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The aim of this study is to identify the distributed leadership levels in
public secondary schools (under the Ministry of National Education)
and explore the in-school factors affecting distributed leadership
practices based on teachers’ opinions. The research is designed based
on a mixed approach. In the quantitative dimension, the sample group
consists of 736 teachers from 27 different secondary schools in the
Gaziantep Province. In the qualitative dimension, the focus group is
composed of 24 participant teachers. The Distributed Leadership Scale
was used to identify distributed leadership levels of schools. In the
qualitative dimension, a semi-structured interview form developed by
the researchers was applied as the evaluation instrument. According to
teachers’ opinions, the rarest subdimension of distributed leadership at
schools is the “common goals”, while the most frequently seen is the
“cooperation and trust” subdimension. The findings obtained through
interviews show that risk-taking, managerial support, learning culture,
accountability relations, communication, professional development,
facilitating role of the administration and the organizational culture are
positive factors that support distributed leadership, while absence of
these factors poses a barrier to management activities.
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Introduction

Together with technologic advancement and the subsequent rapidly changing

situations and transformations, the future has turned out not to be predictable. Therefore,

reconsideration of different approaches and models of leadership that have been effectively

adopted for ages has been a significant necessity for today’s researchers over time.

Accordingly, it can be suggested that a strong trend emerged in the 21 century to pursue

new definitions, explanations and interpretations of organizations. This trend has also

brought about novel approaches to the phenomenon of leadership. The recent trends seen in

the literature about leadership are generally relevant to the common mind-oriented

organizations. Leadership was considered as a proper treatment to all organizational
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Cakir & Ozkan
illnesses in 1990s and 2000s (Pounder, Ogawa & Adams, 1995). In this period of time, it also

replaced the concept of management and became the focus in the literature of organizational
research. As opposed to the traditional internal management systems, the literature started
to concentrate on individuals (emotions, needs, motivation) and communities (teamwork,
cooperation) (Kotter, 1990). It is due to the fact that organizations were no longer seen as
machine organizations as they were according to the traditional managerial models, but as
chaotic systems that are affected by social networks and the impact of processes caused by
their interaction. In this regard, the idea of the one and only heroic leader model has been
replaced by a novel model that attaches values to every individual and supports the idea of a
common mind that associates knowledge, skills, experience and other characteristics of each
individual through counseling and guidance to achieve organizational targets (Ozkan &
Cakir, 2017).

The idea of a common mind in organizational management was first raised by Gibb
(1947, 1954), a social psychologist from Australia. In subsequent years, Drucker (1959)
emphasized the idea that the survival of an organization depends on the collective
contribution of its employees. Fiedler (1964) emphasized that relations among employees
may change to achieve the organization’s predetermined targets and the principle that each
employee may take a role in leadership regardless of status. In light of this point of view, the
loosely unified system theory and the 1960s” movement of standards have led professionals
to pay attention to personal characteristics and opened a gate to each employee to participate
in leadership practices (Elmore, 2000). After the maturation of discussions within half a
century, the distributed leadership notion, which started to be suggested by the common
mind in 1990s, had been intensely studied by the researchers in the organization
management literature.

The distributed leadership term does not refer to delegation of authority but an
extension of the leadership notion over personal efforts of each employee in an organization
and a social distribution in which leadership practices are ensured by interpersonal
interactions (Harris, 2004b). From this point of view, leadership is a function of
organizational targets and values as well as the methods used to achieve these targets; in
other words, a function of a whole organization. Thus, leadership should not refer to a single

person but an activity that has to be distributed (Gibb, 1947; 1954). Accordingly, this
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approach considers leadership as the collective contribution of leaders and each relevant
individual to the organization (Printy, 2008).

This fact is also seen in schools in terms of the changing literature about organizations
and leadership. Together with the change in the approaches to leadership as a concept,
unlike the traditional idea that puts a single individual into a position that controls an
increasingly more hierarchic structure, studies have been centered upon the fact that
leadership in schools is not under the monopoly of school principals and significant findings
have proved that teachers, parents and other employees also play a significant role in this
regard (Harris & Muijs, 2005; Smylie & Denny, 1990). As a result, a leadership style that
encourages leaders to share responsibilities and authority has been a popular topic of
discussion, while the school headship has started to be reevaluated in consideration of
activities distributed among different individuals and situations, as well as the interactions
between these different factors (Camburn, Rowan & Taylor, 2003; Spillane, 2006).

The distributed leadership approach involves all stakeholders of schools. In this
regard, teachers’ role in leadership practices may particularly be emphasized. Accordingly,
the knowledge required for the development of a school is not just provided by its managers
but also the teachers, who carry out the educational activities (Elmore, 2000). In line with this
point of view, the European Policy Network on School Leadership defines the term of
distributed leadership as a process that uses the distributed leadership model as a strategic
tool to benefit knowledge and skills peculiar to teachers, students, other employees and
parents so as to achieve common educational outputs (Spillane, 2006). Hereby, the target is to
build a consistent whole from the differences in fields and levels of expertise of individuals.
The guidance and counseling activities carried out during this process, within the limits of
the given expertise, are considered as a glue that attaches the framework of common values
and common aims or targets (Bennett, Wise, Woods & Harvey, 2003a, b; Bolden, 2011;
Elmore, 2000; Woods, Bennett, Harvey & Wise, 2004).

The organizational structure and common goals of schools, cooperation and trust
among employees, division of responsibility, motivation of employees and their initiatives
are all significant dimensions of the distributed leadership (Ozkan & Cakar, 2017). Moreover,
in organizational settings there may be facilitative or obstructive situations or structures
behind this leadership approach. Risk-taking (Grenda, 2011), self-esteem and confidence

(MacBeath et al. 2004; Singh, 2014), accessibility of material and human resources (Singh,
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2014), learning culture, staff development and accountability (MacBeath et al., 2004),

different types of managerial support for teachers (Harris, 2002) and acting in accordance
with a plan at school (Avolio, 2011; Grenda, 2011) are considered as facilitative factors. It is
clearly seen that the Turkish Education System, which requires further development to
achieve its target to raise a nation equipped with the modern skills of the 21st century, needs
the contributions of all stakeholders for leadership processes. The way to ensure efficiency at
schools, which constitute the execution area of education policies, is to optimize the
contribution of each relevant individual. Indeed, as seen in Turkey 2023 Educational Vision
Document the policymakers’ effort of creating a system that recognizes students, teachers,
parents and schools as key elements and opens the way for all stakeholders to take part in
education-related activities in terms of both the schools and the system as a whole is an
indication of this way. In this regard, tracking down the leadership at schools and
identifying the supportive and obstructive factors and taking these elements into
consideration are considered significant in terms of creating common mind.

The roots of distributed leadership refer Gibb’s (1947, 1954) studies, while the
researchers focused on its theoretical background only in 1990s (Archer, 1995; Bennett et al.
2003a, b; Elmore, 2000; Fielding, 1999; Gronn, 2000; MacBeath et al. 2004; Mahoney & Moos,
1998; Spillane, 2005; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001; Wallace & Hall, 1994; Woods et
al. 2004); and it became a subject of empirical studies in 2000’s (Chen, 2007; Davis, 2009;
ESHA, 2013; Gordon, 2005; Grenda, 2011; Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Singh, 2014; Smith, 2007;
Williams, 2011). Specifically, in the Turkish literature, theoretical aspects of distributed
leadership have been studied by a limited number of researchers (Baloglu, 2011a, 2011b) and
its empirical aspects have been studied more as a scale adaptation with a limited number of
scale development attempts and will become a subject for certain thesis dissertations
(Adigtizelli, 2016; Agirdas, 2014; Arabaci, Karabatak & Polat, 2016; Baloglu, 2012; Kiling,
2014; Korkmaz & Giindiiz, 2011; Ozdemir, 2012; Ozkan & Cakir, 2017; Yilmaz & Turan,
2015). As a result of the literature review, it was seen that there is no study to determine the
elements that support and prevent the implementation of distributed leadership within the
school. With the importance mentioned above and to close the emprical study deficit this
study was designed with mixed approach. The first (quantitative) section of this study aims
to identify the distributed leadership levels of schools taking the opinions of teachers into

account. The second (qualitative) section of the study, on the other hand, aims to identify the
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opinions of secondary school teachers, which have high or low levels of distributed
leadership, about the factors regarding the distributed leadership practices. For the purpose
of the study, the following questions were sought:

1. What are the distributed leadership levels of schools?

2. What are the factors regarding the distributed leadership practices in high and low level

schools?

