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The present study examined the effect of school administrators’ social 

justice leadership behaviours on teachers’ organizational citizenship 

behaviours based on teachers’ perceptions. The predictive correlational 

research design, one of the correlational research methods, was used in 

the study. It was carried out with the participation of 1025 teachers 

working at public secondary schools in Gaziantep city centre. Research 

data were collected using the Social Justice Leadership Scale and the 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour Scale. SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 21 

software packages were used to analyze the data.The obtained data were 

analysed through descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, and 

others.), Pearson’s correlation, and structural equation modeling. It was 

determined that social justice leadership and organizational citizenship 

behaviours were exhibited at higher levels by school administrators and 

teachers consecutively. There was a moderate, positive, and significant 

relationship between organizational citizenship behaviours and social 

justice leadership and its sub-dimensions of critical awareness, 

stakeholder support, participation, and distributive justice. Structural 

equation modeling yielded that social justice leadership behaviours 

positively predicted the organizational citizenship behaviours of teachers 

and social justice leadership explained 37% of the variance in 

organizational citizenship behaviours. It can be claimed that teacher 

performance would increase upon adopting and enhancing social justice-

based practices in school settings. 
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Introduction 

Incremental differentiation in the social structure of countries caused by globalization 

has revealed the need for the adoption of different approaches both during educational 

procedures and in educational administration (Falk, 2003; White & Cooper, 2014). 

Accordingly, the countries are supposed to organize their educational policies in a way to 

eliminate inequality and injustice likely to arise. In this regard, educational policies should be 

based on values such as justice, equality, and solidarity (Şişman, 2006). 

Social differentiation in organizations may emerge due to the rapid population movements both 

between and within the countries. It is inevitable for educational organizations to be affected 
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by such kind of a situation. Gewirtz & Cribb (2002) voiced that the educational policies of 

countries and the practices in educational institutions should take place within the framework 

of social justice. Schools are composed of individuals with different qualities and characteristics 

such as cultural identity, ethnicity, gender, language, religion, socioeconomic status, 

worldview, and having disabilities or not. It can be asserted that the elimination of social 

imbalance and injustice among the actors of school society would be effective in achieving 

school goals. The importance of school administrators’ social justice leadership skills becomes 

even clearer for the effectiveness of school practices. 

As being social justice leaders, school administrators should ensure all the stakeholders benefit 

from the training facilities in a fair way especially for the teachers who are the practitioners of 

education. Thus, it can be alleged that teachers’ perceptions and behaviours would be shaped 

by school administrators’ social justice leadership. Teachers with a positive perception of social 

justice leadership are supposed to behave above and beyond the expectations to achieve school 

goals. Chen (2008) asserted that teachers would behave positively, work collaboratively, and 

trust their superiors with increased loyalty and decreased negative behaviours in the event that 

their superiors adopted justice-based practices. Teachers, as the practitioners of education, play 

the most important role in attaining school objectives in the context of social justice in education 

(Bogotch & Shields, 2014). However, teachers’ perceptions of social justice depend on 

administrative practices (Brown, 2004; Marshall, 2004) Therefore, school administrators have 

significant responsibilities as being social justice leaders. 

It is possible to come across several studies related to social justice leadership (Bozkurt, 2017; 

Özdemir & Kütküt, 2015; Özdemir & Pektaş, 2017) in literature in Turkey, but no specific 

study examining the relationship between social justice leadership and organizational 

citizenship behaviours at schools could be found. Thus, the effect of social justice leadership 

behaviours of secondary school administrators on the organizational citizenship behaviours of 

teachers was investigated in the present study based on teachers’ perceptions. Below, the 

conceptual framework for social justice leadership and organizational citizenship behaviours 

was given before introducing the research problems. 

