"@ Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, Issue 65, 2016, 295-312

Analysis of the Relationship between Shared Leadership and
Distributed Leadership

Suleyman GOKSOY"

Suggested Citation:

Goksoy, S. (2016). Analysis of the relationship between shared leadership and

distributed leadership. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 65, 295-312
http:/ /dx.doi.org/10.14689/ ejer.2016.65.17

Abstract

Problem Statement: The current study’s purpose is: First, to examine the
relationship between shared leadership and distributed leadership, which,
despite having many similar aspects in theory and practice, are defined as
separate concepts. Second, to compare the two approaches and dissipate
the theoretical contradictions. In this sense, the main aim of the study is to
examine administrators’ shared leadership and distributed leadership
levels, the relationships between shared leadership and distributed
leadership, and the predictive power of shared leadership over distributed
leadership.

Purpose of Study: The aim of the study is to examine, compare, and remove
the specified conceptual contradictions between the distributed leadership
and shared leadership, many similar aspects of which are highlighted
despite their different nominations.

Method: The study utilized a relational survey model and causal design to
examine the relationship between shared leadership and distributed
leadership and the predictive power of shared leadership over distributed
leadership. In the current study, shared leadership and its sub dimensions
were regarded as the independent variable, whereas distributed
leadership was used as the dependent variable in the context of causal
research design.

Findings and Results: The findings of the study show that according to
participant views, administrators have high levels of shared leadership
and distributed leadership; however, the levels are not very high. Based
on the perception of participants, there is a positive, medium-level, and
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significant relationship between the Shared Leadership Scale and the
Distributed Leadership Scale. Therefore, we can argue that there is a
relationship between shared leadership and distributed leadership, but
this relationship is not very distinctive. It is observed that all these
leadership concepts are close to one another in meaning and can be used
interchangeably. The results of this study suggest using the term
“collective leadership” instead to bridge the gap between distributed
leadership and shared leadership and prevent cognitive complexity.
According to participant views, administrators have high levels of shared
leadership and distributed leadership; however, the levels are not very
high. There is a relationship between shared leadership and distributed
leadership, but this relationship is not very distinctive.

Recommendations: Therefore, it can be argued that shared leadership and
distributed leadership approaches are separate leadership approaches and
that it is not suitable to use them interchangeably, although they share
many common points.

Keywords: Leadership, distributed leadership, shared leadership

Introduction

Today situational leadership and more recent leadership theories explain the
concept of sharing leadership functions with the help of concepts like “distributed
leadership,” (Spillane and Diamond, 2007; Gronn, 2002; Baloglu, 2011; Korkmaz &
Gunduz, 2011; Ozer & Beycioglu, 2013; Hulpia, Devos & Rosseel, 2009; Ozdemir,
2012; Elmore, 2000; Halverson & Clifford, 2013; Brown, 1989) and “shared leadership,”
(Kocolowski, 2010; Judge & Ryman, 2001; Sergiovanni, 1995; Yilmaz, 2013; Bakir,
2013; Bostanci, 2012; Ozer & Beycioglu, 2013) and they regard the notion of
leadership as something bigger than the sum of the knowledge and abilities of one
individual.

Sharing leadership roles is not a new concept (Hoy & Miskel, 2012), and it is a
leadership approach used since the 1950s (Gibb 1954; Gronn, 2002). Scientists
especially in the field of education have focused on shared leadership since the 1990s
and have started to undertake numerous studies (Gronn, 2002). However, the
concept and approaches of distributed leadership has still been explained with
notions such as “self-leadership/super leadership/shared leadership” (Bostanci,
2012). A relatively new approach of sharing the functions of leadership —especially
in Turkey—has brought conceptual confusion in various regards. When recent
studies undertaken in Turkey in this field are investigated, it is observed that the
shared leadership concept is preferred in place of distributed leadership (Bakir, 2013;
Yilmaz, 2013; Bostanci, 2012) and sharing leadership functions is examined under the
heading of distributed leadership (Oguz, 2010; Baloglu, 2011; Ozdemir, 2012).