Method

This section explains the model, population, sample and work groups, data collection
instruments, data collection and analysis processes of the study.

The Model of Research

The study was designed with a mixed approach using both the quantitative and
qualitative research methods. According to Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004), a mixed
research method has the main goals of diversification, complementarity, initialization,
development and extension. In this study, the mixed research method was used to ensure a
comprehensive and clear explanation of distributed leadership as well as to diversify and
complete the data obtained throughout the process. Creswell (2012) classifies the mixed
research design under four main titles, namely, the embedded design, the explanatory
design, the exploratory design and the parallel mixed design. This study adopted the
explanatory design, also called as sequential mixed research design, as first was collected as
quantitative data and then some qualitative data to explain the former (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2007).

In its quantitative dimension, the single screening model was used as a descriptive
method in accordance with the research question. The single screening model is a screening
model that aims to describe the variables regarding the occasion, material, individual, group,
institution, subject, unit or condition in question (Karasar, 2012, p. 79). In its qualitative
dimension, a multiple case study was conducted. Multiple case studies examine a single
subject through multiple units of analysis. Hereby, the states are selected purposively so as
to reveal different perspectives about the subject. In multiple case studies, it is significant for
the researcher to follow the same steps for each state (Creswell, 2013, p. 99). In this study,

researchers took care of following the same steps for each state.
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Population, Sample and Study Group

The population of the study’s quantitative dimension consists of 147 formal
secondary schools in Gaziantep province and 5073 permanent and contracted teachers
working at those schools in the 2017-2018 academic year. The study uses criterion sampling,
which is a purposive sampling method. Criterion sampling is the process in which samples
are taken from people, occasions, objects or situations that meet the predetermined criteria
(Buytikoztiirk et al.,, 2012, p. 91). The sustainability of administrative staff is a significant
matter to ensure an effective distributed leadership (Clark, 2007, p. 128). Accordingly, the
sampling criterion for the principals within the scope of the study was at least two years of
employment at the same school, while the criterion for the teachers was determined as
working at least one year together with the same principal to be able to comment about
him/her. Before the selection of schools, researchers received necessary permissions from the
Governorate of Gaziantep Province, met with the Research and Development Team at
Gaziantep Provincial Directorate of National Education and then the names, addresses,
principal’s length of employment at the same school and number of teachers were identified.
Next, the measurement instrument was applied in 27 schools that met the predetermined
criteria.

The sample measurement formula developed by Biiyiikoztiirk et al. (2012, p. 94) was
used to choose the number of teachers who will be involved in the study population. Finally,
358 teachers in total were chosen as members of the sample group. However, as the study
had planned to conduct interviews on a voluntary basis and considering the possibility of
data loss during submission of scales and the computerization of statistics, the number of
participants was chosen higher that the aforementioned population of sample group and 850
teachers were contacted. 763 of the scales given to the participant teachers were returned and
27 of them were eliminated due to absence of required data. Eventually, the analysis was
conducted with 736 scale forms in total. The sample group represents nearly 15% of the
population. 86.1% (634) of the participant teachers had 1-5 years, 11% (81) had 6-10 years and
2.9% had 11 or more years of experience at the school they currently work for.

During the qualitative dimension of the process, the two-stage sampling method was
applied to choose the participants. In the first stage, the criterion sampling method was used
as a purposive sampling method, while in the second stage the maximum diversity sampling

approach was adopted. The reason for using the criterion sampling method was to be able to
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analyze all states that meet the predetermined criteria. On the other hand, the maximum
diversity sampling approach aimed to ensure maximum diversity with a large range of
associated individuals (Yildirim & Simgek, 2013). In this regard, the quantitative part of this
study was based on the average score distribution of the selected 27 schools in order to rely
the selection process for the qualitative part on certain criteria and ensure the sample
diversity. Levels (low or high) of distributed leadership were considered as a criterion, two
schools were not involved in the qualitative research process due to high levels of distributed
leadership, while two other schools were eliminated due to low levels. Therefore, it was
aimed to collect data from teachers of different branches (social sciences, life sciences,
classroom teachers, pre-school teachers and other branches) working at schools with
different levels of distributed leadership in order to ensure the diversity. 24 teachers in total
were interviewed during the study with 6 teachers from each school. In this way, this study
aimed to collect more detailed information from different individuals at the school. 24
teachers from four different schools, who participated in the qualitative research, were from
11 different branches (Physical Education, English Language, Mathematics, Religious
Culture and Moral Knowledge, Technology and Design, Information Technologies, Visual
Arts, Music and Social Studies). The seniority of participant teachers varies between 3 and 20

years and only one of the teachers had previously been trained in leadership.
Data Collection Tools

The quantitative data was collected with the “Personal Information Form” and the
“Distributed Leadership Scale” developed by Ozkan and Cakir (2017).

Personal Information Form was developed to identify length of employment variable
regarding the participant teachers, while Distributed Leadership Scale (DLS) aims to identify
distributed leadership levels in public schools under the Ministry of National Education, was
developed by Ozkan and Cakir (2017). It is a four-point Likert-type scale. The development
process was carried out with 868 secondary school teachers from Sahinbey and Sehitkamil
districts of Gaziantep province. The scope and face validity of this scale were evaluated by
experts in the relevant field. The construct validity was tested by the Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) and the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The EFA yielded to a five factor
construct that explains 62.465% of the total variance. The factor model suggested by the EFA

was tested by the CFA. As a result of the CFA, the Root Mean Square Error of
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Approximation (RMSEA) value was obtained as 0.063, while the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)

value was obtained as 0.98 among other compliance indices. The total Cronbach’s Alpha
internal consistency coefficient of the scale was calculated as 0.87 and the split-half reliability
coefficient was found as 0.92. As a result of the study, a five factor (formal structure, unity of
purpose, cooperation and trust, division of responsibility and motivation and initiative) was
created with 32 items. This study re-questioned the structure and reliability of the DLS in
order to provide evidence of reliability for the data collected from the participants. The 32
items and five factor construct of the original scale was tested by the CFA. The model was
tested by the Maximum Likelihood method at a significance level of 0.05. The analyzed
Normed Fit Index (NFI)-0.98, Tucker Lewis Index (NNFI-TLI)-0.98, CFI-0.98, Relative Fit
Index (RFI)-0.98 and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)-0.045 compliance
values were found within positive compliance limits, while Adjustment Goodness of Fit
Index (AGFI)-0.85 and RMSEA-0.061 values were identified within the acceptable
compliance limits. Factor load values of the items in the scale were more than 0.30. The
Cronbach’s Alpha value was obtained as 0.96. Depending on these findings, the DLS was
found valid and reliable for the study.