Social Justice Leadership   

The social justice leadership behaviours of school administrators have started to attract 

the attention of researchers with the development of the phenomenon of social justice in the 

field of educational sciences since the mid-1900s (Bozkurt, 2017; Furman & Sheild, 2005; Jean-

Marie, 2008; Oplatka, 2010; Özdemir & Kütküt, 2015; Özdemir & Pektaş, 2017; Theoharis, 

2007). It can be asserted that the studies on educational administration and leadership mostly 

focused on the characteristics, types, dimensions, and contextuality of leadership (Bass, 1999; 

Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Greenleaf, 1977; Yukl, 2010). On the other hand, social justice 

leadership has begun to come into prominence based on the criticism that the social dimension 

of leadership has been neglected. The belief that schools lay the foundations of values such as 

equality, justice, and solidarity has also aroused interest in social justice leadership. 

Various definitions of social justice leadership could be found in the relevant literature (Brooks, 

Jean-Marie, Normore, & Hodgins, 2007; Marshall & Olivia, 2006; Theoharis, 2007; Wasonga, 

2009). Social justice leadership has been discussed on the basis of critical approaches including 

social justice and leadership, feminism, African American and Latin leadership styles (McCabe 

& McCarthy, 2005). Marshall & Olivia (2006) defined social justice leadership as a leadership 

approach aimed at improving the achievement of minorities, economically disadvantaged 
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individuals, women, and homosexuals who have traditionally failed at schools. In his study on 

the theory of social justice leadership, Theoharis (2007) described social justice educational 

leaders as vision holders who eliminate the problems based on the differences of race, class, 

gender, sexual preference, and other historically marginalizing factors. Brooks et al. (2007) 

defined social justice leaders as transformational and critical activists who create connections 

between social actors by pointing out that social justice leadership is an elusive process 

depending on the context over time. Wasonga (2009) explained social justice leadership as a 

leadership approach enabling participation in the decision-making process, requiring passionate 

commitment, collaboration with different groups in society, and supporting social change 

efforts on the basis of justice. 

The literature on the conceptual explanation and classification of social justice leadership 

makes it possible to discover different dimensions. In her study on the framework of social 

justice leadership, Furman (2012) classified five dimensions of social justice leadership: 

personal, interpersonal, social, systemic, and ecological. Özdemir & Kütküt (2015) categorized 

the social justice leadership dimensions as critical awareness, support, and participation in their 

scale development study to measure the social justice leadership behaviours of school 

administrators. Bozkurt (2017) organized the social justice leadership behaviours of secondary 

school administrators in four dimensions based on teachers’ opinions: critical awareness, 

stakeholder support, participation, and distributive justice. As for stakeholder support, Bozkurt 

(2017) specified that school administrators should make an effort for all stakeholders (students, 

teachers, auxiliary staff, and alike .) to benefit from the training facilities for an effective school. 

He also pointed out that the students with disabilities from lower socioeconomic status should 

be supported to have access to education and teacher qualifications should be improved. Freire 

(2004) explained the critical awareness dimension of social justice leadership as being aware 

of social, economic, and political pressures and paradoxes and superiors’ taking action against 

them. The distributive justice dimension has been identified by Rawls’s theory of justice. Rawls 

(1993) clarified distributive justice as the fair distribution of institutional resources, positions, 

and duties for the benefit of all. In terms of participation, social justice leaders should prioritize 

the participation of teachers, students, other staff, and parents in the decision-making process 

(Bozkurt, 2017). Simon (1968) indicated that the decision-making process has been at the heart 

of the administration for the participation dimension of social justice leadership. 

Different studies have reported various perceptions on the characteristics of social justice 

leaders. In his study on the personal characteristics of social justice leaders, Theoharis (2008) 

asserted that social justice leaders were humble people who question how well what they do 

and know where they are. They are passionately committed to their profession and see their 

jobs as a part of their life. Their most distinctive feature is prioritizing the consideration of 

others rather than themselves. They also encourage their staff to behave similarly. They do not 

compromise on equality and equity as they have adopted the idea of social justice. McKenzie, 

et al., (2008) affirmed that school administrators with social justice leadership behaviours work 

for their stakeholders to have critical awareness. Furman (2012) asserted that social justice 

leaders display a participatory and democratic attitude in their relations with stakeholders and 

try to raise the awareness of students and teachers about social inequalities. 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour 

School organizations are composed of communities that both affect and are affected by 

individuals’ behaviours (Sethi & Compeau, 2002). In this regard, the discipline of 

organizational behaviour attempts to understand individuals’ behaviours and focuses on the 
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behaviours exhibited by individuals within the organizational settings (Gürbüz, 2006). It is 

thorny to change human behaviours, find ways to align them to organizational objectives, and 

create behavioural changes (Colquitt, LePine, & Wesson, 2011). It is almost impossible to 

uncover why people act in a particular manner without understanding the underlying reasons. 

