), 507-517. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01612840590931957.    

Blasé, J., Blasé, J., & Phillips, D. Y. (2010). Handbook of school improvement: How high 

performing principals create high-performing schools. Corwin Press. 

Boydak-Ozan, M., & Sener, G. (2015). Examination of supervision-related perceptions and 

expectations of classroom teachers through metaphors. Journal of Educational 

Sciences, 41, 19-33. https://doi.org/10.15285/ebd.55126.    

Brady, A. M. (2016). The regime of self-evaluation: Self-conception for teachers and schools. 

British Journal of Educational Studies, 64(4), 523-541. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2016.1164829.  

Cagan, V. (1998). Primary school teachers’ perceptions and expectations of principals’ 

supervision and leadership skills, (Unpublished master’s thesis). Dokuz Eylul 

University Institute of Social Sciences, Izmir, Turkiye. 

Can, E., & Gunduz, Y. (2016). Investigating the level of benefit primary school teachers get 

from the guidance of educational supervisors and principals. Educational 

Administration: Theory and Practice, 22(1), 1-28. 

https://doi.org/10.14527/kuey.2016.001  

Cokluk, O., Yilmaz, K., & Oguz, E. (2011). A qualitative interview method: Focus group 

interview. Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 4(1), 95-107. 

http://www.keg.aku.edu.tr/arsiv/c4s1/c4s1m6.pdf.  

Creswell, J. W. & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and 

mixed methods approaches. Sage. 

https://doi.org/10.17556/erziefd.474511
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2008.1573
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp
https://doi.org/10.1080/01612840590931957
https://doi.org/10.15285/ebd.55126
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2016.1164829
https://doi.org/10.14527/kuey.2016.001
http://www.keg.aku.edu.tr/arsiv/c4s1/c4s1m6.pdf


Participatory Educational Research (PER), 11 (2);1-23, 1 March 2024 

Participatory Educational Research (PER) 

 
-19- 

Dagli, A. (2000). Effective principal behaviors of primary school principals according to 

primary school teachers’ perceptions. Educational Administration: Theory and 

Practice, 23(23), 431-442. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/kuey/issue/10373/126953  

Daresh, J. C. (2006). Leading and supervising instruction. Sage. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (1994). Performance-based assessment and educational equity. 

Harvard Educational Review, 64(1), 5-31. 

https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.64.1.j57n353226536276   

Dedering, K. & Sowada, M. G. (2017). Reaching a conclusion-procedures and processes of 

judgement formation in school inspection teams. Educational Assessment, Evaluation 

and Accountability, 29, 5-22. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-016-9246-9  

De Fraine, B., Van Damme, J., & Onghena, P. (2002). Accountability of schools and teachers: 

What should be taken into account? European Educational Research Journal, 1(3), 

403-428. https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2002.1.3.2   

Denner, P. R., Salzman, S. A., & Bangert, A. W. (2001). Linking teacher assessment to 

student performance: A benchmarking, generalizability, and validity study of the use 

of teacher work samples. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 15, 287-307. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015405715614.  

Donmez, B. & Demirtas, Ç. (2018). Opinions of school principals and teachers on the school 

principals’ duties of lesson supervision (An example of Adıyaman province). 

Adıyaman University Journal of Social Sciences Institute, 10(29), 454-478. 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/adyusbd/issue /39062/379209  

Durnali, M., & Limon, İ. (2018). Contemporary educational supervision system of Turkey 

(The latest changes and their legal basis). Kastamonu Education Journal, 26(2), 413-

425. doi:10.24106/kefdergi.389801 

Ehren, M. C. M., & Honingh, M. E. (2011). Risk-based school inspections in the Netherlands. 

Studies in Educational Evaluation, 37(4), 239-248. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2012.02.00   

Ehren, M. C. M. & S Altrichter, H., McNamara, G., & O’Hara, J. (2013). Impact of school 

inspections on improvement of schools-describing assumptions on causal mechanisms 

in six European countries. Educ Asse Eval Acc, 25, 3-43. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-012-9156-4  

Ehren, M. C. M. & Hatch, T. (2013). Responses of schools to accountability systems using 

multiple measures: the case of New York City elementary schools. Educ Asse Eval 

Acc, 25, 341-373. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-013-9175-9  

Ehren, M. C. M. & Shackleton, N. (2016). Risk-based school inspections: impact of targeted 

inspection approaches on Dutch secondary schools. Educ Asse Eval Acc, 28, 299-321. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-016-9242-0  

Ehren, M. C. M., & Godfrey, D. (2017). External accountability of collaborative 

arrangements; a case study of a Multi Academy Trust in England. Educ Asse Eval Acc, 

29, 339-362. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-017-9267-z  

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory building from cases: Opportunities and 

challenges. The Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 25-32. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/20159839.  