Within its second section, interviews were planned with teachers at four different
schools in order to collect qualitative data. In line with the relevant body of literature, the
researchers developed a semi-structured interview form. As the qualitative dimension of the
study was based upon the quantitative part, the findings obtained throughout the latter
influenced the development of this interview form. The reliability of the semi-structured
interview form was evaluated by experts in the field. In order to test the comprehensibility of
the questions, pilot interviews were conducted with two teachers from the focus group and
the form was finalized considering the feedback obtained during this process. The semi-
structured interview form consists of three main sections, namely, setting, personal
information and questions about distributed leadership. During the development process of
the interview form, the themes and codes were created using the conceptual framework of
distributed leadership. The list of themes and codes were modified to some extent during the

analysis.
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Data Collection

As the field of distributed leadership spans over a large area of studies (Bennet et al.,
2003a, b; Bolden, 2011; Chen, 2007; Spillane, 2006, Woods et al., 2004), the quantitative
dimension of the study aimed to communicate the scale to teachers of different branches
from each target school. Considering the number of different branches taught at schools, at
least 14 scale forms and an authorized additional file were created. The researchers delivered
27 files to schools by hand and informed the staff about use of the measurement instrument.
The quantitative data collection process was completed within around one month.

Within the qualitative dimension of the research, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 24 teachers from four different schools (two with lowest levels of distributed
leadership, the other two with highest levels of distributed leadership) chosen among the
sample group where the quantitative data were collected. The interviews were conducted at
schools in order to ensure a natural setting where the teachers can express themselves
comfortably. During this process, the interviewees were informed about the aim of the
interviews and that all data obtained in this process would be used in accordance with the
relevant codes of conduct. Interviews were conducted face-to-face on the dates scheduled in
cooperation with the participants and lasted for 23-47 minutes. Taking the factors that
increase the quality of interviews into account, the participants were asked for permission to
take audio records during the interviews and all of them responded positively. After that,
these audio records were transcribed using a computer and different codes were assigned to
the schools and participant teachers within this process. Codes like LLDL1, LLDL2, HLDL1
and HLDL2 were utilized to symbolize the schools. Herein, LLDL1 refers to the first
qualitatively analyzed school with a low level of distributed leadership, while HLDL1 means
the first qualitatively analyzed school with a high level of distributed leadership. The “T”
sign was used to identify the participant teachers who work at these aforementioned schools.
Numbers from 1 to 6 was put beside the “T” sign in order to symbolize the order of teachers

who participated in the qualitative research.

Data Analysis
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Within the quantitative data analysis process, descriptive statistics (mean, standard
deviation) were used to identify perception levels of the teachers about subdimensions of
distributed leadership (formal structure, comman goals, cooperation and trust, shared
responsibility, encouragement and initiative).

During the qualitative data analysis process, the descriptive analysis was used as a
qualitative data analysis method. The data, transferred to a MS Word file to see datasets
clearly, was analyzed and significant analyzable datasets were identified in line with the pre-
determined framework. Subsequently, the data codification was initiated according to the
identified themes. The themes and codes were correlatively explained and interpreted and

the results were revealed in accordance with the research objective.
Validity and Reliability

The evidence about reliability and validity of the quantitative measurement process
was explained in the data collection instrument section in detail. In order to prove validity
and reliability of the qualitative analysis, internal validity (persuasiveness), external validity
(communicability), internal reliability (consistency) and external reliability (repeatability)
works (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, cited by Yildirim & Simsek, 2013, p. 289) were conducted.

Internal Validity (Credibility): The methods used to increase the internal validity of
the study are long-term interaction, expert review and participant verification (Yildirnm &
Simsek, 2013). To ensure this, interviews were kept as long as possible in terms of time and
an environment of trust was created by long-term interaction between the participant and
the researcher to conduct a proper data collection process. On the other hand, two experts in
the topic of this study and the qualitative research were consulted before finalizing the semi-
structured interview form, themes and codes and before the data collection and data analysis
processes. Moreover, the data collection instrument was checked by two teachers chosen
from the focus group to test its comprehensibility. Finally, the data was transcribed using a
computer and the participants were asked to confirm whether the information
communicated to them represent their ideas.

External Validity (Transferability): It is about whether the research results are
adaptable to similar environments and situations and generalizable in form of experiences

and examples (Yildirim & Simsgek, 2013). To ensure this, a detailed description was made
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through direct references to necessary situations and the researchers paid special attention to
collecting data from different sources in line with the purposive sampling method.

Internal Reliability (Dependability): In order to increase internal reliability of the
study, the researchers used the conceptual framework obtained as a result of the literature
review to create the themes and sub-themes during the data analysis process, as mentioned
before. Another method used to increase internal reliability of the study was ensuring
consistency among independent coders. This is also a strategy that increases the research’s
rate of acceptability by others (Yildirrm & Simsek, 2013). Accordingly, an independent
researcher participated in data analysis and coding process of the study. The analyses made
and codes created by both researchers were taken into account and the reliability measured
using the formula suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 64). According to Miles and
Huberman (1994, p. 64), a result above 90% is sufficient to prove the reliability. In this study,
reliability of the codes in the data analysis was found to be 91% as a result of the calculations

made with this formula.

External Reliability (Confirmability): One of the measures that should be taken to
ensure external reliability of qualitative researches is to provide detailed explanations about
data collection and analysis methods (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2013). In this regard, the enabling
interview setting was preserved, the individuals who are the data sources of the study were
clearly identified, detailed explanations were given about the way interviews were

conducted, data were recorded, analyzed and results were presented.
Findings

This section presents findings about quantitative and qualitative dimensions of the
study under six specific subtitles.

Findings About the Study’s Quantitative Dimension

Score averages and standard deviation values that represent opinions of secondary
school teachers about distributed leadership are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Score averages and standard deviation values about distributed leadership and its
subdimensions (n=736)

Subdimensions Minimum Maximum X SD
Formal Structure 1.00 4.00 3.03 0.58
Comman Goals 1.13 3.75 2.77 0.47
Cooperation and Trust 1.00 4.00 3.07 0.57
Shared Responsibility 1.00 4.00 2.99 0.59
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Encouragement and
Initiative
Total DL 1.09 391 2.95 0.49

1.00 4.00 2.96 0.62

According to Table 1, the participant teachers responded “I strongly agree” for the
formal structure subdimension of distributed leadership at schools (X=3.03), “I agree” for the
comman goals subdimension (X=2.77), “I strongly agree” for the cooperation and trust
subdimension (X=3.07), “I agree” for the shared responsibility subdimension (X=2.99), “I
agree” for the encouragement and initiative subdimension (X=2.96), and “I agree” to all
questions in general (X=2.95). Looking at the standard deviation values in arithmetic mean of
teachers’ responses, it is seen that these values are highly approximate. Accordingly, the
most homogenous distribution is seen in the unity of purpose dimension (5=0.47), while the
most heterogenous distribution is seen in the motivation and initiative dimension (5=0.62).
According to teachers’ opinions, the lowest degree of importance should be attached to the
unity of purpose subdimension (X=2.77), while the highest degree belongs to the cooperation
and trust subdimension (X=3.07). On the other hand, results of the descriptive statistics
regarding teachers’ opinions about subdimensions of distributed leadership, the average

score ranges of 27 schools analyzed within the study vary between X=1.95 and X=3.36.
Findings About the Study’s Qualitative Dimension

This section presents the findings obtained as a result of the interviews, which were
conducted to perform a detailed analysis of teacher’s opinions from four different schools,
with lowest and highest distributed leadership score averages, about distributed leadership
and relevant concepts.

Findings about the general leadership/management approaches of schools according

to the participant secondary school teachers are given in Table 2.