In today’s world, schools need teachers who voluntarily work for school goals beyond their 

official job descriptions (Jacobs & Struyf, 2015; Lohman, 2006). It is hard and may not even 

be possible to precisely determine the expectations and needs of people through formal rules in 

advance. George & Brief (1992) draws attention to uncertainty with the expressions of “Schools 

cannot predict all of the organizational tasks and definitions in advance in order to achieve 

their goals; therefore, organizational citizenship behaviours may be inevitable as they are 

necessary for the effectiveness and efficiency of social organizations such as schools though 

being beyond the official definition of employees’ responsibilities.” In this sense, organizational 

citizenship behaviour emerges as a requirement that should be considered in organizations and 

schools in particular. 

The examination of the literature yields that organizational citizenship behaviour has been 

among the highly investigated concepts in both international and national settings (Acar, 2006). 

It can be alleged that the concept of organizational citizenship was based on Barnard’s (1938) 

“unity of collaborative efforts” and Katz’s (1964) “extra-role behaviour”. However, 

organizational citizenship behaviour was firstly described by Organ (1988) in the field of 

management science. Organ (1988) defined it as optional behaviours contributing to the 

functioning of an organization but are not directly or indirectly included in official job 

descriptions. Based on Acar’s (2006) description, they incorporate voluntary behaviours that 

have not previously been included or defined in the formal reward system, and their absence 

does not entail punishment or enforcement. On the other hand, Ehrhart (2004) described them 

as the behaviours ensuring the effective realization of organizational objectives. Organ (1988) 

indicated that the particular organizational citizenship behaviours should be dependent on the 

individual’s desire, contribute to the functioning of an organization but should not be included 

in the reward system.  

The literature on organizational citizenship behaviour offers divergent classifications and 

dimensions. However, no consensus has been reached on its extent. In their study on the 

classification of organizational citizenship behaviours, Smith, Organ & Near (1983) defined 

two different dimensions: altruism, or helping specific persons, and generalized compliance. 

Organ (1988) put forward a highly referred five-dimensional structure of “altruism, conscience, 

courtesy, civic virtue and sportsmanship” based on his further studies. On the other hand, Van 

Dyne & LePine (1998) divided organizational citizenship behaviour into two categories as 

assistance and participation. Özdevecioğlu (2003) classified organizational citizenship 

behaviours as contributing and participating in the organization and avoiding harmful 

behaviours for the organization. While the individual participates actively in line with the 

organizational goals for contribution and participation, the primary goal of avoiding harmful 

behaviours was protecting the organization rather than active participation. 

The attempts of individuals working for the organizational goals can be regarded as 

organizational citizenship behaviours such as assisting their colleagues in the working 

environment, not complaining about working conditions, participating in the organization’s 

work regularly and voluntarily, having positive thoughts about the organization, and making 

efforts in this vein. Ehrhart (2004) incorporate working in collaboration with other employees, 

supporting and helping them, and assisting organizational development among organizational 
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citizenship behaviours. 

Based on a literature review, it can be alleged that social justice and social justice leadership, 

which seemed to be ignored both in theory and application, has been emphasized in the field of 

educational administration since the 21st century (Berkovich, 2014; Furman, 2012; Gümüş, 

Arar & Oplatka, 2021; Wang, 2016; Torrance, Forde, King, & Razzaq, 2021). In cases where 

social justice leadership practices are exhibited at schools, which are the scenes of educational 

practices, there are several results in the relevant literature that teachers’ organizational 

adaptation attitudes will develop (Theoharis, 2007), positive attitudes towards school will 

emerge, school engagement will increase, and teachers’ academic optimism will improve 

(Özdemir & Pektaş, 2017). However, organizational citizenship behaviours (Özdevecioğlu, 

2003; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) that are effective in the social functions of organizations such 

as alturism, participation, helping, cooperation, and support can also be managed efficiently by 

exhibiting effective social justice leadership behaviours. In this context, it is thought that there 

is a relationship between social justice leadership and organizational citizenship behaviours. 