Ozer and Beycioglu (2013) developed a scale regarding shared leadership in
primary schools. Also, Bostanci (2012) adapted the “Shared Leadership Perception
Scale” to Turkish. Baloglu’s (2011) study, titled “Distributed Leadership: A
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Leadership Approach that Needs to be Taken into Consideration at Schools,”
addresses the distributed leadership theory based on its relationship with other
theories. Baloglu analyzes the theory in the framework of the staunchest pioneers of
the approach, such as Gronn (2000), Spillane (2005), and Elmore (2000). Korkmaz and
Gunduz (2011) aimed to present teacher views regarding the distributed leadership
behaviors of primary school administrators in their study, “Primary School
Administrators” Distributed Leadership Representation Levels.” Study results show
that teachers believed that primary school administrators displayed high levels of
distributed leadership behaviors. In his study, Yilmaz (2013) aimed to identify
primary school administrators” shared leadership behavior levels. Research results
presented that primary school teachers found primary school administrators’
distributed leadership behavior levels to be high. According to Bakir’s (2013) analysis
between teachers’ shared leadership and organizational commitment perceptions, it
was found that there was a positive, high, and significant relationship between
private and state primary school teachers’ perceptions of shared leadership in
general as a whole and their organizational commitment perceptions.

International studies regarding the use of shared and distributed leadership
concepts show that distributed leadership (Bolden, 2011; Elmore, 2000; Gronn, 2000,
2002a, 2002b; Harris, 2004; Harris & Spillane, 2008; Bennett et al., 2003) and shared
leadership (Carson et al., 2007; Pearce & Sims, 2001; Small & Rentsch, 2010) concepts
are different from each other and are utilized according to different theoretical
foundations. Details are provided below regarding both types of leadership.

Shared Leadership

As presented in literature, shared leadership practice is not related to the
knowledge and skills of only one leader, but a participative perspective in which
individuals and situations interact with each other. Leadership process and its
success is a product of leaders, observers, and the situations that these individuals
take part in (Spillane, 2005). Shared leadership is defined as a modern leadership
approach internalized through voluntary cooperation and interaction based on the
competencies of all stakeholders and a sense of responsibility. The important part in
shared leadership is not the formal position or role of individuals, but their
knowledge and competencies regarding the topic. Shared leadership reflects the
culture of working in unity presented by shared leadership behaviors by all
stakeholders (Bakir, 2013). Such an organization is composed of individuals who
trust each other's knowledge and experiences, are active in the participatory process,
open to change and innovation, productive, and inclined to exchange ideas (Gronn,
2000; Harris, 2003).

Therefore, the shared leadership approach is related to the participation of many
individuals in leadership activities. It is more than one leader’s knowledge and
experiences; it is rather the product of many individuals and the relationships among
them by combining all the leaders in a school and taking their activities into account
(Harris, 2005; Spillane, 2005). Compared to an orchestra that is always led by a
maestro, Schlechty (2005) likens this type of leadership to a jazz group led by one of
the musicians based on the rhythm of the moment. This type of leadership requires
paying attention to the process of shared commitments, beliefs, and values. The
Table below summarizes the structure of shared leadership:
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Table 1.
Shared Leadership

The oldest reference regarding this subject is Gibb’s “Leadership” article which was
published in 1954 (Bakir, 2013).

It contributes to the increased quality of schools and allows schools to transform into
learning organizations (Bakir, 2013).

The need for distributed leadership arises from the fact that the approach of a “hero
leader,” who can solve all of the problems by himself/herself and who has unlimited
competencies, has started to collapse. Therefore the high level and complex demands
from management cannot be met anymore (Hartley, 2007; Bakir, 2013).

Organizational initiatives cannot be directed by only one leader, and all activities,
actions and power in the organization should be shared (Harris, 2003)

The important thing in shared leadership is not the individual’s formal position or role,
but his/her knowledge and skills. Shared leadership reflects the culture of working in
unity presented by shared leadership behaviors by all stakeholders (Bakir, 2013).

The idea of shared decisions and democratization of schools is dominant.

It is stated that parents, students, teachers, administrators, and even the public should
participate in the process for successful educational leadership (Bolden, Petrov and
Gosling, 2009).

The number of studies showing a strong relationship between this approach and
positive organizational change is increasing day by day (Harris et al., 2008).

Since the organization is bigger than the sum of its parts, it has to be regarded together
with all the stakeholders involved (Gronn, 2000).