Table 2. Teachers’ opinions about the leadership/management approach of their schools

Schools Codes n
*Mutual exchange of ideas and opinions 12
*Meetings with participation of all relevant stakeholders 11
*A supportive approach for employees 10
*A democratic management approach 9
HLDL :Inclusion of all stakeholders within the process 8
Teamwork 7
*Support for those in leader positions 7
*Leadership by expertise 5
*Focusing more on practices than documents 5
*Ignoring intra-organizational statuses 5
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*Prioritizing institutionalism 5
*Participation in management
*A transparent management approach
*Voluntary task sharing

*The principal as the sole authority

*A so-called democracy-like autocracy approach
*Meetings are limited to briefings

*Teachers and vice-principals as neutral elements

LLDL

Q1 G0 O WO [IN DN W

According to Table 2, teachers in the HLDL (High Level Distributed Leadership)
group used terms of democratic management approach (n=9), teamwork (n=7), leadership by
expertise (n=5), participation in management (n=3) and transparent management approach
(n=2) to define leadership/management approaches of their schools. Some relevant opinions
mentioned by the participants are given below:

A democratic leadership approach dominates in our school. Our school takes students’ ideas into
account. Of course they are still children but at least they give us some ideas. We try to set the game up
using students’ opinions. Indeed, we distribute the leadership role by asking students’ opinions.
(HLDL1/T3)

Principals, vice-principals and teachers should be leaders. However, administrators may not have
sufficient knowledge of all subjects. Therefore, leadership must be based upon expertise. This is an
example of it. Leader teams are formed with experts in respective fields. (HLDL2/T6)

While giving examples about relevant practices they have observed at their schools,
the participant teachers mentioned that schools organize meetings that all stakeholders
participate in (n=11), there is mutual exchange of ideas in these meetings (n=12), any status
given to each employee at organizational level is ignored (n=5) and the attention is given to
practices, rather than documents (n=5). The following quote is important to see the situation
clearly:

There is almost one meeting every single day at our school. We organize a branch meeting everyday. All
participants of these meetings are relaxed and free. Everyone has the freedom of expression. The
administrators take our opinions into account to ensure this. You can speak comfortably when you are
being heard. But being heard does not suffice alone. Most importantly, all of our words are taken into
consideration. What we say is valued. So we express all ideas and wishes comfortably. Otherwise, we
would not try to consult them, nor speak out. We would not be willing to do something for the school.
(HLDL2/T5)

The supportive approach of school administrators toward all employees (n=10),
inclusion of all stakeholders, including the students, in the process (n=8) and the
administrators’ support for the leaders other than themselves (n=7) are among the practices
mentioned by the teachers. Prioritizing institutionalism (n=5) and task sharing based on
volunteering (n=2) are considered as facilitators of the process. One of the teachers

summarized the general idea of all participants by saying:
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I was a leader at my school. In such environments, employees often act in solidarity. The administration
always stands by us. That’s because you create a plan or a schedule and need some stuff to realize it.
Naturally, we consult administrators and ask them about “know-how” of tasks. And they, the
administrators, help us without any hesitation. They do not opt to excessive questioning. That’s because
they trust us. (HLDL1/T1)

According to Table 2, teachers in the LLDL (Low Level Distributed Leadership)
group defined leadership/management approaches of their schools as a democracy-like
autocracy approach (n=9). The opinions of participants can be summarized as follows:

A democracy-like autocracy approach is predominant. The principal is the sole authority at school.
Teachers and vice-principals are like neutral elements. For example, teachers are consulted when an event
is planned. But they are only consulted. The last decision is always taken according to the principal’s
will. In other words, it is a democracy-like autocracy. (LLDL2/T3)

The principal being the sole authority (n=9), limiting meetings only with briefings
(n=8) and teachers and vice-principals who act as neutral elements (n=5) are the
practices/ideas mentioned by the participants in this regard. A participant summarized the
situation as follows:

Meetings are limited to briefings. And in those briefings, we are consulted but not taken into
consideration. All communication is based on business-like relations. The principal never comes into the
teachers’ room to have a talk with us. The last example was the board meeting we made during the
seminar season. Other meetings were only to communicate the demands of the Ministry of National
Education. In other words, they were only on paper. Besides these, we only gather in extreme (extra
ordinary) situations, such as aids and extremely serious problems about students. (LLDL1/T5)

Findings about the development of common goals at school, according to the ideas of
participant teachers, are given in Table 3.

Table 3. Teachers’ opinions about the development of common goals at school
Schools Codes n
*Vision, mission and goals determined by the school principal 11
and the strategic planning team
*Vision, mission and goals accepted by stakeholders
*Success-oriented approach
*Principal’s willingness to monitor the process
*Principal’s efforts to make the vision, mission and goals touch
HLDL the hearts of all stakeholders
*Practices based on vision, mission and goals
*Exploratory approach
*Taking good practices as model
*Achievable goals
*Short-term plans created by teachers
*High expectations

*Employees’ unawareness of vision, mission and goals
LLDL *On-paper vision, mission and goals determined by the school
principal and the strategic planning team
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Teachers in the HLDL group mentioned vision, mission and goals accepted by all
stakeholders (n=9) and principal’s efforts to make vision, mission and goals touch hearts of
all stakeholders (n=7) regarding the existence of common goals at respective schools. One of
the participant teachers explained the situation as follows:

... In short, the vision, mission and goals touch the hearts of employees in a very effective way. This is a
unique merit. The principal knows how to touch our hearts with these principles. Indeed, the process may
sound authoritarian in this regard. However, the principal does such sensitive changes that touches our
soul. And every time we see that he/she is right at the end. He/she even touches hearts of the parents in
such a good way that they also do not object any decision. They know that all practices are for the
common good. (HLDL2/T4)

Our school has a vision. We did not do anything to create a vision, but the principal communicated it to
us in a touching and satisfactory way. All practices and conversations we have at school comes to the
same point. We all act in accordance with our vision, mission and common goals. (HLDL1/T1)

Regarding the development and monitoring of common goals, teachers of the schools
with high levels of distributed leadership practices stated that they have vision, mission and
goals determined by the school principal and strategic planning team (n=11); they have
practices toward this vision, mission and common goals (n=5); school principals monitor the
process in an efficient way (n=7); they are success-oriented (n=8); they have an exploratory
approach (n=5); they take good practices as model (n=4); they set achievable goals (n=4);
there are short-term goals developed by teachers (n=4) and all employees and administrators
have high expectancies (n=3). Some relevant opinions mentioned by the participants are
given below:

The vision, mission and strategic planning processes are jointly managed by the principal and the
strategic planning team. We are success-oriented. We all focus on a common point. We focus on student
success, as many other schools do. We have concerns about it. (HLDL2/T5)

There are a lot of devoted employees in our school. Our school focuses on raising both successful and
moral students. We take good practices as a model. However, as we know that we can’t do the same due to
differences in materials, we adapt them to our situation. We act in accordance with our cultural level. We
adapt them to Gaziantep. (HLDL2/T2)

According to Table 3, regarding the existence of a unity of purpose, teachers in the
LLDL (Low Level Distributed Leadership) group stated that employees were not aware of
the vision, mission and goals of respective schools (n=9). For the development and
monitoring of common goals, however, they said that there are only on-paper vision,
mission and goals developed by the school principal and the strategic planning team (n=5). A
participant explained the situation as follows:

Of course, our school has a vision on paper. Every school has... But do we have an administrator who
struggles to realize this vision? Unfortunately, no. Our administrators play safe. The vision of our school
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was not determined by us. And we even do not know who did this. Probably, it was developed by the
planning team. After its development, no one communicated with us to say “we have such a vision. And

we have to do these things to realize that”. (LLDL1/T2)

Findings about the general cooperation and trust cultures of schools according to the

participant secondary school teachers are given in Table 4.

