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The aim of this study was to investigate the effects of distributed leadership on the teachers’ job satisfaction,
organizational citizenship behaviour and commitment. To this aim, Distributed Leadership Inventory (Hulpia,
Devos, & Rosseel 2009a), Job Satisfaction Scale (Andrews & Whitney 1976), Organizational Commitment Scale
(Meyer & Allen 1991), and Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (DiPaola, Tarter, & Hoy 2005) were applied to
344 teachers working at schools in Gaziantep city of Turkey. For the statistical analysis of the collected data
standard multiple regression analysis was employed. Results of the study showed that distributed leadership had
a statistically significant effect on teachers’ job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior and
organizational commitment. In terms of sub dimensions of the distributed leadership, while leadership functions
dimension statically significantly affected job satisfaction, organizational commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior; coherent leadership team subdimension affected only job satisfaction. Some
recommendations for educational managers, policymakers and researchers in the area were made according to
findings of the study.
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INTRODUCTION
Today’s organizations struggle to accord with the rapid changes of the knowledge-based society, and in this context,
organizational operations and decision-making are becoming more complex. Widely accepted leadership approaches of the past
which were based on rivalry and hierarchy are now regarded as inadequate to overcome the problems of a rapidly changing,
getting complicated and globalizing world (Clegg, Clarke, & Ibarra, 2001). The situation is not different for educational
organizations. In many countries, there is an increased tendency towards school-based management, thus the school principal’s
workload has become heavier and this makes it very hard to fulfil his responsibilities (Bush, 2012). Under these circumstances, the
schools have to make their staff and stakeholders participate in the decision-making processes more than they have done in the
past to improve themselves and to attain outstanding achievements (Leithwood, Mascall, & Strauss, 2009).
It can be observed in the educational leadership literature that there is a shift from an understanding solely dependent on the
school principal to the collaborative and participatory approaches in which decisions are taken together with the staff, and there
is an increased emphasis on the models in which leadership roles are distributed to the stakeholders of organization to solve
problems and do things more effectively and efficiently in educational organizations (Fullan, 1993; Weiss & Cambone, 2000). It is
emphasized that distributing leadership roles to the members of organization increases the quality of the decisions, affects the
school positively and is more effective than the other leadership approaches (Berjaoui & Karami-Akkary, 2019; Bush, 2012;
Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008).
Distributed Leadership
Nowadays, the limitations of “One Man” or “Hero” centred leadership models are becoming obvious day by day and are
replaced by participatory, collaborative and distributed models (Bush, 2011; Crawford, 2012). It is observed that distributed
leadership approach has gained importance as an alternative of traditional leadership theories recently.
Distributed leadership is a concept used to denote to a leadership style that transforms the organization of schools and
extends leadership beyond an individual (Bush, 2018; Harris, 2010; Leithwood et al., 2009). Sergiovanni (1987) defines the notion
Copyright © 2020 by Author/s and Licensed by Modestum Ltd., UK. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons Attribution License which permits
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
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of distributed leadership as the mechanism of facilitating active involvement of all members of the organization in the leadership
process. Harris (2010, p. 55) identifies distributed leadership as “expanding of leadership roles outside of the formal management
positions and administrative authorities”.
Albeit the distributed leadership (DL) is a fluid concept, there are some fundamental elements that distinguishes this
leadership model from others (Harris & DeFlaminis, 2016). First of all, leadership is seen as a practice rather than a role or
responsibility. The collective interactions among the three components of DL (leaders, followers, and situation) are paramount
for practice. The second difference is the targets of leadership. In DL, tasks and influences are distributed among individuals by
empowering and providing autonomy. The third difference is an emphasis on the interplay between individual and collective
interactions. For DL, individual leadership is equally significant and coexist with other forms of leadership. Individual agency and