The thesis that sharing leadership functions will increase the effectiveness of the
organization under all conditions (Katz & Kahn, 1966) has been accepted.

Decisions taken with the help of distributed leadership practices may be more effective
than decisions taken by individual leadership practices (Yukl, 1999).

Distributed leadership provides teachers with the opportunities to become leaders in
different scales, times, and formats (Frost & Harris, 2003).

Distributed Leadership

Distributed leadership is distributing leadership practices (Malloy, 2012). In this
leadership style, the leader and his/her followers interact (Spillane, 2006). Compared
to centering on position, individual expertise is the central concept in distributed
leadership (Anderson, et al.,, 2008; Bennet et al., 2003; Heller & Firestone, 1995;
Malloy, 2012). Hence, distributed leadership is not simply assigning individuals to
specific tasks and sharing duties (Penlington et al., 2008). In this type of leadership,
collective work as well as collective learning by working on goals through
communication and interaction is prominent, rather than individual work
(Halverson, 2007). For instance, capacity building of one teacher by another teacher is
an example of this process (Copeland, 2003). Distributed leadership style has
completely changed the traditional leadership model, in which one individual has
been the hero, mentor, and responsible party (Gronn, 2002) and distributed the
leadership positions among the members of the organization (Malloy, 2012).
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The distributed leadership approach addresses leadership together with teams,
groups, and organizational characteristics. In practice, this approach opposes the
supposition that change requires the leadership and guidance of some specific
individuals (Heller & Firestone, 1995; Hoy & Miskel, 2012). Proponents of this idea
argue that this type of leadership is imperative since educational organizations are
too complex for one individual to cope with (Heller and Firestone, 1995). The
responsibility of managing various complex tasks in organizations is distributed
among many individuals and roles (Hoy & Miskel, 2012). The basic principle is the
impossibility of discovering a single series of best leader characteristics and single
best leader behavior standards. Researchers and school administrators believe that
leadership practices are too complex to be represented by a single series of behaviors
(Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2013).

In their study, “Building Leadership Capacity for School,” and in the references
they used, Harris and Lambert (2003) propose that conceptual and functional
discussions regarding distributed leadership are still continuing and that despite
organizational learning studies of more than 20 years, it is still not completely
defined as to how distributed leadership positions and roles can be adapted to school
activities and how the distributed leadership image should be at schools (Senge,
1990; Louis & Kruse, 1995; Spillane et al., 2001). The table below summarizes the
structure of distributed leadership:

Table 2.
Distributed Leadership

It is a leadership approach used since the 1950s (Gibb, 1954; Gronn, 2002)

The focus of distributed leadership is on student achievement and progress towards
development in teaching (Chen et al., 2007).

This perspective regards leadership as the shared contribution of all leaders to total leadership
and distinguishes it from other theories (Harris 2005a; Printy, 2008).

The leader cannot be composed of only one person, and leadership should be shared (Gibb,
1954).

Creation of an environment that regards learning as the “common good” is very important in
distributed leadership (Elmore 2000).

It is a participatory or cooperative decision-making process in which administrators, teachers,
students, and parents also take part (Smylie, Lazarus & Conyers, 1996).

Distributed leadership is the guide and moderator of educational development (Elmore, 2000).

It has a much larger effect than the sum of all leaders in a school and their efforts to reach a
larger scale leadership behavior (Spillane, 2006).

There is the belief that it is always better to distribute leadership among too many individuals
than to allow one leader act solely (Kempster, Cope, & Parry, 2010).

There is a positive relationship between distribution of leadership and capacity development
(Baloglu, 2011).

By respecting and accepting different expertise areas, distributed leadership makes all kinds
of products the shared capital of the organization, including the knowledge arising from
interactions (Gunduz & Korkmaz, 2011).
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As can be seen from the Table above, there are many common points between
shared leadership and distributed leadership as revealed by theoretical, practical,
and field studies. Common points between the two leadership approaches are so
close that the concepts of distributed leadership and shared leadership are used
interchangeably in some studies. Although there are many parallels between shared
leadership and distributed leadership, these approaches are addressed as two
separate leadership models, and various scales are developed to assess the leadership
levels of administrators and staff in organizations.