Though the literature was reviewed, no previous study on the relationship between social justice 

leadership and organizational citizenship behaviour could be found. In this regard, this study is 

important both in terms of contributing to the growing literature on social justice leadership in 

the field of educational administration and revealing the relationship between social justice 

leadership and organizational citizenship behaviours, which has not been studied before. 

The Purpose of the Study 

This study aimed to examine the effect of school administrators’ social justice 

leadership behaviours on teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviours based on teachers’ 

perceptions. In this regard, the following questions were sought: 

(1) To what extent do school administrators exhibit social justice leadership behaviours? 

(2) What are teachers’ perceptions about exhibiting organizational citizenship behaviours? 

(3)  Is there a significant correlation between social justice leadership and organizational 

citizenship behaviours? 

(4) Do school administrators’ social justice leadership behaviours predict teachers’ 

organizational citizenship behaviours? 

Method 

Research Design 

The predictive correlational research design, one of the correlational research methods, 

was used in the study. The correlational research method is comprised of exploratory and 

predictive ones in two distinct ways. Exploratory correlational studies attempt to clarify a 

situation by analysing the relationships between the variables. On the other hand, predictive 

correlational studies attempt to test direct and indirect relationships between the variables 

(Frankel & Wallen, 2006). Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to reveal the effect 

of social justice leadership on organizational citizenship behaviour. 

Research Sample 

The research sample included 1080 teachers after the exclusion of incomplete and/or 

incorrect 55 questionnaires. Therefore, statistical analyses were performed on the dataset of 

1025 teachers. Simple random sampling was used to determine the research sample. 
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Correlational studies necessitate the use of random sampling methods for the significance of 

the correlation coefficient and the external validity of the study (Frankel & Wallen, 2006). The 

demographics of the participants teachers were given in Table 1. 

Table 1. Demographics of the research sample 

Variable N % Variable N % 

Gender 

Female 587 57,3 

Age Groups 

Between 20-29  510 49,8 

Male 438 42,7 Between 30-39  416 40,6 

Marital 

Status 

Married 604 58,9 Between 40-49  85 8,3 

Single 421 41,1 Between 50-65  14 1,4 

Level of 

education 

Undergraduate 927 90,4 

Professional 

Seniority 

Between 1-9  723 70,5 

Graduate 98 9,6 Between 10-19  259 25,3 

Number of 

children 

No Child 571 55,7 Over 20 years 43 4,2 

1 Child  180 17,6 
 

  
2 Children 207 20,2 

Income Range 

1000-2999 TL 271 26,4 

3 Children 50 4,9 3000-5999 TL 513 50 

4 Children 14 1,4 6000-11000TL 241 23,5 

5 Children 3 0,3 Total   1025 100 

According to Table 1, it was noted that the participating teachers consisted of people with 

different characteristics as much as possible. The purpose of diversity in the research sample 

stems from the idea that there may be differences among the opinions of the individuals who 

make up the social environment of the school within the context of the purpose of the research. 

This method aims to ensure the diversity of individuals related to the addressed problem 

through the sample (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2018). 

Data Collection Tools 

The Social Justice Leadership Scale consisting of 34 items and four dimensions (critical 

awareness, stakeholder support, participation, and distributive justice) developed by Bozkurt 

(2017) was used in the study. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were estimated to be ,98 

for the overall scale, ,94 for the sub-dimension of critical consciousness, and95 for the support, 

participation, and distributive justice sub-dimensions. The 12-item Organizational Citizenship 

Behaviours Scale developed by DiPaola, Tarter & Hoy (2005) and adapted into Turkish by 

Taşdan & Yılmaz (2008) was used to determine teachers’ level of organizational citizenship 

behaviours. Taşdan & Yılmaz (2008) found .87 Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient. In this 

study, Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was determined to be ,91. Within the scope of 

this research, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to check the construct validity of the 

social justice leadership and organizational citizenship behavior scales. The obtained goodness 

of fit values for social justice leadership; x2/Sd= 2.42, RMR= .04, RMSEA= .06, GFI= .91, 