Table 4. Teachers’ opinions about cooperation and trust cultures of schools

Cakir & Ozkan

Schools Codes n
*Mutual respect 11
*Solidarity 11
*Cooperation to find solutions to problems 10
*Enhanced communication 10
*Exchange of information and experience 10
*Organizational culture 9
*Environment of trust 9

HLDL *Confidence in terms of profession’s efficacy 9
*Strong relations with partner organizations 6
*Honesty 4
*Immediate response to problems 3
*Taking mistakes seriously 3
*Importance attached to out-of-school social and cultural 3
activities
*Target-oriented approach 2
*Mutual respect among teachers 9
*Mutual trust among teachers 8
*Trusting professional competence of colleagues 7

LLDL *Poor communication between school administration and 7
employees
*Solidarity among teachers 6
*Exchange of information and experience among employees 5
*Cooperation to find solutions to problems 5

Teachers in the HLDL group mentioned the mutual respect (n=11), cooperation to
find solutions to problems (n=10), solidarity (n=11), exchange of information and experience

among employees, including administrators (n=10), the environment of trust within the

organization (n=9) and the confidence among teachers in terms of efficacy in profession (n=9)

to explain the cooperation and trust relationships.

My colleagues are highly equipped in terms of the professional competence. I trust all my friends for
their efficacy. Our success also proves that. There is a good exchange of information and experience
among employees of our school. This can also be considered as proof of our mutual trust in terms of
professional competence. We deliver the course subjects in parallel with one another. Indeed, it is not
peculiar to us. This applies to the other branches, as well. We have an efficient cooperation among teacher

groups. We act in cooperation. (HLDL1/T4)

their children in this school. My child also studies here. (HLDL1/T3)

Journal of Computer and Education Research & Year 2019 Volume 7 Issue 14

We respect each other. No right is infringed here. No freedom is limited. If my colleagues had
problems in professional competence, our school would not be such successful today. You will see this
when you consider the success level of our school. The results we have achieved show whether the
employees are competent in this profession. We also know that a number of teachers also have enrolled
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According to the teachers, the enhanced communication (n=10), the organizational culture
(n=9), honesty (n=4), strong relations with partner organizations (n=6), immediate response
to problems (n=3), taking mistakes seriously (n=3), the importance attached to out-of-school
social and cultural activities (n=3) and the target-oriented approach (n=2) are facilitators of

the process.

We address even the closest friends at school as “mister” or “ma’am” or “teacher”. We turned this
attitude into an organizational culture. All employees of our school are honest people. No one decides on a
penalty, even for the students, without consulting others. We write down even a minor mistake made by
the students. For instance: “Ahmet hit Ali today”. We immediately respond to such occasions. We never
ignore them. Due to this monitoring, the students think that they are valued. This increases their self-
confidence. Those who make mistakes see that they are not ignored and thus do not repeat the problematic
behavior. Teachers and parents are the biggest supporters of us in this process. (HLDL1/T5)

According to Table 4, some teachers in the LLDL (Low Level Distributed Leadership)
group mentioned the mutual respect among teachers (n=9), poor communication between
school administration and employees (n=7) and solidarity among teachers (n=6) to explain
the cooperation and trust relationship among the employees of respective schools. A

participant explained the situation clearly as follows:

There is an efficient communication among teachers. We organize dinners. We listen to problems of
each other. We help each other as much as we can. We try to find solutions. The teachers absolutely
respect each other. We support each other. (LLDL1/T4)

Regarding the trust among employees, some teachers in the LLDL group emphasized
the mutual trust among teachers (n=8) and trust about professional competence of colleagues
(n=7).

I don’t think that my colleagues have problems in terms of professional competence. They all do the best
they can. They always prepare before a lesson. I see that. I strongly trust my colleagues in terms of
knowledge and skills. (LLDL2/T1)

Exchange of ideas and experience among employees (n=5) and cooperation to find
solutions to problems (n=5) are among the factors mentioned by the participants. A
participant summarized the situation as follows:

There is an exchange of information and experience among employees in our school. We help each other
particularly with our previous experiences. We talk about occasions we witnessed in the past. We give
examples to similar situations. In our school, often a specific person is assigned to solve a problem. For
instance, I have to solve the problem if it’s about my class. In case of failure, I share it with my colleagues.
If they also cannot find a solution, we consult the administration. So, there is a cooperative environment
in our school. (LLDL1/T6)

Findings about the shared responsibility among schools” stakeholders according to

the participant secondary school teachers are given in Table 5.
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Table 5. Teachers” opinions about the shared responsibility among schools’ stakeholders
Schools Codes n
*Awareness of partnership 8
*Awareness of the fact that stakeholders are significant to 8
achieve success

*Cooperation among stakeholders in every respect
*Stakeholders with sense of responsibility
HLDL :A .large scope of stakehol.d'ers '
High level of parent participation
*An administration with sense of responsibility
*Stakeholder inclusion in problem solving
*Awareness of being an official organization
*Stakeholder visits

*A legal point of view

*Parents’ irresponsibility
*Narrow scope of stakeholders

B O OIN Wk bk OO N N3

LLDL
*An administration with a focus on formalities rather than

practices

Regarding the fulfillment of stakeholder responsibilities, teachers in the HLDL group
emphasized the awareness of partnership (n=8), awareness of the fact that stakeholders are
significant to achieve success (n=8), high level of parent participation (n=6), cooperation
among stakeholders in every respect (n=7), stakeholders with sense of responsibility (n=7), an
administration with sense of responsibility (n=5) and the awareness of being an official

organization (n=4). A participant explained the situation as follows:

The parents of our students are well informed. Most of them visit the school reqularly and follow the
progress of their students closely. In case of a problem, we often get response from the parents within at
most half an hour after the first call. This shows that they care about their children. Parent participation
in teaching and learning processes is fairly high. They have a sense of responsibility. And they are aware
that success can only be achieved with their support. (HLDL1/T4)

We organize parent visits to involve them in the process. That’s because of the fact that we can’t be
successful if we can’t unite and take responsibility. Even the workers and canteen staff of the school are
stakeholders in this process. For example, school workers often accompany me when I'm on duty. They
take responsibility. They take care of the students. They take care of classroom conditions. They often
support us when we encounter a problem. (HLDL1/T5)

Some participants emphasized the wide range of stakeholders (the Ministry of
National Education, neighborhood representatives, students, teachers, administrators,
canteen staff, security staff, servants, parents) (n=7), stakeholder inclusion in problem solving

(n=4) and stakeholder visits (n=3). A participant explained the situation as follows:

The Ministry of National Education, neighborhood representatives, students, teachers, administrators,
canteen staff, security officers, servants and parents are stakeholders of our school. For instance, the
official representative of our neighborhood supports us on the Internet. Helshe always promotes us. The
municipality also supports us. They tell us about the current needs and help administrators take
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immediate actions. For instance, our vice principal can easily communicate with the Parks and Gardens
Directorate and ask for assistance. I witnessed a few similar conversations. (HLDL2/T1)

On the other hand, some other teachers focused on a legal point of view (n=2) and
explained the situation as follows:

We can’t move on without our stakeholders’ support. Particularly, the support of parents... Each year
we identify the school rules, according to relevant regulations, of course. We determine the rules of
discipline. That means we also have a legal side. There is a decision maker at school. We prepare contracts
about these issues. These contracts are sent to parents during the enrolment process. They are signed by
both parents and students. In this way, no one can object us when we inflict consequences in case of a
problem. We show the necessary contract if we encounter any objection. We say that the palest ink is
better than the sharpest memory. To this end, we never skip these contracts. They help us gain support
from parents. That’s because they understand that we do our job in a conscious way. (HLDL1/T6)

Regarding the fulfillment of stakeholder responsibilities, teachers in the LLDL group
emphasized the narrow scope of stakeholders (students, teachers, school administrators, the
Ministry of National Education, parents), irresponsibility of parents (n=9) and an
administration with a focus on formalities rather than practices (n=4). The opinions of
participants can be summarized as follows:

Students, teachers, administrators, the Ministry of National Education, neighbors and parents are
stakeholders of our school. However, we have serious problems about the parents participation. They act
in a reckless misconduct. They don’t take care of their children. They act insensitively. Some parents still
do not come to the school after being called for five times. (LLDL2/T4)