Ekleme, Y. (2001). Primary school administrators’ fulfilment level of duties related to 

supervision. (Unpublished master’s thesis). Yıldız Technical University Institute of 

Social Sciences, Istanbul, Turkey. 

Elo, S., & Kyngäs, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced 

Nursing, 62(1), 107-115. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x.   

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/kuey/issue/10373/126953
https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.64.1.j57n353226536276
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-016-9246-9
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2002.1.3.2
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015405715614
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/adyusbd/issue%20/39062/379209
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-012-9156-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-013-9175-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-016-9242-0
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20159839
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x


Dilemmas of teachers related to the supervision in schools: A case study Ş. Sezer, G.Engin 

 

Participatory Educational Research (PER)  

-20- 

Elo, S., Kääriäinen, M., Kanste, O., Pölkki, T., Utriainen, K., & Kyngäs, H. (2014). 

Qualitative content analysis: A focus on trustworthiness. SAGE Open, 4(1), 1-10. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244014522633.  

Erlingsson, C., & Brysiewicz, P. (2017). A hands-on guide to doing content analysis. African 

Journal of Emergency  Medicine, 7(3), 93-99. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.afjem.2017.08.001.  

Glatthorn, A. A. (1997). Differentiated supervision. (2nd ed.). ASCD. 

Glesne, C. (2016). Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction. (5th ed.). Allyn & 

Bacon. 

Glickman, C. D., Gordon, S. P., & Ross-Gordon, J. M. (2012). The basic guide to supervision 

and teaching leadership (3rd ed.) Pearson. 

Grashel, J. N. (1997). The impact of the use of developmental supervision by principals on 

teachers’ efficacy, expectations, collegiality, trust and commitment. (Unpublished PhD 

Dissertation), University of Kansas, USA. http://proquest.umi.com/  

Grover, B. W. (1991). The teacher assessment dilemma: What is versus what ought to be! 

Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education 5, 103-119. 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/BF00117332.pdf.  

Grudens-Schuck, N., Allen, B. L., & Larson, K. (2004). Methodology brief: Focus group 

fundamentals. Extension Community and Economic Development Publications, 12. 

Retrieved from 

https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1011&context=extension_commu

nities_pubs.  

Gustafsson, J-E., Lander, R., & Myrberg, E. (2014). Inspections of Swedish schools: A 

critical reflection on intended effects, causal mechanisms and methods. Education 

Inquiry, 5(4), 461-479. https://doi.org/10.3402/edui.v5.23862   

Gunduz, Y., & Balyer, A. (2011). Alternative approaches in educational supervision. M.U. 

Atatürk Faculty of Education Journal of Educational Sciences, 33, 61-78. 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1711  

Gunduz, Y. (2017). A study on fulfilment levels of supervisory duties of school principals in 

primary schools. Kastamonu Education Journal, 25(5), 1681-1694. 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/kefdergi/issue/31226/342716  

Holland, P. (2005). The case for expanding standards for teacher evaluation to include an 

instructional supervision perspective. J Pers Eval Educ, 18, 67-77. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-006-9009-0 

Hyrkäs, K. (2005). Clinical supervision, burnout and job satisfaction among mental health and 

psychiatric nurses in Finland. Issues in Mental Health Nursing, 26(5), 531-556. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01612840590931975  

Jaffer, K. (2010). School inspection and supervision in Pakistan: Approaches and issues. 

Prospects, 40, 375-392. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-010-9163-5  

Jones, K., & Tymms, P. (2014). Ofsted’s role in promoting school improvement. Oxford 

Review of Education, 40(3), 315-330. https://dro.dur.ac.uk/12184/1/12184.pdf   

Kaplan, I. (2016). The views of supervisors related to exemption from class/lesson 

supervisions. Journal of Education for Life, 30(1), 43-60. 

http://journals.iku.edu.tr/yed/index.php/yed/article/view/48  

Kayikci, K., Ozdemir, I., & Ozyildirim, G. (2018). School principals’ views about changes in 

supervision perspective and implementations. Elementary Education Online, 17(4), 

2170-2187. https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.506995  

Kel, M. A., & Akin, U. (2021). Educational supervision in a change process: The inspectors’, 

school administrators’ and teachers’ views. TEBD, 19(1), 219-243. 

