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Abstract  This study aims to investigate the effect of 
school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors on 
teachers’ organizational commitment. For this purpose, 
correlational survey model has been used in this study. The 
study group consists of 772 teachers working at secondary 
schools of Erzurum. The data of the study has been 
collected by using Distributed Leadership Inventory which 
was developed by Hulpia, Devos and Rosseel (2009a) and 
adapted to Turkish by Baloğlu (2012), and Organizational 
Commitment Scale for Teachers which was developed by 
Üstüner (2009). The data has been analyzed with SPSS 
programme. Some descriptive statistics such as frequencies, 
percentages, arithmetic mean and standard deviation have 
been used. Besides, Pearson Moment Correlation has been 
used in order to determine the relationships among the 
variables; and multiple linear regression analysis has been 
used to investigate predictive power of distributed 
leadership. According to the findings of the study, it is 
determined that teachers’ perceptions towards school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and 
organizational commitment are at moderate level. The 
findings of the study have revealed that there is a positive 
and significant relationship between school principals’ 
distributed leadership behaviors and teachers’ 
organizational commitment. Besides, school principals’ 
distributed leadership behaviors significantly predict 
teachers’ organizational commitment. 
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1. Introduction
In our age, structure of educational organizations has 

become so much complex over the years, and it is 
impossible that only one person can deal with all the 

problems and make a decision by himself/herself in such a 
complex structure. Therefore, perception of one leader has 
been put aside in schools. Instead, perception of distributed 
leadership in which duties and responsibilities are shared 
has gained currency (Uslu and Beycioğlu, 2013). One of 
the supporters of the opinion that one leader cannot 
succeed in dealing with the things in schools because of 
their complex structures, Jacobs (2010) has asserted that 
distributed leadership in school requires cooperation, 
emphasizing that it is necessary to benefit from the skills of 
principals, teachers, and other personnel.  

Distributed perspective on school leadership and 
management has attracted the attention of politicians, 
practitioners, and researchers across the world in recent 
years (Harris, 2013; Spillane and Healey, 2010). 
Distributed leadership, described as a system created by a 
lot of components coming together in an organization by 
Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond (2001), is defined as the 
distribution of leadership in educational organizations 
instead of an individual’s taking the responsibility for 
leadership. Therefore, tasks and responsibilities in an 
organization are shared, and decision making becomes 
collaborative. However, everyone in the group doesn’t 
have to be leader from a distributed perspective (Spillane 
and Healey, 2010). In other words, taking the lead depends 
on a voluntary basis. In this case, leadership is influenced 
by the interaction between the individuals in the 
organization. 

Supporters of distributed leadership attribute leadership 
process to the whole group, not an individual. According to 
them, leadership is a dance which is performed by the 
members of the group moving to the beat, so duties are 
carried out in harmony. According to another research, 
distributed leadership is not an individual’s being leader 
but leadership’s distribution among all the members of a 
group. In this opinion, leadership is not individual, but 
collaborative (Wilmore, 2007). 

Distributed leadership perspective points out that school 
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management requires multiple leaders and that 
responsibility should be divided or shared (Gronn, 2003; 
Grubb, Flessa, Tredway, and Stern, 2003). Also, Çelik 
(2013) has stated that a distributed leadership which 
coincides with the structure of school brings about sharing 
as well as accountability. This kind of leadership provides 
that responsibilities and authority in educational 
organizations are given to other members of the 
organization. As a result of this distribution, the principle 
of accountability is also shared by all the members of the 
organization.  

Distributed leadership plays an important role on the 
spread of accountability as well as it appears as a 
component helpful in the implementation of democracy at 
schools. To create a democratic environment at schools 
becomes possible when teachers participate in the process 
of decision-making and share the leadership in school 
management (Çelik, 2013; Harris, 2012; Mayrowetz, 
2008). 

School principals’ distributed leadership behaviours also 
affect teachers’ perceptions of organizational commitment. 
Organizational commitment is that employees want to stay 
in organization without financial worries, identifying 
themselves with the objectives and values of the 
organization (Gaertner and Nollen, 1989). Organizational 
commitment is also defined as a powerful precursor of 
teachers’ effectiveness (Dee, Henkin and Singleton, 2006). 
Teachers whose commitment levels are high show more 
professional efforts and cooperation, and they are less 
likely to resign or withdraw from their organizations 
(Singh and Billingsley, 1998). Firestone and Pennell  
(1993) have suggested that organizational commitment, an 
important source of motivation for professionalization and 
for getting over the difficulties, is an important precursor of 
teachers’ working performance. Researches have shown 
that there is a positive relationship between the employees’ 
organizational commitment and organizational leadership 
practices (Meyer and Allen, 1997; Nguni, Sleegers, and 
Denessen, 2006). 