We can consider being a stakeholder as being a partner. When you are a partner of something, you have
to fulfill its requirements. You have to do your best to do the best. That’s because it doesn’t completely
belong to you. You are a partner. However, teachers and administrators of our school often stand alone.
Even the Ministry does not provide sufficient support. In general, we see that these partners are not
aware of their responsibilities. (LLDL1/T1)

Findings about the encouragement of employees and relevant initiatives according to
the participant secondary school teachers are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Teachers’ opinions about encouragement and initiatives
Schools Codes n
*Facilitator role of the administration 10
*Encouraging employees to learn
*Encouraging attitudes of administrators
*Paying attention to professional development
*Guidance of administrators
*Employees can suggest ideas at any level (including students)
*Employees can take roles in different teams, commissions and
boards
*Encouraging employees to take leadership roles
*Counseling efforts of administrators
*Risk taking
*Being a role model for employees

HLDL

O O O O
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LLDL *Teachers can only show the knowledge, abilities and skills in
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line with the wishes of school administrators
*The school administration only approves suggestions that are 7

visually appealing

*The administration prevents employees from expressing 4
themselves

*The administration does not allow employees to undertake 4
leadership roles

*The administration does not support those who request to 4

undertake leadership roles

Regarding the encouragement of employees and relevant initiatives, teachers in the

HLDL group mentioned that the employees are encouraged (n=9) and professional

development is valued (n=6) at schools.

The Professional development of teachers is valued by our school. For instance, seminar sessions are
always productive for us. Every year, at the beginning of seminars, schools counselors organize trainings
for us to address needs of the new 5th graders. They show us how to treat them. If there is no specific
subject to discuss, we just talk about the books we enjoy reading with the school principal. The principal
also delivers a subject in a seminar session. Our principal never feels uncomfortable with this situation.
For instance, when we say “Mr. Principal, there is a training in .... I think we can adapt that to our
school”, he finds a way to and help us to realize this suggestion. (HLDL1/T2)

Participants also mentioned the encouraging behaviors of administrators (n=8),

employees that can suggest ideas at any level (including students) (n=6) and risk taking (n=4)

in this regard.

Student can come to us and offer some activities, for example, something about the library. In this way,
students guide us. They undertake leadership roles. They are aware that their ideas are valued. They are
taken into account. (HLDL2/T1)

Some of the participants emphasized the facilitator role of the administration (n=10),

employees taking roles in different teams, commissions and boards (n=6) and encouraging

employees to take leadership roles (n=6). The following quotations are significant in this

way:

There is team work at our school. It is led by the school administrators. Everyone can offer a suggestion.
First, these suggestions are assessed. Then the duties are distributed. Administrators also participate in
this team work. That’s because there is an official dimension of each activity. They rather manage this
dimension. In other words, they facilitate our activities. So we never hesitate to take initiative. We bring
ourselves to do this. (HLDL2/T5)

For instance, our principal came to watch all the matches of the team I have founded. This encourages
me and makes me happy. He motivates us. He never leaves us alone. So we do not hesitate to do team
work. We feel more confident due to the belief that the administration supports us. We find the courage to
move on. (HLDL1/T4)
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Guidance of administrators (n=6), counseling efforts of administrators (n=5) and
being a role model for employees (n=4) were among the practices mentioned by the teachers.
For instance, a participant explained the situation as follows:

Our principal always encourages us to take leadership roles; helps us a lot in this regard, quides us, and
supports us. Our principal shares his/her knowledge and experience with us. He/she does his/her best to
help us succeed. Helshe never lets us give in. He/she is a model for me and all other employees at school,
in every respect. (HLDL1/T1)

According to Table 6, regarding motivation of employees and relevant initiatives,
teachers in the LLDL group stated that teachers can only show the knowledge, abilities and
skills in line with wishes of school administrators (n=7), the school administration approves
only visually appealing suggestions (n=7), the administration prevents employees from
expressing themselves (n=4), the administration does not support those who request to
undertake leadership roles (n=4) and employees are not allowed to undertake leadership
roles (n=4). Some teachers explained this with the following words:

Teachers can only find opportunities to show their knowledge, abilities and skills when the
administration allows. For example, our art teacher planned to organize an exhibition but could not find
an enabling environment. The administration asked him to paint the school building. Our projects are
rejected by the administration. So we do not try to take initiatives. (LLDL2/T5)

Some colleagues brought ideas to the administration about our self-development. All of them were
rejected. So we do not take such initiatives any more. Generally, only sports activities are accepted by the
administration. And that’s only to win some cups or other prizes and promote the school. That’s to say,

only visually appealing suggestions are accepted. (LLDL1/T2)

Discussion and Conclusions

First of all, this study identified teachers’ opinions about the subdimensions of
distributed leadership (formal structure, comman goals, cooperation and trust, shared
responsibility and encouragement and initiative). According to its results, teachers opinions
about the comman goals subdimension show the lowest degree of importance when
compared to others. Similarly, Joffreh, Mohammadi and Yasini (2012) conducted a study
about the relationship between distributed leadership and the organizational cultural
behavior and discovered that teachers” opinions about mission, vision and goals have the
lowest degree of importance among all other subdimensions of distributed leadership.
Joffreh et al. suggest that cumbersome structure, in other words, the excessive busyness seen
at schools as the reason for this situation. On the other hand, according to Smith (2007),

findings show that mission, vision and goals have the highest score average among all
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subdimensions of distributed leadership. In this study, Smith suggested that the inclusion of

all employees and even the parents in the planning process of schools’ vision, mission and
goals as the reason behind this. This dimension of distributed leadership emphasizes the
teachers’ role in determination of vision, mission and goals of school and recognition of these
factors by all stakeholders. From this point of view, it can be said that communication
between the administration and the stakeholders when a vision and relevant goals are
determined have a significant impact on recognition.

The results of the study show that teachers’ score averages about the cooperation and
trust subdimension of distributed leadership are higher than the others. Accordingly, Giiglii
et al. (2015) analyzed opinions of vocational high school branch chiefs about administrators’
distributed leadership approaches and found out that the cooperation between branch chiefs
and teachers is high, and the cooperation between branch chiefs and administrators is at
medium level. In addition, Korkmaz and Giindiiz (2011) revealed that by analyzing the
distributed leadership behaviors of primary school administrators, the school administrators
develop collaborative relationships with the people they work together with. Looking at the
foundations of the cooperation issue, which is seen in almost every study about distributed
leadership, we will see jointly developed and recognized goals. Employees of an
organization often cooperate to achieve these common goals. Although findings of the study
reveal low score averages for the common goals subdimension, we can explain relatively
high scores of cooperation with the fact that schools consider student success as an ultimate
goal and adopt a student oriented approach in activities. In general, school administrations
do not take satisfactory and solid measures to set common goals. However, all teachers work
in cooperation to achieve this target.

Harris (2004a) analyzed the relationship between distributed leadership and school
development and emphasized the importance of interpersonal relationships and the
environment of trust. As a result, Harris suggested that lack of trust among employees and
between employees and administrators would render the distributed leadership efforts
ineffective. As a facilitator of distributed leadership, the environment of trust affects or is
affected by cooperative activities. The level of trust among employees can either lead them to
a successful cooperation or create an environment of distrust. From this point of view,
cooperation and trust cannot be considered independent from each other as they are two

interactive factors, affecting each other in either positive or negative way. Accordingly, it can
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be concluded that cooperative activities within institutions are sufficiently successful to
affect the perception of trust among employees.

The first question addressed to the teachers during the interviews was on their
opinions about leadership/management approaches of their schools. According to the
outcomes of interviews made with the HLDL group, teachers define leadership/management
approaches of theirs schools as leadership by expertise, democratic leadership and team
work. In addition, teachers in the HLDL group also mentioned participation in management
and a transparent management approach among others. On the other hand, a majority of
those in the LLDL group regard management approaches of their schools as autocratic.
Therefore, it can be concluded that schools with different levels of distributed leadership
have different types of leadership/management approaches as well.