https://doi.org/10.37217/tebd.851827  

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244014522633
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.afjem.2017.08.001
http://proquest.umi.com/
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/BF00117332.pdf
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1011&context=extension_communities_pubs
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1011&context=extension_communities_pubs
https://doi.org/10.3402/edui.v5.23862
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1711
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/kefdergi/issue/31226/342716
https://doi.org/10.1080/01612840590931975
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-010-9163-5
https://dro.dur.ac.uk/12184/1/12184.pdf
http://journals.iku.edu.tr/yed/index.php/yed/article/view/48
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.506995
https://doi.org/10.37217/tebd.851827


Participatory Educational Research (PER), 11 (2);1-23, 1 March 2024 

Participatory Educational Research (PER) 

 
-21- 

Kemethofer, D., Gustafsson, J. H., & Altrichter, H. (2017). Comparing effects of school 

inspections in Sweden and Austria. Educ Asse Eval Acc, 29, 319-337. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-017-9265-1   

Koc, M. H. (2018). Primary school principals’ views on school principals’ activities for the 

supervision of teachers. MU Atatürk Education Faculty Journal of Educational 

Sciences, 48, 91-110. https://doi.org/10.15285/maruaebd.349727   

Kocak, S., & Arslan, S. Y. (2018). Opinions and suggestions of teachers working at 

secondary education institutions on performance evaluation practices. Ahi Evran 

University Journal of Kırşehir Education Faculty, 19(1), 602-620. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.29299/kefad.2018.19.017  

Konan, N., Bozanoglu, B., & Cetin, R. B. (2019). School managers’ and teachers’ opinions 

on supervision policies of the Ministry of National Education. Journal of Qualitative 

Research in Education, 7(4), 1449-1475. https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-

2624.1.7c.4s.7m    

Kosar, S., & Buran, K. (2019). An analysis of school principals’ course supervision activities 

in regard of instructional leadership. Journal of Qualitative Research in Education, 

7(3), 1232-1265. https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-2624.1.7c.3s.14.m   

Kraft, M. A., & Gilmour, A. (2016). Can principals promote teacher development as 

evaluators? A case study of principals’ views and experiences. Educational 

Administration Quarterly, 52(5), 711-753. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X16653445 

Kurum, G., & Cinkir, Ş. (2017). Marriage made in hell: Views of education supervisors on 

the unification of education supervision in Turkey. Education and Science, 42(192), 

35-57. https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2017.7288.    

Li, H. & Li, X. (2020). Rural and urban general education teachers’ instructional strategies in 

inclusive classrooms in China: A dual system perspective. International Journal of 

Inclusive Education, https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1821796.   

Lincoln, Y. S. & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage. 

Lindblad, T. L. (2021). Ethical considerations in clinical supervision: components of effective 

clinical supervision across an inter-professional team. Behav Analysis Practice (Early 

release). https://doi.org/10.1007/s40617-020-00514-y.  

Low, E. L., Goodwin, A. L., & Snyder, J. (2017). Focused on learning: Student and teacher 

time in a Singapore school. Stanford Center for Opportunity Policy in Education. 

https://edpolicy.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/scope-singapore-student-and-teacher-

time-report-final_0.pdf  

Mayring, P. (2014). Qualitative content analysis: theoretical foundation, basic procedures 

and software solution. http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-395173   

McMahon, M., & Patton, W. (2000). Conversations on clinical supervision: benefits 

perceived by school counsellors. British Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 28(3), 

339-351. https://doi.org/10.1080/713652301  

MacNab, D. (2004). Hearts, minds and external supervision of schools: Direction and 

development. Educational Review, 56(1), 53-64. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0013191032000152273  

Memduhoglu, H. B., Aydin, İ., Yilmaz, K., Gungor, S., & Oguz, E. (2007). The process of 

supervision in the Turkish Educational System: Purpose, structure, operation. Asia 

Pacific Education Review, 8(1), 56-70. doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03025833  

Memduhoglu, H. B. & Zengin, M. (2012). Implementability of instructional supervision as a 

contemporary educational supervision model in Turkish Education System. Journal of 

Theoretical Educational Science, 5(1), 131-142. 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/304184  

https://doi.org/10.15285/maruaebd.349727
http://dx.doi.org/10.29299/kefad.2018.19.017
https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-2624.1.7c.4s.7m
https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-2624.1.7c.4s.7m
https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-2624.1.7c.3s.14.m
https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2017.7288
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1821796
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40617-020-00514-y
https://edpolicy.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/scope-singapore-student-and-teacher-time-report-final_0.pdf
https://edpolicy.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/scope-singapore-student-and-teacher-time-report-final_0.pdf
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-395173
https://doi.org/10.1080/713652301
https://doi.org/10.1080/0013191032000152273
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03025833


Dilemmas of teachers related to the supervision in schools: A case study Ş. Sezer, G.Engin 

 

Participatory Educational Research (PER)  

-22- 

Merriam, S. B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. Jossey-

Bass. 