conjoint agency of multiple actors play a significant role in DL. The fourth difference is about structure. DL dramatically departs
from the bureaucratic model by focusing on an interdependent effort between multiple levels of organizational hierarchy by
gathering people who have different areas of expertise (Gronn, 2000; Harris, 2010; Harris & DeFlaminis, 2016; Spillane, 2006;
Spillane & Anderson, 2019; Tam, 2018).
Beyond delegation of authority, distributed leadership is an approach, in which decision-making responsibility is shared with
the leadership teams and it is facilitated for the staff to lead organizational activities by means of distributing some part of the
school principals’ duties to the other staff and in this way reducing their workload (Hartley, 2010). According to Spillane (2006),
leadership is distributed among some people and the tasks are carried out with the interaction of leaders in distributed leadership.
Distributed leadership has recently been advocated strongly in the management literature. The number of evidences
indicating that it has positive effects on educational outputs is growing (Bush & Glover, 2012; Harris, 2010; Leithwood et al., 2008).
Distributed leadership not only increases teachers’ self-efficacy levels and affects them in a positive manner but it also provides a
significant contribution to school improvement and school effectiveness (Harris, 2010; Macbeath, 2005; Supovitz, D’Auria, &
Spillane, 2019).
Job Satisfaction
The term Job Satisfaction (JS) has been defined by many researchers in different ways. According to one of the most widely
accepted definition, JS is “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences”
(Locke, 1976, p. 1304). According to Newstrom and Davis (1993), JS is the state of satisfaction or dissatisfaction of an employee
concerned with the job. JS is a concept associated with organizational performance and productivity (Judge et al., 2001). It has
been proven that teacher’s JS level effects student achievement in terms of both academic and social aspects (Ostroff, 1992).
Organizational Commitment
Organizational Commitment (OC) is defined as the extent to which individuals’ integration and adoption of a desire to pursue
membership of the organization (Blau & Boal, 1987). According to Allen and Meyer (1990), OC is composed of three dimensions;
affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative commitment. Affective commitment represents individuals’
willingly and voluntarily commitment to organization. High affective commitment means congruity of individual and
organizational values. Continuance commitment is the type of commitment that results from requirement and need. According
to this type of commitment it is suggested that employees who do not want to give up the advantages of organization and who
think leaving the organization would be a significant cost will prefer to stay in organization. Normative OC refers to the
commitment resulting from liability-obligation. In this type of commitment, it is considered that due to the pressure of others
individuals feel obliged to stay in organization.
Research has shown that OC makes a positive contribution to individuals’ commitment to organizational goals by reducing
the absenteeism and desire to leave the work (Newstrom & Davis, 1993; Valentine, Godkin, & Lucero, 2002). Additionally,
researches in the field also emphasize the OC as one of the most important factors affecting organizational success (Fink, 1992).
OC of teachers is a major predictor of teacher performance and educational quality (Dee, Henkin, & Singleton, 2006).
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) is defined as arbitrary behaviour of an individual that is not recognized by the
formal reward system, and in the total promotes the performance and functioning of the organization (Organ, 1988). According to
another definition, OCB is the extent to which an individual goes beyond the minimum performance expected of him (TschannenMoran, 2003). Employees with a high level of OCB assist a colleague that does not come to work, are willing to do things that are
important for organization without any formal obligation, contribute the socialization of newcomers to the organization, help the
other employees to solve the problems they face, suggest new and creative ideas that will contribute to the organization and are
engaged in the work more than they are supposed to (Kelloway, Loughlin, Barling, & Nault, 2002). OCB is generally examined under
five categories: Conscientiousness is an employee exceeding the minimum performance he is supposed to exert. Altruism is
helping other employees. Civic virtue is the contribution of an employee with the sense of self-responsibility for the future of the
organization. Sportsmanship is employee's exhibition of a positive attitude without complaining. Courtesy is employee behaving
in a respectful manner to the other employees (Organ, 1988).
The studies in the literature put forth that OCB improves the administrative efficiency, contributes positively to the
organizational performance indicators and to the students’ academic achievement (DiPaola & Hoy, 2005; Koys, 2001; Organ, 1988;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1996; Walz & Niehoff 1996).