The concept of organizational commitment, one of basic 
subjects of educational administration, is also defined as 
attitude of being loyal to organization, an ongoing process 
of individuals’ participation in organizational decisions, 
and a condition which provides welfare and success and 
limits the freedom in an organization (Javadi and Yavarian, 
2011). It is undeniable that organizational commitment 
affects distributive leadership. For instance, that teachers 
have high levels of organizational commitment at a school 
will increase their participation in the distributed 
leadership practices. 

Teachers who have high levels of commitment strive to 
solve the problems instead of causing them in school 
organization. For this reason, ensuring teachers 
commitment to school organization is important for 
organization to continue its existence and to reach its 
objectives (Mikkelsen and Einarsen, 2001). Teachers’ 
cooperation wishing to make an effort to accomplish the 

objectives of the school is a result of their organizational 
commitment. Teachers’ working as a team in accordance 
with the purpose of accomplishing a common objective 
coincides with the concept of distributed leadership (Malik 
and Naaem, 2011). 

Teachers’ organizational commitment has been studied 
in a lot of researches and it has been found that teachers’ 
organizational commitment develops through some 
features of organizational environments, such as school 
leadership (Meyer and Allen 1997; Nguni, Sleegers, and 
Denessen, 2006; Ross and Gray, 2006). Researches have 
shown that supportive school principals have positive 
effect on teachers’ organizational commitment (Nguni, 
Sleegers, and Denessen, 2006; Park, 2005). When 
principals give teachers feedback, encourage and inform 
them, and set goals for them, teachers show much more 
commitment to their schools (Nguni, Sleegers and 
Denessen, 2006; Park, 2005; Tsui and Cheng, 1999). 
Somech (2005) has pointed out that there is a positive 
relationship between directive leadership, defined as 
monitoring and supervising teachers, and organizational 
commitment. It has been determined that there is a positive 
relationship between teachers’ participation in the process 
of decision-making and their organizational commitment 
(Diosdado, 2008; Kushman, 1992). According to Firestone 
and Pennel (1993), the effect of collaborative 
decision-making on organizational commitment may 
change significantly depending on some conditions. These 
conditions are introduced as the areas teachers are effective, 
the levels of management’s openness to these effects, 
teachers’ normative levels of acceptance about such 
opportunities, the organization of participation process, 
whether teachers are really effective or not, and the results 
of decision-making process. 

Teachers’ taking the role of leadership at schools in 
which distributed leadership is implemented at a high level 
is thanks to their commitment to their schools (Hulpia and 
Devos, 2010). Researchers have suggested that sustainable 
development of school need to be supported by leadership 
that is distributed among partners, in other words, among 
principal, teachers, and other school personnel (Barth, 
2001; Fullan, 2001; Harris, 2003; Marks and Printy, 2003; 
Stoll and Fink, 1996). Implementation of distributed 
leadership at schools contributes to the emergence of 
organizational commitment which means that teachers feel 
sincere attachment and commitment to their schools 
(Ağıroğlu Bakır, 2013). 

Distributed leadership has recently developed new 
perspectives to lead studies on educational leadership. 
Studies on distributed leadership have made significant 
contributions to issues such as school effectiveness (Muijs, 
2009), student success (Chang, 2011; Chen, 2007; Cochran, 
2007; Heck and Hallinger, 2009; Leithwood and Mascall, 
2008), organizational change (Harris, Leithwood, Day, 
Sammons, and Hopkins, 2007; Sloan, 2013), democracy at 
schools (Harris, Hargreaves, and Fink, 2008; Woods, 2004; 
Woods and Gronn, 2009) and participation in 
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decision-making process (Mayrowetz, 2008; Park and 
Datnow, 2009). However, this approach has constraints in 
terms of research and implementation (Çelik, 2013). 
Therefore, we believe that this study on distributed 
leadership and organizational commitment will overcome 
the deficiencies in both research and implementation areas 
to a certain degree and play an important role in distributed 
leadership perspective’s being adopted and implemented 
by principals.  