TLI= .91, CFI= .92, IFI= .92, and the agreement obtained for organizational citizenship 

behavior scale construct validity goodness values were found to be in the range of x2/Sd= 4.47, 

RMR= .02, RMSEA= .05, GFI= .97, TLI= .97, CFI= .98, IFI= .98 and at an acceptable level 

(Çokluk, Şekercioğlu and Büyüköztürk, 2012). 
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Data Analysis 

The questionnaire method was used to collect research data. The Social Justice 

Leadership and the Organizational Citizenship Behaviour Scales along with the personal 

information form were delivered to the participating teachers. With a view to carrying out the 

analysis of the data SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 21 software packages programmes were resorted to.  

The study included statistical analyses such as arithmetic mean and standard deviation to 

determine teachers' perception levels of social justice leadership and organizational citizenship 

behaviour. Correlation analysis was performed to examine the relationships between social 

justice leadership and organizational citizenship behaviours. According to Büyüköztürk (2013), 

the Pearson correlation coefficient ranges from +1 to -1 and explains the level and direction of 

the relationship between two variables. Moreover, coefficients between 0,00 and 0,30 indicate 

a low level of correlation while those between 0,30 and 0,70 suggest a moderate level of 

correlation and those between 0,70 and 1,00 intend a high level of correlation. 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to test the predictive relationship between 

social justice leadership and organizational citizenship behaviours. Chi-square, Df, Chi-

square/Df, RMR, RMSEA, GFI, CFI, NFI, NNFI (TLI), and IFI indices were tested in the 

structural equation modeling. Kline (2011) states that there is an acceptable fit when the x2/Sd 

is less than two for the goodness of the fit indices observed in the study and used in the structural 

equation modeling performed with latent variables. Ullman (2001) found that CFI considers 

the value of freedom in the model, NFI considers the effect of sample size, and IFI considers 

both sample size and complexity in the model, and all these have an acceptable fit for .90 and 

over, and a good fit for .95 and over. Byrne (2010) recommends that the RMSEA is independent 

of the sample size in providing the confidence interval and that this estimate should be below 

.80 and that the RMR value should be used together with RMSEA to reduce the margin of error. 

The options of instruments to measure the teachers’ levels of social justice leadership together 

with its sub-dimensions and organizational citizenship behaviours were (1) Absolutely 

Disagree between 1,00 and 1,79 points, (2) Disagree between 1,80 and 2,59 points, (3) Partially 

Agree between 2,60 and 3.39 points, (4) Agree between 3,40 and 4,19 points, (5) Totally Agree 

between 4,20 and 5,00 points.  

Results 

The research data were analysed and reported to find the answers to research problems 

in line with the purpose of the study. Based on teachers’ perceptions, the standard deviation and 

mean scores of the Social Justice Leadership Scale and its sub-dimensions and the 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour Scale were given below. 

Results regarding the level of social justice leadership behaviours of school 

administrators based on teachers’ perceptions 

The results of the teachers who participated in the study regarding their perception of social 

justice leadership behaviour are given in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Standard deviation and mean scores for social justice leadership scale and its sub-

dimensions 
  N X SD 

Social Justice Leadership 
1025 3,55 0,85 

Critical Awareness 1025 3,46 1,02 

Stakeholder Support 1025 3,63 0,84 

Participation 1025 3,54 0,91 

Distributive Justice 1025 3,53 1,01 

According to Table 2, the perceptions of social justice leadership of participating teachers are 

at the level of "agree" (X=3,40-4.19). However, the mean of critical awareness (X = 3,46) was 

relatively lower and that of stakeholder support (X = 3,63) was higher in terms of the sub-

dimensions.  

Results regarding the level of organizational citizenship behaviours of teachers 

The results of the organizational citizenship behaviour perceptions exhibited by the 

teachers participating in the study are given in Table 3. 

Table 3. Standard deviation and mean scores for organizational citizenship behaviours 

  N X SD 

Organizational Citizenship 

Behaviours  
1025 3,49 0,76 

According to Table 3, it is seen that the organizational citizenship behaviour of participating 

teachers is at the level of "Agree" (X=3,40-4.19). However, the mean was closer to the level of 

partially agree though it seemed to be high.  