Purpose of the Study

The current study aimed to examine the relationship between shared leadership
and distributed leadership, which have many different and similar aspects in theory
and practice, but are defined as separate concepts. It also aimed to compare the two
approaches and dissipate the theoretical contradictions. In this sense, the main
purpose of the study was to examine administrators’ shared leadership and
distributed leadership levels, the relationships between shared leadership and
distributed leadership, and the predictive power of shared leadership over
distributed leadership.

Method
Research Design

The study utilized a relational survey model and causal design to examine the
relationship between shared leadership and distributed leadership as well as the
predictive power of shared leadership over distributed leadership. A relational
survey model aims to present whether there is a relationship between two or more
variables and, in the case of a relationship, the direction of the relationship. In the
current study shared leadership and its sub-dimensions were regarded as the
independent variable, whereas distributed leadership was used as the dependent
variable in the context of a causal research design.

Universe and Sample of the Study

The sample universe of the study was composed of a total of 3,707 teachers
employed in 331 schools (21 pre-schools, 154 primary schools, 101 secondary schools,
and 36 high schools) in the province of Duzce in the 2013-2014 academic year. The
sample of the study consisted of 402 teachers selected through simple random
sampling. Table 3 presents the demographical characteristics of the sample.

The study was conducted on a total of 402 teachers. 182 of the participants were
females, and 220 were males. The majority of the participants (362) graduated from
four-year faculties. It can be argued that the participants formed a young group in
terms of service years and age distributions.
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[
Table 3.

Personal Information

Variable f %
Gender Female 182 45
Male 220 55
Age 21-30 100 24
31-40 216 54
41-50 69 18

51 and higher 17 4

2.3 years College 14 4
Graduation 4 years Faculty 362 90
Master’s degree 26 6

Ph.D - -
1-5 years 100 25
Seniority/ Years of 6-10 years 12 z
Service 11-15 years 145 37
16-20 years 29 7

21 and higher 16 4

Data Collection Tools

“Shared Leadership Perception Scale,” developed by Wood (2005) and adapted to
Turkish by Bostanci (2012), was utilized as the data collection tool in the study.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (a), calculated to show the reliability of the scale, was
found to be a= .91 for the whole scale and changed between a=74 and a=88 for its
sub-dimensions. Item-total correlations were calculated to be between .40 and .73.
The reliability coefficient of the scale was recalculated for the current study, and the
value was found to be .92. The scale is a four-point Likert type scale with answers: 1
(definitely not true), 2 (generally not true), 3 (generally true), and 4 (definitely true).
The scale is composed of four dimensions with a total of 18 items.

“Distributed Leadership Scale,” developed by Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel (2009),
was utilized to collect data regarding distributed leadership. The scale was adapted
to Turkish by Ozdemir (2012). “Distributed Leadership Scale” is composed of two
separate subscales. The first subscale focuses on the leadership functions of all
members included in the leadership team (13 items), and the second sub-dimension
addresses the general characteristics (accord) of the leadership team (10 items).

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, split-half correlations, and Spearman-Brown
reliability coefficient values of the “Distributed Leadership Inventory” were found to
be between .83 and .96. Similarly, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, split-half correlations
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and Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient values of the leadership team accord
subscale were found to be between .96 and .98. The reliability coefficient of the
current study was recalculated, and the value was found to be .96. The scale has a
total of 23 items. The scale is a five-point Likert type scale with answers and scores as
follows: 1= Completely Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= Undecided, 4= Agree, and 5=
Completely Agree.

Data Analysis

In the data analysis, the means and standard deviation values of the scales related
to the shared and distributed leadership levels of administrators were calculated, and
Spearman’s correlation analysis was undertaken to determine the relationship
between the scores obtained from the scales. Then Multiple Linear Regression
Analysis was utilized to identify the Shared Leadership Scale scores’ predictive level
in predicting the scores obtained through Distributed Leadership Scale. The shared
leadership scale and its sub-dimensions were used as independent variables, and the
distributed leadership scale was used as a dependent variable.

Results
Findings Regarding Administrators” Level of Shared and Distributed Leadership

Descriptive statistics regarding the views of teachers on administrators’ shared
and distributed leadership levels is provided in Table 4.