The aim of this study is to examine the effect of 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors on teachers’ 
organizational commitment. Therefore, it has searched for 
answers to following questions:  

1. What are the levels of teachers’ perception of 
school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors? 

2. What are levels of teachers’ organizational 
commitment? 

3. Is there a significant relation between school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and 
teachers’ organizational commitment? 

4. Do school principals’ distributed leadership 
behaviors predict teachers’ organizational 
commitment significantly according to teachers’ 
perceptions? 

2. Method 

2.1. Research Model 

Correlational survey model has been used in this study 
which is aimed at examining the effect of school principals' 
distributed leadership behaviors on teachers' organizational 
commitment according to the perceptions of the teachers 
working at secondary schools. In this correlational survey 
model, school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors 
have been regarded as independent variable, and 
organizational commitment as dependent variable.  

2.2. Study Group 

The study group consists of 772 teachers working at 40 
state-run secondary schools of Erzurum. The data of study 
has been collected by the researcher going to the schools 
with the permission of Erzurum Provincial Directorate for 
National Education, which is in charge of the schools in the 
scope of study, after official correspondence. 425 (55.1%) 
of participants are female, and 347 (44.9%) are male. Of 
teachers participating in the study, 389 (50.4%) have 1-5 
years of working experience (professional seniority), 179 
(23.2%) have 6-10 years of working experience, 106 
(13.7%) have 11-15 years of working experience, 51(6.6%) 
have 16-20 years of working experience, and 47(6.1%) 
have 21 and more years of working experience. When 
educational status of participants is analyzed, it has been 
seen that 705 participants (91.3) have Bachelor’s Degree, 

and 67 (8.7%) have Master’s Degree. 

2.3. Data Collection 

The data of the study has been collected by using 
Distributed Leadership Inventory and Organizational 
Commitment Scale for Teachers. 

Distributed Leadership Inventory has been developed by 
Hulpia, Devos and Rosseel (2009a) with the purpose of 
determining teachers’ perception levels of school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and adapted to 
Turkish by Baloğlu (2012) in order to collect data in a 
study. Researcher has got necessary permission from the 
researcher who adapted the inventory by e-mail before 
using the scale. The scale consists of 23 items which is 
rated on 5 points Likert Scale as: strongly disagree (1), 
disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), agree (4), and 
strongly agree (5). Distributed Leadership Inventory 
consists of 3 dimensions, namely team working, support, 
and supervision. Total internal consistency factor for 
inventory has been calculated as .96, and .90 for 
support, .90 for supervision, and .94 for team working. 
These rates have shown that internal consistency level of 
the scale is high and that the scale is reliable. 

Organizational Commitment Scale for Teachers has 
been developed by Üstüner (2009) for the purpose of 
measuring teachers’ perceptions of organizational 
commitment. Researcher has got necessary permission by 
e-mail from the researcher who has developed the scale 
before using the scale. The scale is one-dimensional and 
consists of 17 items which is rated on 5 points Likert Scale 
as: never (1), rarely (2), sometimes (3), frequently (4), and 
always (5). To determine the reliability of the scale for the 
study, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of internal 
consistency has been calculated by the researcher. 
Coefficient of internal consistency for Organizational 
Commitment Scale for Teachers has been calculated as .96. 
This rate has shown that internal consistency level of the 
scale is high and that the scale is reliable. 

2.4. Analysis of Data 

SPSS 22.0 has been used for analysis of the data. Of 
descriptive statistics, arithmetic mean, standard deviation, 
frequency, and percentage have been used in analyzing the 
data. The data of the study have been analyzed using 
statistical techniques appropriate for the purpose of the 
study and normality distribution of the data. Pearson 
Moment Correlation Analysis has been performed in order 
to determine the relationships between school principals’ 
distributed leadership behaviors according to teachers’ 
perception and teachers’ organizational commitment. Then, 
it has been checked if the necessary conditions are ensured 
for regression analysis. At first, the coefficients of 
skewness and kurtosis of the data have been examined, and 
it has been determined that the data has distributed 
normally. Coefficients of Mahalanobis distance values 
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have been examined in order to determine the multiple 
normality of the data and it has been found that it has 
multiple normality. In analysis performed for determining 
if there is a multicollinearity problem between independent 
variables, it has been seen that VIF values change between 
2.46 and 3.42 and are smaller than 10; and CI values 
change between 8.37-15.20 and are smaller than 30 while 
their tolerance values are quite high; and these results have 
shown that there is no multicollinearity problem 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). Finally, Durbin Watson 
values have been observed in order to examine 
autocorrelation between the variables. Durbin Watson 
coefficient has been observed as 1.73 and determined to be 
among 1.5-2.5 which are accepted as limit values (Field, 
2005). After prior conditions have been ensured, multiple 
linear regression analysis has been performed in order to 
determine the regression level of school principals’ 
distributed leadership behaviors on teachers’ 
organizational commitment. 