Results regarding the relationship between social justice leadership and organizational 

citizenship behaviour 

The findings regarding the relationship between the overall social justice leadership 

scale and its sub-dimensions and organizational citizenship behaviours were submitted in Table 

4. 

Table 4. The relationship between social justice leadership and organizational citizenship 

behaviour 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1.      Critical Awareness 1 ,76** ,82** ,72** ,34** ,90** 

2.      Stakeholder Support 

 

1 ,84** ,73** ,41** ,92** 

3.      Participation 
  

1 ,79** ,40** ,95** 

4.      Distributive Justice 

   

1 ,37** ,87** 

5.      Organizational Citizenship Behaviour 
    

1 ,42** 

6.      Social Justice Leadership      1 

** p< 0.01 
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In Table 4, the relationship between overall social justice leadership and its sub-dimensions and 

organizational citizenship behaviours was addressed. Accordingly, high level of positive and 

significant relationships between social justice leadership and its sub-dimensions of critical 

awareness, stakeholder support, participation and distributive justice were detected (r =,90; p< 

0,01, r =,92; p< 0,01, r =,95; p< 0,01, r =,87; p< 0,01). It was observed that there was a 

moderate, positive, and significant relationship (r =,42; p <0,01) between social justice 

leadership and organizational citizenship behaviour. 

It was determined that there was a moderately positive and significant relationship between 

organizational citizenship behaviour and the critical awareness, stakeholder support, 

participation, and distributive justice sub-dimensions of social justice leadership (r =,34; p< 

0,01, r =,41; p< 0,01, r =,40; p< 0,01, r =,37; p< 0,01).  

Results regarding the prediction of teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviours 

through school administrators’ social justice leadership behaviours 

Figures and tables for structural equation modelling non-standardized path coefficients, 

confirmatory factor analysis fit indices, and structural equation modelling standardized path 

coefficients for the relationship between social justice leadership and organizational citizenship 

behaviours were presented below to examine the effect of school administrators’ social justice 

leadership behaviours on teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviours.  

 

Figure 1. Structural equation modelling non-standardized path coefficients for the 

relationship between Social Justice Leadership and Organizational Citizenship Behaviours 
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Based on Figure 1, the variable of social justice leadership significantly positively predicted the 

variable of organizational citizenship behaviours (β =,43; p<0,001). 

Table 5. Confirmatory factor analysis fit indices 

χ2 DF χ2/DF GFI RMSEA RMR CFI NFI NNFI(TLI) IFI 

491,706 100 4,91 ,93 ,066 ,035 ,96 ,95 ,95 ,96 

*p< ,001 

It can be alleged that the tested model for the predictor effect of social justice leadership on 

organizational citizenship behaviours was verified based on the acceptable fit indices (Byrne, 

2010; Kline, 2011; Ullman, 2001).  

Table 6. Structural equation modelling standardized path coefficients for the relationship 

between social justice leadership and organizational citizenship behaviour 

Variables     Coefficients 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour ← Social Justice Leadership ,61 

*p<0.001; R=,61 

According to Table 6, it was determined that the social justice leadership behaviours of school 

administrators explained 37% (R2=37,21) of the variance in teachers’ organizational citizenship 

behaviours. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This study was carried out to investigate the effect of social justice leadership, which 

has been increasingly discussed in the field of educational sciences after the mid-19th century, 

and especially after the 2000s in the field of educational administration. For this purpose in 

mind, the predictor relationship between the social justice leadership behaviours of secondary 

school administrators and the organizational citizenship behaviours of teachers was scrutinized. 