Table 4.
Descriptive Statistics Regarding Shared and Distributed Leadership
N X S
Leadership functions 402 3.98 0.74
General accord in the leadership team 402 3.93 076
Completion of tasks together 402 208 0.62
Mutual skills development 402 296 071
Decer'ltralized interaction among staff 402 281 0.61
Emotional Support
SDﬁstrlzliteddLeas?rshlp 402 317 059
ared Leadersiip 402 3.96 0.71
402 2.98 0.51

As Table 4 displays, participants had positive views regarding the school
administrators’ shared and distributed leadership behaviors. Participants’ shared
leadership scores (=2.98) corresponded with the “generally true” option, and their
distributed leadership scores (=3.96) corresponded with the “Agree” option.
According to this result, it can be argued that the perceptions of teachers
participating in the study of the shared and distributed leadership behaviors of
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administrators were high, but not very high, and they regarded the administrators as
leaders who share and distribute responsibility and authority.

Correlation Findings Regarding the Relationship between Shared and Distributed Leadership

Spearman’s correlation analysis was undertaken to identify the relationship
between shared and distributed leadership, and the results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5.
Correlation Matrix between Shared and Distributed Leadership

Completin Decentralized
of tasks ~ Mutual skills  interaction Emotional Shared
together  development among staff Support  Leadership

Leadership 598(*) .510(*) 322(%) ,A52(*) 587(%)
functions

General r
accord in the
leadership

team

653(*) 532(*) 325(*) 545(*) 636(*)

Distributed r
Leadership .665(%) 554(*) 342(%) 532(*) .652(*)

*(p<.0,01)

Correlation values between 0 and 0.30 show that no relationships exist between
variables, values between 0.31 and 0.49 point to weak relationships, values between
0.50 and 0.69 point to medium level relationships and values between 0.70 and 1.00
show high-level (strong) relationships (Sonmez and Alacapinar, 2011: 141;
Buyukozturk, 2010). According to Table 5, a positive and medium level significant
relationship (r = .652, p < 0.01) existed between participant perceptions towards
shared leadership in general and their perceptions towards distributed leadership.

In the analysis of the Table above, a positive, medium level, and significant
relationship (r = .598; p < 0.01) was observed between “leadership functions” (a sub-
dimension of shared leadership) and “completion of tasks together” (a sub-
dimension of distributed leadership); a positive, medium level, and significant
relationship (r = .510; p < 0.01) ) was observed between “leadership functions” (a
sub-dimension of shared leadership) and “mutual skills development” (a sub-
dimension of distributed leadership); a positive, weak and significant relationship (r
= .322; p < 0.01) was found between “leadership functions” (a sub-dimension of
shared leadership) and “decentralized interaction among staff” (a sub-dimension of
distributed leadership); and a positive, weak, and significant relationship (r = .452; p
< 0.01) was identified between “leadership functions” (a sub-dimension of shared
leadership) and “emotional support” (a sub-dimension of distributed leadership).
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A positive, medium level, and significant relationship (r = .653; p < 0.01) was
detected between general accord in the leadership team (a sub-dimension of shared
leadership) and “completion of tasks together” (a sub-dimension of distributed
leadership); a positive, medium level, and significant relationship (r = .532; p < 0.01)
was obtained between general accord in the leadership team (a sub-dimension of
shared leadership) and “mutual skills development” (a sub dimension of distributed
leadership); a positive, weak, and significant relationship (r = .325; p < 0.01) was
found between general accord in the leadership team (a sub-dimension of shared
leadership) and “decentralized interaction among staff” (a sub-dimension of
distributed leadership); and a positive, weak, and significant relationship (r = .545; p
<0.01) was observed between general accord in the leadership team (a sub-
dimension of shared leadership) and “emotional support” (a sub-dimension of
distributed leadership).

Multiple Regression Findings for Shared Leadership and Distributed Leadership Scores

The current study focused on the predictive power of shared leadership over
distributed leadership. The prediction of the value of a dependent variable based on
the value of an independent variable is called “Regression Analysis.” The
determination coefficient obtained through regression analysis is represented by “R,”
and it defines the percentage of changes that can be explained by the other variable,
which is a value between 0 and 1 (Balci, 2009; Fox, 2008).