Milanowski, A. T. & Heneman, H. G. (2001). Assessment of teacher reactions to a standards-

based teacher evaluation system: A pilot study. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in 

Education, 15, 193-212. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012752725765   

MoNE, National Education Basic Law and the Law on the Amendments of Some Laws. 

(2014, March 14). T. R. Official Gazette, 28941. 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2014/03/20140314-1.html     

MoNE, Regulation on Teacher Appointment and Relocation. (2015, April 17). T. R. Official 

Gazette, 29329. https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2015/04/20150417-4.html   

MoNE, Inspection Board Regulation. (2017, August 20). T. R. Official Gazette, 30160. 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2017/08/20170820-1.html   

Montean, J. J. (1970). The role of the science supervisor in the teacher education process. 

Science Education, 54(3), 295-298. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.3730540321  

Nusche, D., Braun, H., Halász, G., & Santiago, P. (2014). OECD reviews of evaluation and 

assessment in education: Netherlands. OECD Publishing. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264211940-en   

Oncel, Y. (2006). Primary school principals’ roles and competencies in supervision, 

(Unpublished PhD thesis). Harran University Social Sciences Institution, Şanlıurfa, 

Turkiye. 

Ozbas, M. (2002). The opinions of the principals and the teachers about the works that 

primary school principals should and are doing in the supervision of classroom 

activities, (Unpublished master’s thesis). Hacettepe University Social Sciences 

Institution, Ankara, Turkiye. 

Pasaribu, A., Purba, S., & Matondang, Z. (2017). Implementation of academic supervision of 

artistic model in improving the role of English teacher as learning agent in SMA 

Negeri 5 Binjai. Journal of Research & Method in Education, 7(6), 34-41. 

https://doi.org/10.9790/7388-0706013441     

Patton, M. Q. (2014). Qualitative research & evaluation methods (4th ed.). Sage. 

Perry, C. (2013). Approaches to school supervision. (Research Report), NIAR 521-13. 

http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/raise/publications/2013/educat

ion/1261.pdf   

Reezigt, G. J., Creemers, B. P., & de Jong, R. (2003). Teacher evaluation in the Netherlands 

and its relationship to educational effectiveness research. Journal of Personnel 

Evaluation in Education 17, 67-81 https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025079013714  

Regan, H. B. (1993). Integrated portfolios as tools for differentiated teacher evaluation: A 

proposal. J Pers Eval Educ 7, 275-290. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00972505  

Richards, C. (2001). School inspection: A re-appraisal. Journal of Philosophy of Education, 

35(4), 655-666. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9752.00251  

Rossman, G. B., & S. Rallis, F. (2017). An introduction to qualitative research: Learning in 

the field. (4th ed). Sage Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781071802694.  

Sahin, S., Elcicek, Z., & Tosten, R. (2013). Historical development of supervision in Turkish 

Education System and the problems in this course of development. International 

Journal of Social Science, 6(5), 1105-1126. http://dx.doi.org/10.9761/JASSS1336   

Saylan, N. (2013). Realization degree in functions of human resource management in special 

elementary and secondary schools, (Unpublished master’s thesis). Hacettepe 

University, Social Sciences Intitution, Ankara, Turkiye. 

Scheerens, J., Ehren, M., Sleegers, P., & de Leeuw, R. (2012). OECD review on evaluation 

and assessment frameworks for improving school outcomes: Country background 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012752725765
https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2014/03/20140314-1.html
https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2015/04/20150417-4.html
https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2017/08/20170820-1.html
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.3730540321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264211940-en
https://doi.org/10.9790/7388-0706013441
http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/raise/publications/2013/education/1261.pdf
http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/raise/publications/2013/education/1261.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025079013714
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00972505
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9752.00251
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781071802694
http://dx.doi.org/10.9761/JASSS1336


Participatory Educational Research (PER), 11 (2);1-23, 1 March 2024 

Participatory Educational Research (PER) 

 
-23- 

report for the Netherlands. 

https://www.oecd.org/education/school/nld_cbr_evaluation_ and_assessment.pdf  

Schwandt, T. A., & Gates, E. F. (2018). Case study methodology. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. 