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Related Literature
Studies in the related literature demonstrate that there is a meaningful relationship between leadership behaviours and JS
(Bogler, 2001; Kim, 2002). A study carried out by Yılmaz and Ceylan (2011) shows that leadership behaviours of a school
administrator affect teachers’ JS levels. The study of Kim (2002) indicates that there is a positive relationship between JS and the
management style in organizations, particularly participative management understanding has been shown to increase the
subordinates’ JS in the organizations. Findings of another research carried out by Hulpia, Devos and Rosseel (2009b) in Belgium
reveal that there is a significant relationship between distributed leadership with OC and JS. The results of the study also reveal
that coherence of leadership teams, the amount of leadership support, and the dimensions of distributed leadership, directly
influence OC and indirectly influence JS.
Literature also reveals that the leadership behaviours exhibited by the administrator affect the OC level of subordinates. Meyer
(1997) suggests that there is a relationship between leadership practices and OC of subordinates. Research in educational
organizations discover that leadership approaches of the school principal affect OC level of teachers to their institutions (Nguni,
Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006). Jacobs (2010) ascertains that distributing leadership to entire stakeholders of a school, in particular
teachers, increases teachers’ commitment to their school. In a similar study Hulpia and Devos (2010) has examined the
relationship between distributed leadership in schools and OC of teachers. According to the results of the study, the quality of
leadership functions in the school, the distribution of leadership roles to the stakeholders of schools, social interaction, the
cooperation of the leadership teams and the leadership practices such as participative leadership have been demonstrated to
affect OC. The teachers who participated in the study state that accessibility of school principal, his ability to deal with the
problems effectively, and his adoption of a participatory management style and his work of strictly observing daily activities of the
teachers increase OC of teachers to their schools.
Previous research findings in the leadership literature indicate that leadership behaviours has an effect on OCB (Ilies,
Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Nguni et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 1996). In addition, the studies in educational organizations also
reveal that leadership behaviours of school administrators have a positive impact on teachers’ OCB (Çetin, Korkmaz, & Çakmakçı,
2012; Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 1995; Nguni et al., 2006; Oğuz, 2011). Another research from distributive perspective shows that
distributed leadership is a significant and positive predictor of teacher’s OCB (Kılınç, 2014).
Both in Turkish (Çetin et al., 2012; Oğuz, 2011; Yılmaz & Ceylan, 2011), and international literature (Bogler, 2001; Kim, 2002;
Hulpia et al., 2009b; Jacobs, 2010; Nguni et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 1996) there are numerous studies examining the relationship
between different leadership approaches with teachers’ JS, OC and OCB. However, there are few research studies (Berjaoui &
Karami-Akkary, 2019; Hulpia & Devos, 2010; Hulpia et al., 2009b; Jacobs, 2010; Kılınç, 2014) dealing with distributed leadership
and its relationship with the organizational variables.
Significance
Several theories have been developed regarding distributed leadership in educational organizations in the area of educational
administration (Gronn, 2000; Harris, 2010; Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2009; Jacobs, 2010; Leithwood et al., 2009; Spillane, 2006).
However, there isn’t adequate information about the effects of distributed leadership on the realization of organizational
objectives and organizational variables (Anderson, Moore, & Sun, 2009). Therefore, distributed leadership practices of school
principals and the effects of this new approach on schools and teachers should be examined (Smith, Ross, & Robichaux, 2004).
Although the distributed leadership concept is becoming popular in the literature; there are very few empirical studies
examining its impacts on the staff of the organization (Hulpia et al., 2009b; Spillane, Camburn, & Pareja, 2009; Townsend, 2011).
Research which will be carried out in this subject will help to create a wider agenda on the most appropriate forms of organization
in educational environments (Leithwood et al., 2009).
Research Questions
With this background in mind, the aim of this study is to examine whether distributed leadership has an effect on the teachers’
job satisfaction (JS), organizational commitment (OC) and organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB). To achieve this aim, we
formed three research questions:
i)