One of the four main distinctive characteristics of distributed leadership is that
distribution depends on expertise. According to this understanding, leadership is
maintained by a single person at the top, but distributed to different positions and fields of
expertise. When these fields of expertise are brought together, it will be possible to create a
dynamic that represents more than the whole group of participants (Bennett et al., 2003a, b;
MacBeath et al., 2004; Woods et al., 2004). From this point of view, as mentioned by the
participants, leadership by expertise and prioritization of expertise in practices are
significant indicators of distributed leadership practices at respective schools.

Vroom and Yetton (1973) suggested that a democratic leadership can be realized by
either consultation or participatory decision making (cited by: MacBeath et al.,, 2004).
Spillane (2005) stated that a distributed perspective can be either democratic or autocratic in
this regard, it can include all employees at a school but it may not be an absolutely
democratic approach (Spillane, 2005). The findings obtained through the interviews support
the idea that both democratic and autocratic management approaches can concurrently exist
in distributed leadership. This differentiation can be explained with the differences in
schools’ reactions to external incidences. Hence, MacBeath et al. (2004) stated that an
initiative can either be top to bottom or bottom to top approach and this is related to the
context of the relevant school. However, as the autocratic approach was mentioned by only
those in the LLDL group, regardless of their management techniques, these schools may lack
the positive factors that build an enabling environment, such as being open to new ideas,

which is highly significant in terms of mutual trust and freedom of expression.
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Teachers in the HLDL group also emphasized the concept of team work when talking
about the leadership/management approaches of schools. According to Harris (2004a) and
Ritchie and Woods (2007), team work is a key component of distributed leadership.
However, team work does not suffice to indicate the existence of a distributed leadership
model. In order to prove the existence of distributed leadership at a school, there must be
some other components, such as unity of purpose, division of responsibility, motivation and
initiative, participation in decision-making. Hence, this finding can only indicate a
distributed leadership model together with the other components mentioned above.

Distributed leadership is a leadership approach that includes all relevant
stakeholders, regardless of their organizational status which is often mentioned in the
literature (Bennett et al., 2003a; Gronn, 2000; Gronn, 2002a; Spillane, 2005). When looking at
the definition made by the participants about practices at their schools, we can see that the
HLDL group often ignores organizational roles and statuses and it is seen in practices of
schools, such as participation of all stakeholders, including students, in meetings. Moreover,
the facts that all stakeholders can participate in decision-making, have freedom of
expression, take roles based on experience or expertise, all of which refers to a democratic
approach in management, are indicators of distributed leadership (Harris, 2004b; Spillane et
al., 2001; Spillane, 2005). In this respect, democratic practices that include all stakeholders,
task sharing based on volunteering, exchange of ideas during meetings and focusing more
on practices than documents can be considered as indicators that prove teachers in the HLDL
group can undertake leadership roles at schools and they are a part of the democratic
management approach. In this regard, it should be stated that the most significant factor that
encourage employees to undertake leadership roles is the support of administrators. There
are studies about the importance of organizational support in initiatives within the relevant
literature (Bennett et al, 2003a, b; Woods et al.,, 2004). Gronn (2002a) suggests that
institutionalism is significant in facilitating the interpersonal cooperation. As mentioned by
the HLDL group, institutionalism supports Gronn’s idea in this respect.

Despite the practices of the HLDL group that ignores statuses, schools in the LLDL
group generally adopt an autocratic management approach by organizing meetings for only
briefing purposes, giving the sole authority to the school principal and regarding teachers
and vice-principals as ineffective components in the process. These practices seen in schools

with LLDL can be explained with the high rate of teacher circulation (turnover rate). In order
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to distribute their official leadership roles and authorities, the administrators should know
the employees very well. Otherwise, it is highly challenging to ensure and achieve the
transition to democratic practices (Harris, 2004a).

Organizational goals that are in line with the vision jointly created by all of the
school's stakeholders and accepted by all are significant in the efficiency of the distributed
leadership approach (Davis, 2009; ESHA, 2013; Gordon, 2005; Spillane, 2005). Likewise, as a
result of their studies, MacBeath et al. (2004) and Singh (2014) stated that shared goals are
encouraging factors. In this current study, teachers in the HLDL group stated that they have
a common vision, mission and goals which are determined by school principals and strategic
planning teams, however, these vision, mission and goals are communicated by school
principals in such a way that touches all stakeholders, including the parents of students.
They regard the common concerns among all stakeholders as an indicator of this
environment. In this regard, considering the leadership/management approach at high-level
schools which does not include all stakeholders in the process of goal setting, it can be said
although the school does not adopt a democratic approach in this sense, it is sufficient for
school administrators to help the stakeholders internalize them to meet on a common
ground. It can also be seen in practice of schools with LLDL as they have also have common
goals determined in a similar process but most of their stakeholders are unaware of them.
Moreover, a majority of the participant teachers emphasized that these so-called goals are
only on paper and not realized in fact. However, having common goals would help an
organization build consensus, solve conflicts and create a culture of accommodation.
Therefore the decision-making mechanism would work effectively (MacBeath et al., 2004).
MacBeath’s idea becomes meaningful when the existence and determination of common
goals in school with LLDL are considered together with the autocratic approach mentioned
by the participants.

On the other hand, teachers in the HLDL group emphasized that school principals
monitor the processes in an efficient way, unlike principals of other schools. The finding of
MacBeath et al. (2004) which suggests that it is challenging to create and realize new ideas
without supervising teachers is in line with findings of this study. In this respect, it can be
suggested that school administrators should monitor and evaluate the processes in an
efficient way and thus, accountability has a significant role in distribution of leadership.

Another finding of the study is that all employees and administrators have high
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expectations. Likewise, Grenda (2011) and ESHA (2013) emphasized that high expectations

should be taken as the baseline in distribution of leadership.

In terms of common goals, the organization’s perspective toward learning is another
point to emphasize. A learning culture is necessary to achieve the capacity required for the
distributed leadership (MacBeath et al., 2004). For schools with HLDL, the need for an
approach to take good practices as a model through an exploratory attitude can be explained
by existence of a learning culture in these schools. Moreover, the achievable goals of schools
with HLDL can be accepted as an indicator of the fact that administrators of these schools act
in line with their own capabilities by efficiently monitoring the process.

The topics that were agreed upon by teachers of both high level and low level schools
when explaining the cooperation and trust relationships among employees are; mutual
respect, environment of trust in organization, exchange of knowledge and experience among
all employees including administrators and the confidence among teachers in terms of
professional efficacy of each other. Looking at the literature about distributed leadership, a
culture based on mutual respect and trust among employees (ESHA, 2013; Grenda, 2011;
Harris, 2002; MacBeath et al., 2004), all kinds of cooperation and participation integrated in
school culture and daily routines (Gronn, 2002b) are the factors that facilitate distributed
leadership. On the other hand, the quality of communication and the collegiality, which were
mentioned by the participants from schools with HLDL, also among the facilitators
emphasized by MacBeath et al. (2004). According to findings of this study, the importance
attached to out-of-school social and cultural activities can be described as a positive outcome
of communication and a return of the enhance organizational culture frequently mentioned
by the HLDL group. The reason for the similar codes revealed in both schools with HLDL
and LLDL can be explained with the possibility that school administrators have relatively
partial impact on this dimension compared to the others.

The most significant issue mentioned by the LLDL group is about the communication
between school administrators and employees. According to this finding, miscommunication
can be explained as an obstacle to distributed leadership. In relation to that, Harris (2004a)
states that the success of distributed leadership at a school depends on a number of different
factors, such as relations between other teachers and school administrations. It is important

for teachers to develop productive relations with school administrations. A contrary case
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may result in discrimination between the teachers who undertake leadership roles and those
who do not and thus lead to conflicts.