As a result of data analysis, it was determined that the mean of the teachers’ perceptions of 

social justice leadership was relatively higher. It was concluded that the school administrators 

working at schools under investigation displayed social justice leadership to a great extent. It 

was also found that the sub-dimensions of social justice leadership were similarly higher as the 

teachers’ agreed with the scale items. In his study based on students’ opinions, Özdemir (2017) 

reported that school administrators exhibited social justice leadership behaviours at a moderate 

level. In their study based on teachers’ opinions, Özdemir & Pektaş (2017) yielded that school 

administrators frequently displayed social justice leadership behaviours together with higher 

levels of creating critical awareness and participation. Bozkurt (2017) established in his social 

justice leadership scale development study that school administrators mostly performed social 

justice leadership behaviours. In this regard, it can be alleged that the participating teachers are 

in the perception that school principals exhibit social justice leadership behaviours to a great 

extent. 

It was found that the organizational citizenship behaviour level of teachers was also higher. In 

this regard, it can be alleged that teachers had higher levels of perception regarding 

organizational citizenship behaviours. Accordingly, similar results have been obtained in 



The Relationship between Social Justice Leadership and Organizational Citizenship Behaviours  B.Bozkurt 

 

Participatory Educational Research (PER)  

-98- 

different studies (Gürbüz, 2006; Polat & Celep, 2008; Gürbüz & Yüksel, 2008). 

It was found that there was a high level of a positive and significant relationship between social 

justice leadership and its sub-dimensions - critical awareness, stakeholder support, 

participation, and distributive justice. Özdemir (2017) found a very high level of positive and 

significant relationship between social justice leadership and support and critical awareness 

sub-dimensions and a moderate, positive, and significant relationship with the sub-dimension 

of participation. Özdemir & Pektaş (2017) discovered that there was a moderately positive and 

significant relationship between the support sub-dimension of social justice leadership and a 

higher correlation between the sub-dimensions of critical awareness and participation. 

A moderate, positive, and significant relationship between social justice leadership and 

organizational citizenship behaviours was identified. Organizational citizenship behaviours and 

the critical awareness, stakeholder support, participation, and distributive justice sub-

dimensions of social justice leadership had moderate, positive, and significant correlations. 

These findings had common characteristics with different studies elaborating the leadership 

behaviours of school administrators and organizational citizenship behaviours (Aslan, 2009; 

Arslantaş & Pekdemir 2007; Çetin, 2011). In this context, it can be claimed that organizational 

citizenship behaviours exhibited by teachers will mount as the level of social justice leadership 

behaviours of school principals increases. 

Based on the results of structural equation modeling, it was determined that social justice 

leadership significantly positively predicted organizational citizenship behaviours. It was 

established that the tested model for the predictor effect of social justice leadership on 

organizational citizenship behaviours was verified based on the acceptable fit indices (Byrne, 

2010; Kline, 2011; Ullman, 2001; Şimşek, 2017). Moreover, the structural equation modelling 

standardized path coefficients for the relationship between social justice leadership and 

organizational citizenship behaviour indicated that social justice leadership explained 37% of 

the variance in teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviours. This result indicates that there 

is a relationship between social justice leadership and organizational citizenship behaviours and 

that they are not independent variables. 

 The research results stated that social justice leadership was a significant predictor of 

organizational citizenship behaviours. Therefore, the increase in the social justice leadership 

behaviours of school administrators may result in the rise of teachers’ organizational citizenship 

behaviours. In this regard, school administrators need to ensure the participation of teachers in 

the decision-making process about the school and its community, students, parents, other staff, 

etc (Furman, 2012). Besides, school administrators should appreciate the teachers’ differences 

in language, religion, gender, ethnicity, and ideology as the wealth of schools when deciding 

inside or outside the school, and they should be able to create an environment of respect and 

justice (McKenzie et al. 2008). Zellars, Teper & Duffy (2002) states that the justice practices 

that include equal pay distribution will boost the organizational citizenship of the employees. 

It can be asserted that teachers may display more and more organizational citizenship 

behaviours if the school administrators follow the principles of justice in the distribution of 

school resources.  

This study discussed the relationship between social justice leadership behaviours of school 

administrators and the organizational citizenship behaviours of teachers. The relationship 

between social justice leadership and different organizational behaviours can also be 

scrutinized. Though our study adopted a quantitative research methodology, social justice 
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leadership at schools may be probed employing a qualitative research paradigm. Social justice 

leadership can be examined on different groups of sampling (students, parents, and stakeholders 

of immediate nature and others ) or in comparison with different variables.  
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