Does the distributed leadership have significant effect on the teachers’ job satisfaction?

ii) Does the distributed leadership have significant effect on the teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviour?
iii) Does the distributed leadership have significant effect on the teachers’ organizational commitment?

METHODOLOGY
In the study at hand, standard multiple regression analysis in the framework of quantitative research approach was employed
as research method. Multiple regression is a statistical analysis used for discovering possible relationships among two or more
variables. Multiple regression analysis involves a variable to be explained (Dependent Variable) and two or more explanatory
variables (Independent Variable) that thought to be associated with changes in the dependent variable (NRC 2011, p.305). In this
study, to determine the possible effects of distributed leadership on the OCB, OC and JS, we carried out 3 separate multiple
regression analyses. In each analysis each one of OCB, OC and JS were taken as dependent variables and sub-dimensions of
distributed leadership (Leadership Functions and Coherent Leadership Team) were taken as independent variables. SPSS 16.0
software package was used for analyses.
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Table 1. Distribution of the participants according to gender and seniority
Gender
Female
Male
Seniority
1- 5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 years and more
Total

Frequency

Percentage (%)

171
173

49.7
50.3

77
115
97
27
28
344

22.4
33.5
28.2
7.8
8.1
100

Sample
Data were collected from teachers working at 15 randomly selected primary schools in Gaziantep city of Turkey. Gaziantep
city, located in south-eastern region and with its 1.85M population, is one of the biggest cities in Turkey. The city has about 1,500
educational institutions, 710,000 students and 34,000 education staff (MoNE, 2017). In the 2016-2017 school-term, 435
questionnaires were distributed to primary school teachers. Totally 385 questionnaires were returned and of those returned 344
were considered valid. Table 1 shows demographic information about the sample.
Data Collection Tools
In the data collection phase of the study, four valid and reliable scales were used. For collecting data related to participant
teachers’ perceptions about distributed leadership in their schools Distributed Leadership Inventory (DLI) developed by Hulpia,
Devos, and Rosseel (2009a) and adapted Turkish by Özdemir (2012) was employed. Original form of DLI was comprised of 3 sub
dimensions; Coherent Leadership Team (10 items); Leadership Support (10 items) and Leadership Supervision (3 items). While
adapting the DLI, Özdemir (2012) obtained 2-factors; Coherent Leadership Team (10 items) and Leadership Functions (13 items).
In this study, internal reliability of the DLI was very high (Cronbach’s Alpha 0.97). The responses for items of the scale ranges from
“agree strongly=1” to “strongly disagree=5”.
The Job Satisfaction Scale developed by Andrews and Whitney (1976) was used to determine teachers’ JS level. The scale is
comprised of five items and shows high correlation (r=0.70) with the scales such as Job Descriptive Index and Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire (Rentsch & Steel, 1992). Questions were scored on a Likert-type scale, 1 being “Terrible” and 5 being
“Delighted.” In this study, the scale was adapted to Turkish. After the adaptation, a single factorial structure was gained as in the
original form of the scale. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the scale was calculated as 0.79.
To measure the participants’ organizational commitment level, the Organizational Commitment Scale developed by Meyer
and Allen (1991) and adapted to Turkish by Baysal and Paksoy (1999) was used. Consisting of 16 items, the scale is a five-point
Likert response set that ranges from “Strongly Disagree=1” and “Strongly Agree =5”. Cronbach’s alpha reliability co-efficient for
overall scale was calculated as 0.89 for this study. The analyses were performed by using participants’ OC points gained from
overall scale.
Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale developed by DiPaola, Tarter and Hoy (2005) and adapted to Turkish by Taşdan and
Yılmaz (2008) was used to measure the OCB level of participants. The scale consists of 12 likert type items and it is single factorial.
For this study, Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was calculated as 0.84.
Data Analysis
To determine the effect of distributed leadership on OCB, OC and JS, multiple regression analysis was performed. At the first
stage of the analysis, hypotheses of the regression analysis were tested. In this context, firstly, multicollinearity among variables
was tested. As the correlations between the independent variables are less than .90 (Table 2), CI<10, TV> 0.10 and VIF<10 (Table
2), it was understood that there isn’t any multi dependency problem (Çokluk, Şekercioğlu, & Büyüköztürk, 2012, p. 35-36).
Secondly, outliers that affect the predictive power of regression analysis were excluded (Coakes, 2005, p. 169). Calculated
Mahalanobis distance value, two independent variables (df=2) and the cases having critical chi-square value for p=0.001 and
greater than 13.82 were excluded from analysis (Coakes, 2005, p. 174; Çokluk et al., 2012, p. 15). Lastly, considering the fact that
points gather around the line at Normal P-P graphic, the points of Scatter Diagram Matrix show elliptical distribution and
frequency of standardized residual values show normal distribution, it was understood that regression analysis ensured linearity
and normality hypothesis (Coakes, 2005, p. 169; Çokluk et al. 2012, p. 18-29). Enter method was used in regression analysis. All the
independent variables are included into analysis at the same time in this method. Besides, descriptive statistical techniques such
as frequency percentage and arithmetic mean were used.
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Table 2. Pearson correlations, means and standard deviations of variables
2
0.955*