3. Findings 
To what extent are teachers’ perception related to 

school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors? is the 
first subproblem of the research. Table 1 presents the 
findings of the school principals’ distributed leadership 
behaviors and its sub-dimensions according to the 
perceptions of the teachers who participated in that 
research. 
Table 1.  Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation of the School 
Principals’ Distributed Leadership Behaviors and Its Sub-dimensions 
according to the Perceptions of the Teachers 

Dimensions n  Sd 

Support 772 3.36 .97 

Supervision 772 3.21 1.00 

Team working 772 3.19 1.03 

Total Distributed Leadership 772 3.25 .91 

When Table 1 is analyzed, it is determined that teachers’ 
perceptions towards school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors are at the moderate level ( =3.25). 
The findings, as shown in Table 1, show that teachers’ 
perceptions towards school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors are at different levels. According to 
these findings, while the support dimension of school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors is perceived by 
the teachers at the highest level ( =3.36), the team 
working dimension is perceived at the lowest level. ( = 
3.19) 

What is the teachers’ organizational commitment level? 
is the second subproblem of the research.The findings 
related to the organizational commitment level of the 
teachers who participated in the research are given in Table 
2. 

Table 2.  Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation of Organizational 
Commitment Level of the Teachers 

 n  Sd 

Organizational commitment 772 3.09 .96 

When Table 2 is analyzed, it is seen that organizational 
commitment level of the teachers who participated in the 
research is at the moderate level (  =3.09). 

Is there a significant relationship between school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and teachers’ 
organizational commitment? is the third subproblem of the 
research. In this aspect, the findings related to the 
relationship between school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational 
commitment are given in Table 3. 

Table 3.  Pearson Moment Correlation Analysis Results of the 
Relationship between School Principals’ Distributed Leadership 
Behaviors and Teachers’ Organizational Commitment 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1.Support -     

2.Supervision .76** -    

3. Team working .66** .78** -   

4. Total Distributed Leadership .87** .91** .93** -  

5. Organizational Commitment .48** .60** .63** .64** - 

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

As can be seen in Table 3, a positive and significant 
relationship between support that is one of the 
sub-dimensions of the school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors and organizational commitment 
(r=.48, p <.01) is determined. With regard to that finding, 
the more school principals’ supporting behaviors increase, 
the more teachers’ organizational commitments increase. 

The positive and significant relationship between 
supervision that is one of the sub-dimensions of the school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and 
organizational commitment (r=.60, p <.01) is determined. 
With regard to that finding, the more school principals’ 
supervision behaviors increase, the more teachers’ 
organizational commitments increase. 

The positive and significant relationship between team 
working that is one of the sub-dimensions of the school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and 
organizational commitment (r=.63, p<.01) is determined. 
With regard to that finding, the more school principals’ 
team working behaviors increase, the more teachers’ 
organizational commitments increase. 

There is a positive and significant relationship between 
the school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and 
organizational commitment (r=.64, p <.01). According to 
this finding, while the school principles’ distributed 
leadership behaviors increase, the teachers’ organizational 
commitments also increase. 
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Table 4.  Multivariate Linear Regression Analysis Matrix of Prediction of Teachers’ Organizational Commitment 

Variable B Sh β t p Zero-order r Partial r 

Constant 1.020 .099 - 10.267 .000 - - 

Support .001 .042 .001 .023 .982 .482 .001 

Supervision .266 .049 .278 5.463 .000* .596 .193 

Team working .379 .041 .409 9.285 .000* .625 .318 

F = 187.046; *p < .05; R = .65; R2 = .42 

Do the school principals’ distributed leadership 
behaviors predict the teachers’ organizational 
commitment according to teachers’ perception? is the 
fourth subproblem of the research. Besides, Pearson 
Moment Correlation has been used in order to determine 
the relationships among the variables; and multivariate 
linear regression analysis has been used to investigate 
predictive power of distributed leadership. In order to 
predict the teachers’ organizational commitments, 
multivariate linear regression analysis between the school 
principals’ distributed leadership behaviors and teachers’ 
organizational commitment has been used. Results of the 
multivariate linear regression analysis related to the 
prediction of teachers’ organizational commitments are 
given in Table 4. 