Lincoln (Eds.). The Sage handbook of qualitative research, (pp. 341-354). (5th ed.). 

Sage Publications. 

Sezgin, F., Tinmaz, A., & Tetik, S. (2017). Opinions of school principals and teachers about 

teacher evaluation according to performance criteria. International Journal of Human 

Sciences,14(2), 1647-1668. https://www.j-

humansciences.com/ojs/index.php/IJHS/article/view/4557/2201  

Skedsmo, G. & Huber, S. G. (2017). Governing education quality-challenges of perspective 

and methodology. Educ Asse Eval Acc, 29, 315-318. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-

017-9271-3  

Smith, E. S. (1997). Investigating the path mechanism linking developmental supervision and 

instructional efficacy using EQS and structural equation modelling, (Unpublished 

PhD Dissertation), University of Kansas, USA. http://proquest.umi.com/   

Smylie, M. A. (2010). Continuous school improvement. Corwin Press. 

Stevenson, C. (2005). Postmodernising clinical supervision in nursing. Issues in Mental 

Health Nursing, 26(5), 519-529. https://doi.org/10.1080/01612840590931966   

Sullivan, S., & Glanz, J. (2000). Alternative approaches to supervision: Case from the field. 

Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 15(3), 212-235. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ603257  

Taymaz, A. H. (2002). Eğitim sisteminde teftiş: kavramlar, ilkeler, yöntemler (Inspection in 

the education system: concepts, principles, methods). PegemA Yayıncılık. 

Timmermans, A. C., de Wolf, I. F., Bosker, R. J., & Doolaard, S. (2015). Risk-based 

educational accountability in Dutch primary education. Educ Asse Eval Acc, 27, 323-

346. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11092-015-9212-y  

Tonbul, Y. & Baysülen, E. (2017). An evaluation of the course inspection regulation 

according to the views of supervisors, teachers and principals. Elementary Education 

Online, 16(1), 299-311. http://dx.doi.org/10.17051/io.2017.24494  

Ucar, R. (2012). The views of primary school teachers on inspection practices in their 

classroom. Adnan Menderes University Faculty of Education Journal of Education 

Sciences, 3(2), 82-96. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/aduefebder/issue/33891/375246  

UNESCO. (2017). Accountability in education: Meeting our commitments. Global education 

monitoring report 2017/18. (2nd ed.). https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/ 

pf0000259338  

Van Bruggen, J. C. (2010). Inspectorates of education in Europe. https://www.sici-

inspectorates.eu/Members/Comparative-Analyses/Inspectorates-of-Education-in-

Europe  

VanTassel-Baska, J. (2013). Performance-based assessment. Gifted Child Today, 37(1), 41-

47. https://doi.org/10.1177/1076217513509618  

Yesil, D., & Kış, A. (2015). Examining the views of teachers on school principals’ classroom 

supervision. Inonu University Journal of the Graduate School of Education, 2(3), 27-

45. https://avesis.inonu.edu.tr/yayin/585dff11-d206-435c-8dd0-488dd8e4f1d7    

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research design and methods (5th ed.). Sage. 

Zepeda, J. S. (2002). Linking portfolio development to clinical supervision: A case study. 

Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 18(1), 83-102. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ653639   

 

 

https://www.oecd.org/education/school/nld_cbr_evaluation_%20and_assessment.pdf
https://www.j-humansciences.com/ojs/index.php/IJHS/article/view/4557/2201
https://www.j-humansciences.com/ojs/index.php/IJHS/article/view/4557/2201
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-017-9271-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-017-9271-3
http://proquest.umi.com/
https://doi.org/10.1080/01612840590931966
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ603257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11092-015-9212-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.17051/io.2017.24494
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/aduefebder/issue/33891/375246
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/%20pf0000259338
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/%20pf0000259338
https://www.sici-inspectorates.eu/Members/Comparative-Analyses/Inspectorates-of-Education-in-Europe
https://www.sici-inspectorates.eu/Members/Comparative-Analyses/Inspectorates-of-Education-in-Europe
https://www.sici-inspectorates.eu/Members/Comparative-Analyses/Inspectorates-of-Education-in-Europe
https://doi.org/10.1177/1076217513509618
https://avesis.inonu.edu.tr/yayin/585dff11-d206-435c-8dd0-488dd8e4f1d7
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ653639