1. Distributed Leadership (General)
2. Leadership Functions
3.Coherent Leadership Team
4. JS
5.OCB
6. OC
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

3
0.954*
0.822*

4
0.531*
0.493*
0.520*

5
0.526*
0.544*
0.460*
0.421*

6
0.521*
0.524*
0.470*
0.441*
0.511*

Mean
3.792
3.709
3.875
3.509
3.634
3.329

SD
0.836
0.879
0.872
1.111
0.629
0.779

Table 3. ANOVA results between variables
JS
OCB
OC

Const
2.220
2.164
1.514

r
0.532
0.545
0.529

R2
0.283
0.297
0.279

F
67.445
71.927
66.100

p
0.000
0.000
0.000

Table 4. Regression Coefficients

Leadership Functions
Coherent Leadership Team

𝜷𝜷
0.512
0.040

OCB
t
6.418
0.498

p
0.000
0.619

𝜷𝜷
0.425
0.121

OC
t
0.263
0.498

p
0.000
0.135

𝜷𝜷
0.204
0.352

JS
t
0.537
0.372

P
0,012
0.000

FINDINGS
First of all, hypotheses of standard regression analysis were tested. The significance of regression models was given in Table
2, and individual effects of sub dimensions in Table 3.
Correlations between variables are shown in the Table 2. As seen from the table, distributed leadership is positively correlated
with JS (r=0.531), OCB (r=0.526) and OC (r=0.521). All correlation coefficients are positive, moderately strong and statistically
significant (p<0.01). These results imply that distributing leadership roles throughout the school increases teachers’ job
satisfaction, commitment to school and positively affect their citizenship behaviours. In terms of sub-dimensions, Leadership
functions were moderately correlated with JS (r=0.493), OCB (r=0.544) and OC (r=0.524). Coherent Leadership Team subdimension was also moderately correlated with JS (r=0.520), OCB (r=0.460) and OC (r=0.470). There were also moderately strong,
positive and statistically significant correlations among teachers’ JS, OC and OCB. These findings imply that these variables
positively affect each other. Finally, strong positive correlation between, Leadership Functions and Coherent Leadership Team
sub-dimensions (r=0.822) shows factorial validity of distributed leadership questionnaire.
When we look at mean and standard deviation; teachers state that leadership roles are generally distributed well in their
schools (M=3.792; SD=0.836). It is also seen that levels of leadership functions (M=3.709; SD=0.879) and coherent leadership team
sub-dimensions (M=3.875; SD=0.872) are high. Teachers’ JS (M=3.509; SD=1.111) and OCB levels (M=3.634; SD=0.629) are also high;
and their OC level is moderate (M=3.329; SD=0.779).
As seen from the ANOVA test results shown in the Table 3, regression analysis carried out to determine the effect of distributed
leadership on JS is statistically significant (F(2,341)= 67.445, p=0.000). That is, distributed leadership has an effect on participant
teachers’ JS and distribute leadership explains 28.3% of variance in teachers’ JS. Distributed leadership also has an effect on the
participants’ OCB (F (2,341) =71.927, p=0.000) and distribute leadership explains 29.7% of variance in teachers’ OCB. Finally, results
of the regression analysis revealed that, distributed leadership’s effect on OC of participant teachers is statistically significant (F
(2,341) = 66.100, p=0.000) and distribute leadership explains 27.9% of variance in teachers’ OC.
Individual effects of distributed leaderships’ sub-dimensions on JS, OC and OCB are shown on Table 4. While leadership
functions sub-dimension is a valid predictor of OCB (t=6.418, p<0.05), leadership team coherence is not a significant predictor
(p>0.05). Similarly, while leadership functions sub-dimension is also a valid predictor of OC (t=5.263, p<0.05), leadership team
coherence is not a significant predictor of OC (p>0.05). Unlike this findings, both of the leadership functions (t=2.537, p<0.05) and
leadership team coherence (t=4.372, p<0.05) sub-dimensions were valid predictors of the JS. Between these two variables
leadership team coherence (𝛽𝛽=0.352) was a stronger predictor than leadership functions (𝛽𝛽=0.204) dimension.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS
The aim of this study was to investigate the effects of distributed leadership on the teachers’ JS, OCB and OC. Findings of the
study showed that distributed leadership had a significant effect on teachers’ JS, OCB and OC.