Table 6 presents the results of linear regression analysis undertaken in order to
explain to what extent the participants’ shared leadership perceptions can explain
their distributed leadership perceptions.

Table 6.
Multivariate Regression Matrix between Shared Leadership and Distributed Leadership

Predictor Variable
Predicted (Shared Leadership Sub
Variable Dimensions)
B SHB B t p
Completion of tasks
Distributed  together 519 .067 452 7.726 .000
Leadership
Mutual skills development 0% 058 0% 1639 102
Decentralized interaction
among staff .056 .050 .048 1.114 .266
Emotional Support 156 064 132 2431 016

1 =402, R = .644, R2 = 415, F = 70.355, p < 0.01

According to Table 6, a positive, medium level, and significant relationship (r =
.644) exists between shared leadership (independent variable) and distributed
leadership (dependent variable). Sub-dimensions of shared leadership (completion of
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tasks together, mutual skills development, decentralized interaction among staff, and
emotional support) can explain 42.5% of the 0.415 variance of distributed leadership.
In other words, 41.55 of distributed leadership behaviors can be explained by shared
leadership behaviors; however, a large ratio of distributed leadership cannot be
explained by the shared leadership scale.

When analysis results were examined for each explanatory variable, it was
observed that “Completion of Tasks Together” had the highest impact ( = 0.452) on
the distributed leadership variable, followed by “Emotional Support” (f = 0.132).
However, the “Mutual Skills development” and “Decentralized Interaction among
Staff” variables were found to have no impact on the distributed leadership variable.

Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of the study that aimed to examine the relationship between shared
and distributed leadership and the level of prediction of shared leadership over
distributed leadership show that according to participant views, administrators have
high levels of shared leadership and distributed leadership. However, the levels are
not very high. Yilmaz (2013) found that primary school teachers’ shared leadership
behaviors corresponded to the “mostly” option. A similar result was obtained in
Christy’s (2008) and Smith’s (2007) studies. A study by Korkmaz (2011) showed that
teachers similarly think that primary school administrators’ distributed leadership
behaviors are at a high level.

Based on the perception of participants, there is a positive, medium level, and
significant relationship (r = .652, p < 0.01) between the Shared Leadership Scale and
the Distributed Leadership Scale. Therefore, we can argue that there is a relationship
between shared leadership and distributed leadership, but this relationship is not
very distinctive. = Shared Leadership (independent variable) and distributed
leadership (dependent variable) can explain 41.5% of the total variance when the
total determination coefficient (R-square) was taken as 0.415. In other words, while
41.5% of the distributed leadership behaviors can be explained by shared leadership
behaviors, 59.5% of administrators’ distributed leadership behaviors can be
explained by other variables.

Burke’s (2010) study, “Distributed Leadership and Shared Governance in Post-
Secondary Education,” found a high level of relationship between distributed
leadership and shared management in higher education. Mendez’s (2009) study,
titted “A Closer Look Into Collective Leadership: Is Leadership Shared Or
Distributed?” identified that leadership is based on teamwork rather than individual
activities, and several concepts such as distributed leadership, shared leadership,
democratic leadership, collective leadership, relational leadership, and team
leadership are used for team leadership. It is observed that all these leadership
concepts are close to one another in meaning and can be used interchangeably. The
results of this study suggest using the term “collective leadership” in order to bridge
the gap between distributed leadership and shared leadership to prevent cognitive
complexity.
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Fitzsimons, James, and Denyer’s (2011) study, titled “An Alternative Approach to
Shared and Distributed Leadership Approaches,” addressed the historical process of
shared and distributed leadership approaches. The results confirm that although
there are many concepts that define shared and distributed leadership in literature,
these approaches are generally used interchangeably and to substitute for each other,
even though these two leadership styles are different from one another.