When Table 4 is analyzed, it shows that as a result of 
multiple linear regression analysis,there is a significant 
relationship (R=.65, R2=.42) between the variables namely 
support, supervision and team working which are 
sub-dimensions of the school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational 
commitment. (F=187.046, p <.01). According to this result, 
school principals’ behaviors namely support, supervision 
and team working explains nearly 42% of total variance of 
teachers’ organizational commitment. According to the 
standardized regression index, the importance order of 
predictor variables on organizational commitment is; team 
working (β=.409), supervision (β=.278) and support 
(β=.001).When the significance test of regression index is 
taken into consideration, it is seen that only two predictor 
variables can be categorized as significant predictor on 
organizational commitment. These significant predictor 
variables are supervision (p <.01) and team working (p 
<.01). When the relationship between organizational 
commitment and predictor variables are analyzed, these 
results are found: organizational commitment and support 
(r=.482) [when other variables controlled (r=.001)], 
organizational commitment and supervision (r=.596) 
[when other variables controlled (r=.193)], organizational 
commitment and team working (r=.625), [when other 
variables controlled (r=.318)]. 

4. Results, Discussion and Conclusions 
Depending on the perceptions of the teachers who 

participated in the research the school principals’ 

distributed leadership behaviors are found at moderate 
level. Besides, it is determined that according to the 
teachers’ perceptions school principals mostly show 
supporting behaviour that is one of the sub-dimensions of 
distributed leadership. On the other hand they exhibit 
behaviors related to the team working less frequently. That 
finding shows that school principals support the teachers in 
terms of leadership. That teachers take the lead in the fields 
in which they are proficient makes a contribution to create 
a positive organization atmosphere and develop schools. 
Hammersley-Fletcher (2005) stated that support of school 
principals plays an important role in the development of 
teacher leaders and both school principals and colleague’s 
support contributes to creating a collaborative school 
culture. Besides it is remarkable that school principals 
exhibit behaviors related to the teamwork less frequently. 
That the school principals do not internalize a collaborative 
approach and can result from the fact that the collaborative 
school culture isn’t developed or the fact that the school 
principals do not trust in the teachers. It can be stated that 
working as a team in the school improve the collaboration 
between teachers and it contributes to organizational 
commitment. In this context, that the school principals 
show required attention to the teamwork is crucial in terms 
of school’s development. The findings of the studies on 
distributed leadership which is one of the contemporary 
leadership approaches show similarities between the 
results of this research. (Ağırdaş, 2014; Ağıroğlu Bakır, 
2013; Baloğlu, 2012; Byfield, 2007; Cochran, 2007; Eggen, 
2010; Grant 2011; Heck ve Hallinger, 2009; Hulpia, Devos 
ve Rosseel 2009b; Laughlin, 2011; Lizotte, 2013; 
Rabindarang, Bing ve Yin, 2014; Uslu ve Beycioğlu, 2013; 
Yılmaz, 2013; Yılmaz ve Turan, 2015).  

It is found that the teachers’ organizational 
commitments are at moderate level. That the teachers’ 
organizational commitments are strong can influence 
organizational outputs in a positive way and it helps 
overcome the problems related to the organization. Besides, 
it can be explained as the teachers do not have the idea of 
quitting the job and they make the required effort to 
achieve school’s goal. Güney (2011) stated that employees 
whose level of organizational commitments are high effort 
excessively in order that their organization can reach 
success. It is seen that the studies that were done on that 
topic support that findings. (Ayık and Ataş, 2014; Kul and 
Güçlü, 2010; Uslu and Beycioğlu, 2013). Through their 
work that is related to teachers ‘organizational 
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commitment and school culture Ayık and Ataş (2014) 
came to the conclusion that teachers’ affective 
commitments are stronger than their continuance 
commitment and their normative commitment. Kul and 
Güçlü (2010) revealed that teachers demonstrate lower 
level of organizational commitment in the compliance 
sub-dimension, moderate level of organizational 
commitment in the identification sub-dimension and higher 
level of organizational commitment in the internalization 
sub-dimension. Uslu and Beycioğlu (2013) detected that 
while teachers’ organizational commitment, continuance 
commitment and normative commitment are at moderate 
level, their affective commitment is at higher level. 