According to the first result of the research, distributed leadership affects teachers’ JS. Both of the sub dimensions – coherent
leadership team and leadership functions – affect teachers’ JS level positively. More clearly, increasing coherence of leadership
team and the level of leadership functions increases teachers’ JS positively. The quality of education is closely related to teachers’
opinions about their jobs and their JS level (Heller, Clay, & Perkins 1993). Studies showed that leadership behaviours of managers
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affect JS level of their staff (Kim, 2002; Yılmaz & Ceylan, 2011). Another research revealed that sharing leadership in educational
organisations increases teachers’ JS (Kim, 2002). In schools where distributed leadership practices are demonstrated, teachers
are supported and encouraged to take active role in leadership process (Hulpia et al., 2009b). This situation increases teachers’
desire to participate in the decision-making process and so their JS level is higher (Bogler, 2001; Hulpia et al., 2009b).
Administrative competence of managers and their distributing leadership to teachers would increase the level of teachers’ JS
(Bogler, 2001).
According to second result of the research, distributed leadership affects teachers’ OC. In terms of sub dimensions, the
leadership functions dimension affects OC but the coherent leadership team dimension does not. This implies that teachers who
feel supported will be highly committed towards their schools. This result is in line with findings of some previous research
(Berjaoui & Karami-Akkary, 2019; Hulpia et al., 2009b; Jacobs, 2010; Nguni et al., 2006). The findings of these research showed that
behaviours and leadership approaches of school administrators affect teachers’ OC to their schools. They also suggested that
providing sufficient support is crucial for teachers’ organizational commitment. Hulpia and Devos (2010) extended these findings
with their study that this is true not only for the traditional one-man leadership, but also for distributed leadership. Similarly,
Jacobs (2010) revealed that managers’ sharing their leadership roles and presenting a democratic and participative leadership
style will increase OC level of their subordinates. According to Hulpia et al. (2009b), the teachers working at schools in which
leadership roles are clearly defined and distributed to groups/teams, collaborative leadership is adopted and where leadership
teams work coherently, are more committed to their schools. The main reason for this situation is that subordinates are supported
to participate in decision making process.
The last result of the research reveals that distributed leadership affects OCB of teachers. However, in terms of sub dimensions,
only the leadership functions dimension has an effect on OCB, but the coherent leadership team dimension has no effect on OCB.
This result corroborates the research findings of Çetin et al. (2012), Koh et al. (1995), Nguni et al. (2006), and Oğuz (2011). The
research indicated that supportive leadership approaches of school administrators have a strong positive effect on teachers’ OCB.
Another study also revealed that distributed leadership is a significant positive predictor of teacher OCBs (Kılınç, 2014). Teachers
become more motivated to take active role and perform beyond minimum expectations in school when their principals give
positive feedback to teachers, provide them with professional autonomy, share managerial decisions with them, and support
them emotionally (Oplatka, 2006).
Administrators, alone, are not enough for school transformation to take place (Hall and Hord 2001). Thus, it is necessary to
distribute leadership among stakeholders of the school for a sustainable school development (Bush & Glover, 2012; Davies &
Brundrett, 2010; Gronn, 2000; Northouse, 2013; Spillane, 2006; Spillane et al., 2009). In light of this research, it becomes apparent
teachers are better at their jobs when the leadership of a school is shared, and this “perspective suggests that leadership within a