As a result, we can argue that Bakir (2013), Yilmaz (2013), Bostanci (2012), Oguz
(2010), Baloglu (2012), and Ozdemir (2012) generally use shared leadership and
distributed leadership interchangeably in recent studies in Turkey, but these two
leadership concepts are accepted as separate approaches both in literature and in
other countries. As a matter of fact, the results of the current study also identified a
positive, medium level, significant relationship between these two leadership
approaches; however, a one-on-one relationship that will allow the interchangeable
use of these concepts is not apparent. Therefore, it can be argued that shared
leadership and distributed leadership approaches are separate leadership
approaches, and it is not suitable to use them interchangeably, though they share
many common points.
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Ozet

Problem Durumu: Liderlik stirecinin paylasilmas: konusu ile ilgili son yillarda bir ¢ok
arastirma yapilmaktadir. Paylasilan liderlik anlayisi; liderlik etkinliklerine birgok
kisinin katilmasiyla ilgilidir. Bir okuldaki biitiin liderlerden olusan ve onlarin cesitli
etkinliklerini de hesaba katan, bir liderin bilgi ve becerisinin bir tirtinti olmaktan
ziyade bircok kisinin ve onlarin arasindaki iliskinin tirtintidiir bu tur liderligi, stirekli
bir sefin yonettigi orkestradan ok, miizige ve o andaki ritme gore calgicilardan
herhangi birinin liderlik ettigi bir caz grubuna benzetmektedir. Bu cesit liderligi
gerceklesmesi ortak bagliklarin, inanglarin ve degerlerin seyrine tnem vermeyi
gerektirir. Dagitimcr liderlik yaklasimi; liderligi takimlar, gruplar ve Oorgiitsel
ozellikleri ile birlikte ele almaktadir. Pratikte bu yaklasimlar, bir degisimi
gerceklestirmek igin birilerinin basta olmasi gerektigi varsayimina kars: ¢ikar. Bu
fikrin savunuculari, liderligin gerekli oldugunu c¢iinkii egitim o6rgiitlerinin tek bir
kisinin bas edemeyecegi kadar karmasik oldugunu iddia ederler. Orgiitlerde birgok
karmasik isleri yonetmenin sorumlulugu bircok birey ve roller arasinda
dagitilmaktadir. Temel olarak savunulan ilke, tim durumlarda tek bir en iyi lider
ozellikleri dizisi ve tek bir en iyi lider davranislar: standartlarini kesfetme cabalar:
basarisizla sonuclanmustir. Cagdas arastirmacilar ve okul yoneticileri liderlik
uygulamalarinin tek bir davranis dizisi tarafindan temsil edilmesi igin ¢ok karmasik
oldugunu diistinmektedirler. Paylasilan liderlik ve dagitimcr liderlik kavramlarinin
kullanilmast ile ilgili olarak yurt disinda yapilan arastirmalara bakildiginda ise,
dagitimcr liderlik/distributed leadership” paylasilan liderlik/shared leadership”
kavramlarmin farkli oldugu ve farkli kuramsal temeller dogrultusuna kullanildig:
goriilmektedir. Paylasilan liderlik ile dagitimcr liderligin kuramsal, uygulamaya
yonelik ve alan arastirmacilar: agilarindan bir ¢ok ortak yonii bulunmaktadir. Her iki
liderlik yaklasimi acisindan ortak yonler o kadar ileriye gitmistir ki baz1 arastirmalar
da paylasilan ve dagitimei liderlik kavramlari bir birinin yerine kullanilir olmustur.
Alan yazinda paylasilan ve dagitimer liderlik arasinda bu denli paralellik olmasina
ragmen yine literatiirde her iki liderlik yaklagimi fakli birer liderlik modeli olarak ele
alinmakta ve bu yonde orgiit yonetici ve calisanlarmin liderlik diizeylerini olgen,
aciga cikaran gesitli dlgekler gelistirilmektedir.

Arastirmamin  Amaci: Mevcut arastirma ile teori ve uygulamada bir¢ok benzer
yonlerinin oldugu vurgulanan ancak fakli adlar altinda dile getirilen paylasilan
liderlik ile dagitimc liderlik arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek, karsilastirmak ve belirtilen
kavramsal geliskileri gidermeye calismak amaclanmistir. Bu baglamda egitimcilerin
algillarina dayali olarak, yoneticilerin paylasilan liderlik ve dagitimcr liderlik
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diizeyleri, paylasilan liderlik ve dagitimc liderlik arasindaki iliski ve paylasilan
liderligin dagitimc1  liderligi yordama giicli arastirmanin temel amacin
olusturmustur.