The relatively larger scope of leadership, which is a distinctive characteristic of
distributed leadership, is associated with leadership practices both inside and outside the
organization. Likewise, a study in the OECD about school leadership points out the
importance of leadership at the system level so as to enhance cooperation both in internal
and external networks and the resource allocation among different communities. According
to ESHA (2013), distributed leadership is the approach that could lead us to this kind of
leadership within the current system. In this respect, participants’ emphasis on current
strong relations between schools and partner organizations comes into prominence.
According to this finding, distributed leadership can be considered as an effective step on the
way to leadership at the system level.

Participants from schools with high levels of distributed leadership mentioned wider
scopes in terms of partnership. Regarding the responsibilities of stakeholders, considering
the Ministry of National Education, students, teachers, administrators, parents and even
neighborhood representatives as stakeholders of the process is a significant step to have a
larger scope that may facilitate the process in terms of distribution of leadership practices.
Studies from the relevant literature suggests that including parents in the process and
considering them as responsible as employees support this aforementioned finding (Elmore,
2000; ESHA, 2013; Gordon, 2005; MacBeath et al., 2004). In this respect, it is important for the
stakeholders to act with the sense of responsibility. Likewise, the responses of participants
from schools with HLDL about the awareness of partnership, the stakeholder awareness of
being a facilitator of success and the sense of responsibility were relatively positive. A “high
level of parent participation”, “sense of responsibility in school administration” and
“stakeholder solidarity to solve problems” can be examples for the main practices in this
regard.

The impacts of cooperation among stakeholders (Gronn, 2002b) and the positive
communication (Grenda, 2011) should not be ignored in discussions about the sense of
responsibility. Participants from schools with HLDL emphasized these two points and stated
that a positive environment of communication increases enhances cooperation. In this
regard, positive relations with stakeholders can be considered as a facilitator of cooperation
among them.

G

Journal of Computer and Education Research = Year 2019 Volume 7 Issue 14 ~ 383-417

409



Cakir & Ozkan

The stakeholder visits and legal dimension seen in the schools with HLDL are also
considered as effective factors in fulfillment of stakeholder responsibilities. It is also known
that the mutual accountability is a significant factor in holding employees responsible for
their performance (Elmore, 2000; ESHA, 2013; MacBeath et al., 2004), as well as undertaking
and fulfillment of stakeholder responsibilities (MacBeath et al., 2004). In this regard, the legal
dimension of a school can be considered as a facilitator with regard to holding employees
responsible and helping them undertake and fulfill responsibilities. However, regarding
fulfillment of stakeholder responsibilities, it is interesting to see that participants from
schools with LLDL stated that their schools prioritize formalities rather than practices. In this
regard, in opposed to the former example, the legal dimension poses an obstacle to
distributed leadership.

Regarding the encouragement of employees and relevant initiatives, interestingly, all
stakeholders of the schools with HLDL, including the students, can produce and initiate their
own ideas. Considering the cultural distribution factor emphasized by MacBeath et al. (2004)
from a taxonomic perspective, it can be suggested that the idea of distribution has already
been integrated into school cultures as stakeholders can initiate their own ideas. The
structures that allow employees to take roles in more than one commission or board
constitute another indicator of the entrepreneurial spirit seen in distributed leadership
(Harris, 2004b; Spillane et al., 2001; Spillane, 2005). Findings of this current study show that
employees of the schools with HLDL can take part in different teams, commissions and
boards. In this regard, we can suggest that the schools with high levels of distributed
leadership provide better leadership opportunities for employees and the relevant efforts
often bring benefits for organizations. According to the opinions of participants, “risk
taking” is another point in terms of entrepreneurship at schools. Taking risks by allowing
employees to show their knowledge, skills and expertise in an environment of mutual
respect may lead an organization to acquire new learnings. Supportively, ESHA (2012) stated
that it is necessary not to settle with the steps taken until today but also to test them by
taking realistic risks.

According to the participant teachers, taking vocational education into account,
motivating employees toward learning and adopting encouraging attitudes in this regard,
the facilitator role of administrations and encouraging employees to take leadership roles,

which are seen in schools with HLDL, are the conditions that lay a foundation for an
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entrepreneurial spirit. Looking at the relevant literature, Bennett et al. (2003a, b), Woods et
al. (2004) and Williams (2011) emphasize the significance of an approach that attaches
importance to professional development of school administrations and employees and thus
provides access to leadership development opportunities for all employees and enables them
to experience leadership. In this regard, it can be suggested that motivating employees to
learn more and contributing to their professional development, encouraging them to
undertake leadership roles and facilitating the relevant processes with a result-oriented
approach boost the entrepreneurial spirit. Harris’s (2004a, b) emphasis on improvement in
the collective human capacity in an organization also supports this idea as a factor that may
facilitate distribution of leadership by boosting entrepreneurship.

Another point mentioned by the participants from the schools with high levels of
distributed leadership is counseling and guidance of administrators. Elmore (2000) and
MacBeath et al. (2004) suggest that, in order to ensure a consistent whole, counseling and
guidance in distribution of leadership should be provided by the school leader, within the
scope of organizational expertise. According to them, this will also give people confident in
distribution of leadership by raising the awareness that a strong and official leader exists.
Although a cultural distribution that stipulates employees” own initiatives in leadership is
preferred in distribution of leadership, the model where the initiative belongs to an official
leaders and employees welcome the leader’s guidance and counseling is also acceptable.
Another finding that the study explored in schools with HLDL is that administrators of these
schools are often good role models for employees. A pattern of expected behaviors to be
created by administrators can be considered as a stimulant for employees. Elmore’s (2000)
suggestion that it is necessary for leaders to do or to pretend to do whatever they expect
from others also supports this finding.

During the interviews, regarding decision-making processes at schools, teachers from
the schools with high levels of distributed leadership stated that administrators value
opinions of employees, teachers, students, other employees and parents do not hesitate to
express opinions, administrations are effective in decisions about the school in general and
employees can take decisions by using initiative. Looking at the literature, a study conducted
by the Hay Group in 2003, suggested that the process of decision-making and taking
initiative is flexible and an initiative can either be top to bottom or bottom to top process. In

this respect, besides the practices that help employees” opinions be valued and allow them to
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express opinions without hesitation, the facts that the initiative in decisions are taken only by
them and in situations that affect the whole school, initiatives are taken by administrations
can be considered proving the flexibility of process. Moreover, common decisions taken by
all stakeholders are also emphasized by teachers of high level schools. Inclusion of all
stakeholders in decision-making mechanisms can be mentioned as a frequently emphasized
democratic practice of schools.

The trust in decisions regardless of the makers, persuasive characteristic of decisions
taken by administrations and the impact of the sense of responsibility on participation in
decision-making are the other subjects mentioned by teachers from the HLDL group.
According to Jaimes (2009), distributed leadership enhances teachers” sense of responsibility
in decision-making processes. This finding is consistent with the one obtained in this study.
Therefore, the high sense of responsibility observed in stakeholders of schools with HLDL
can be considered as a positive factor in participation in decision-making. Moreover, as it is
mentioned above, the professional trust between all employees and administrations of the
schools with HLDL can be considered as a facilitator of the trust for decisions and decisions’
persuasiveness.

The fact that decisions are taken by school administrations in the LLDL group is
important in the sense that it is consistent with the autocratic approach seen in their
leadership/management practices. Moreover, it can be suggested that administrators do not
include employees in decision-making processes as they do not know them well enough. In
this respect, Harris (2004a) stated that transition to distributed leadership model could be
challenging when administrators do not know employees well enough. Finally, it can be
emphasized that the high teacher turnover rate is another significant obstacle to distributed

leadership practices.
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