school is distributed among many actors. In other words, leadership is not the purview of administrators only, but is exercised by
people in many positions” (Furman, 2003, p. 4).
Effective educational leaders are not leaders by force; they are leaders because they encourage and support others in using
their abilities to serve students. “Leadership is not about personality; it’s about behaviour” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 15). This
behaviour includes leading by example, distributing leadership roles to involve all stakeholders in using their strengths to serve
students, stretching their abilities, and most of all, partaking in the process of meeting the needs of students. Sharing leadership
will grow leadership abilities within the school community. Furman (2003) suggests, “the total amount of leadership in a school
matters and that leadership multiplies through interaction” (p.4). As people are involved in leadership opportunities, they become
more deeply connected to the issues within the school community, more passionate about doing what is right for students, and
more involved in making changes to benefit the students within our school. When people are trusted and have more discretion,
more authority, and more information, they will be much more motivated and committed to their organisation and perform
beyond expected performance to produce extraordinary results (Kouzes & Posner, 2007).
Suggestions
In today’s world, managing schools effectively is becoming more and more complex. In this regard, school leaders cannot lead
schools alone. Therefore, they build a trusting, encouraging community that works toward a shared vision. Leaders share the
decision making with others, knowing that everyone involved in the school community has something valuable to give. Leaders
also recognize leadership attributes within others and support and encourage them to grow and develop these skills.
In this regard, increasing awareness and supporting capabilities of educational leaders on this issue, local and governmental
educational bodies (such as school board and Ministry of Education) should update pre-service and in-service training programs
in such a way that they include distributed leadership and related courses. Besides, policy makers and top managers should be
pioneers and role models for school principals in distributing leadership by sharing their leadership role and duties with their
subordinates. In this way, JS, OC, and OCB level of teachers will increase and that will help schools to increase their performance.
In other words, in the all levels of educational institutions, the schools or any other level of educational institutions might their
organisational targets if the principals/managers create some leadership teams for distributing their own power and authority.
Limitations
The current study has some limitations and further research is needed. In this study, we used the distributed leadership
framework which was defined by Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel (2009a). And we also used DLI which was developed by Hulpia and
her colleagues. However, one might suggest that similar research can be performed with different a DL framework and different
scales.
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Another limitation of the study is that we used the quantitative research in this study. The quantitative research instrument
had its limitations. Future research should use other sources for investigating the study variables. Qualitative research methods
could extend the understanding of how JS, OC, and OCB is influenced by DL.
We also suggest that replicating similar research at different educational settings in different cultures. This will make a major
to the literature. Another area that needs investigating includes the characteristics of leaders who are successful at distributing
leadership. What makes one leader successful at sharing the work; while others clearly seem to hold on to the power that comes
with leading. Our data show teachers are more successful under a distributive model of leadership. So, what makes the leader
lead in that fashion?
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