Aragtirmamn Yéntemi: Arastirma paylasilan liderlik ve dagitimcr liderlik arasindaki
iliski ve paylasilan liderligin dagitimei liderligi yordama giictinii incelemek amaciyla
iliskisel tarama ve nedensel bir desende tasarlanmustir. Iliskisel tarama modelinde,
iki veya daha fazla degisken arasinda bir iliski olup olmadig1 ve iliskinin varlig:
durumunda bunun yo6nii ortaya koyulmaya calisilir. Nedensel arastirma deseni
baglaminda, bu arastirmada, paylasilan liderlik ve alt boyutlar1 bagimsiz degisken,
dagitimci liderlik ise bagimli degisken olarak ele almmustir.

Arastirmamin Bulgulari: Arastirmaya katilanlar, okul yoneticilerinin; paylasilan ve
dagitimar liderlik davramslar ile ilgili olarak olumlu goriise sahiptirler. Paylasilan
liderlik alt boyutu olan liderlik fonksiyonlari ile dagitimci liderlik alt boyutlarindan
“gorevlerin ortak tamamlanmasi” arasinda pozitif yonde ve orta derecede anlaml1 bir
iliski (r=.598; p<0.01), “karsilikli beceri gelistirme” arasinda pozitif yonde ve orta
derecede anlamli bir iliski (r=.510; p<0.01), “calisanlar arasinda merkezi olmayan
etkilesim” arasinda pozitif yonde ve zayif derecede anlamh bir iliski (r=.322; p<0.01),
“duygusal destek” arasinda pozitif yonde ve zayif derecede anlamh bir iliski (r=.452;
p<0.01) vardir. paylasilan liderlik (bagimsiz degisken) ve dagitimci liderlik (bagimli
degisken) arasinda pozitif yonde ve orta derecede anlaml bir iligski (r=.644) vardir.
Paylasilan liderlik alt boyutlarmn (gorevlerin ortak tamamlanmasi, karsilikli beceri
gelistirme,  calisanlar arasinda merkezi olmayan etkilesim, duygusal destek)
dagitimar liderlige ait 0,415 varyansmn % 41,51 aciklamaktadir. Dagitimer liderlik
degiskeni tizerinde en biiyiik etkiye “Gorevlerin Ortak Tamamlanmasi'nin sahip
oldugu ($=0.452), bunu “Duygusal Destegin” takip ettigi ($=0.132) gortilmektedir.
Fakat paylasilan liderlik alt boyutlarint olusturan “Karsiliklt Beceri Gelistirme” ve
“Calisanlar Arasinda Merkezi Olmayan Etkilesim” degiskenlerinin ise dagitimci
liderlik degiskeni tizerinde bir etkiye sahip olmadig1 sdylenebilir.

Aragtirmanin - Sonuglart ve Onerileri: Katihmeilarin goriislerine gore yoneticilerin
paylasilan liderlik ve dagitimar liderlik diizeyinin ytiksek oldugu, ancak ¢ok yiiksek
olmadig1 sdylenebilir. Paylasilan liderlik ile dagitimci liderlik arasinda bir iliskinin
oldugu ancak bu iligskinin ¢ok yiiksek olmadigidir. Tirkiye'de son yillarda yapilan
arastirmalarda; paylasilan liderlik (shared leadership) ve dagitima liderlik
(distributed leadership) kavramlarmi c¢ogunlukla birbirinin yerine kullandiklar:
halde; gerek alan yazinda gerek diger iilkelerde bu iki liderlik kavrami (dagitimci
liderlik/distributed leadership, paylasilan liderlik/shared leadership) fakli
yaklasimlar olarak kabul edilmektedir. Nitekim bu arastirma sonucunda da bu iki
liderlik yaklasim1 arasinda pozitif ve orta derecede anlaml bir iliskinin oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Ancak bir birinin yerine kullanilacak kadar aralarinda bire bir iliskinin
oldugu soylenemez. Dolayisiyla ortak bir ¢cok yonleri olsa bile paylasilan liderlik
(shared leadership) ve dagitimai liderlik (distributed leadership) farkli birer liderlik
yaklasimlart oldugu ve bir birinin yerine kullanilmasmin uygun olmadig:
soylenebilir.

Anahtar Kavramlar: Liderlik, paylasilan liderlik, dagitimer liderlik.