It is determined that there is a positive and significant 
relationship between school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational 
commitment. According to this finding, when the school 
principals exhibit leadership behaviors more frequently, 
teachers’ organizational commitment also increases. At the 
end of this literature review, it is seen that the studies on 
this topic support this finding. (Ağıroğlu Bakır, 2013; Uslu 
and Beycioğlu, 2013). Ağıroğlu Bakır (2013) found a 
positive and significant relationship between the public 
school teachers’ distributed leadership perceptions and 
their organizational commitment. Uslu and Beycioğlu 
(2013) determined that there is a moderate positive 
relationship between school principals’ distributed 
leadership roles and teachers’ organizational commitment. 

It is found a positive and significant relationship 
between sub-dimensions of distributed leadership 
behaviors namely support, supervision, and team working. 
According to this finding, the more school principals’ team 
working, supervision, and support behaviors increase, the 
more teachers’ organizational commitments increase. 

Team working and supervision sub-dimensions of 
distributed leadership behaviors influence teachers’ 
organizational commitment in a positive and significant 
way. According to literature, prior studies on this topic 
support this finding (Hulpia, et al., 2009b; Hulpia and 
Devos, 2010; Hulpia, Devos and Keer, 2011). Hulpia et al. 
(2009b) found that distributed leadership has a strong 
influence on the teachers’ organizational commitment in 
their studies on distributed leadership and teachers and 
teacher leaders’ job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment in secondary schools. Hulpia and Devos 
(2010) determined that the differences in distributed 
leadership variables such as distribution of leadership 
functions and quality, social interaction, cooperation of 
leadership team and participative decision-making 
influence organizational commitment in their qualitative 
research. Hulpia, Devos and Keer (2011) found that quality 
of the supportive leadership, cooperation within the 
leadership team, participative decision-making are the 
sub-dimensions that determine the teachers’ organizational 
commitment in their study that examines the relationship 
between school leadership and teachers’ organizational 

commitment from the point of view a distributed leadership 
perspective. 

Based on the research the following recommendations 
are offered for related future research and applications. 
 At the end of the research, it is seen that school 

principals’ team working behaviors are not at 
required level. Teamwork in the schools has a 
positive impact on developing cooperation within 
colleagues, creating positive school climate and 
getting positive organizational outputs. In this 
aspect, in order to build teamwork culture and to 
make it more effective, school principals can hold 
meetings that include different out-of-school social 
activities. Additionally, they can assign duties to 
groups rather than individuals which makes the 
teamwork possible, while they are distributing the 
duties. 

 A positive and significant relationship between 
school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors 
and teachers’ organizational commitments is found. 
Therefore, raising the awareness of school 
principals related to distributed organizational 
behaviors and educating them about this topic can 
contribute to improving teachers’ organizational 
commitment. 

 At the end of the research, it is seen that distributed 
leadership has a positive impact on teachers’ 
organizational commitments. Making applications 
of distributed leadership widespread in schools 
makes significant contribution to improving and 
promoting this variable. Holding seminars, 
meetings, in-service training courses on that topic 
can contribute to developing distributed leadership 
behaviors. 

 In view of the fact that there is no adequate studies 
about distributed leadership, designing 
application-oriented projects, doing studies on this 
topic can reveal the practicality of the distributed 
leadership in the school and it can contribute to 
developing new structure in Turkish education. 

 In the present study, school principals’ distributed 
leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational 
commitments are examined by taking into account 
teachers’ perspective. For the further studies, 
students who are the other shareholders of the 
schools, officials in the schools, school principals, 
and inspectors can be asked for opinion and the 
findings can be compared with the variables of this 
research to reach more detailed results.  

Notes 
Note 1. This paper is based on the doctoral dissertation 

prepared by Öznur Ataş Akdemir under supervision of Dr. 
Ahmet Ayık. 
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