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Abstract

In this study we investigate the relation betwemstritbuted leadership and
teachers’ organizational commitment.

Multilevel analyses on data from 1522 teacherstisehools indicated that
9% of the variance in teachers’ organizational camment is attributable to
differences between schools. Furthermore, the aaslevealed that a
cooperative leadership team and the amount of ishigesupport played a
key role in teachers’ organizational commitmensdlparticipative
decision-making, and distribution of support hgebaitive impact on
teachers’ commitment to the school. Distributiorsopervision had a
negative effect on teachers’ organizational comrmittn

This study revealed that distributed leadershipase than the aggregation
of individual leaders. Not the decentralizatiorezdership functions, but
mainly a cooperative leadership team and a sumgoctilture are related to
teachers’ organizational commitment. Therefore nilaén priority for
school leaders should be supporting teachers abe tooperative and
open.

Introduction

Organizational commitment is the relative strerafthn individual’s identification with
and involvement in a particular organization (Mowdateers, & Porter, 1979). Teacher
commitment has been recognized as an effective tougchool success (Fink, 1992)
and is a pivotal link in educational effectivenass improvement (Dee, Henkin, &
Singleton, 2006). In past years, numerous studiisated that teacher commitment is a
critical predictor for teachers’ work performanceldahe quality of education (Tsui &
Cheng, 1999). Additionally, many researchers sharemmon view that teachers’
commitment towards the school is affected by tlaeéeship in schools (Hoy, Tarter, &
Bliss, 1990; Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 1995; Nguheegers, & Denessen, 2006).

But, these studies adopted a person-centred agpmo&adich leadership is a quality
that exists in one leader, the school leader, bacetfect of this one person on
organizational commitment is examined. Howevethapast decade traditional ‘single
person’ leadership models are left in favour ofribsited leadership forms (Gronn,
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2002; Spillane, 2006). Leadership is no longer mg@ as an important characteristic of
one super leader, but as a distributed practicéig8e, 2006).

Notwithstanding that distributed leadership hasobee a buzzword in the current
educational research literature; the effect ofritigted leadership on teachers remains
unexplored. Therefore, this study aims to gainginsinto teachers’ perceptions of
distributed leadership and the effect on their niztional commitment.

Theoretical Framework

Spillane (2006) defined distributed leadership asagtice distributed over leaders,
followers, and their situation. This implies a sbdistribution of leadership, where the
leadership function is stretched over a numbendividuals and the task is
accomplished through the interaction of multipladers. Similarly, Gronn (2002) stated
that distributed leadership is an emergent propareygroup or network of interacting
individuals.

Although Spillane (2006) and Gronn (2002) theoedlycdefined distributed leadership,
it remains a fuzzy concept to operationalize in eicgd research.

In the present study, distributed leadership iseptualized from three different
perspectives.

1. We define distributed leadership as the degreeniohwieadership functions are
distributed among formal leadership positions i ladership team [i.e., the
principal, the assistant principals, and the tealdaglers]. This focus on the
division of leadership functions is in line withepious research (e.g., Heller &
Firestone, 1995). The restriction to the membetbt®@leadership team as actors
among who the leadership is distributed, is base@amburn, Rowan, and
Taylor (2003). They stated that leadership funciare normally distributed
across three to seven formally designated persons.

In the present study, we focus on the formal distron of two core practices of
successful leaders: the formal distribution ofgshpportive and supervisory
leadership function. This distinction is based lominstructional and
transformational leadership models (Hallinger, 20G8thwood & Jantzi,
1999). Transformational leadership models focutherleaders’ role in
fostering and setting a collective school visiod amotivating and stimulating
members of an organization. In the present stindytransformational
leadership functions - setting a vision and motngafollowers - are labeled as
supportive leadership. The supervision of teacpersins more to instructional
leadership and focuses predominantly on the roteeofeader in directing,
controlling, and monitoring in schools.

2. According to Gronn (2002) and Spillane (2006) disired leadership is not
restricted to the aggregated effect of a numbandividuals contributing their
initiative and expertise. Distributed leadershiplso about the concerted action,
which is the product of conjoint activity that emges from multi-member
organizational groupings acting in concert. Thiplies that defining distributed
leadership as the aggregation of leadership fumgt@among formal leadership
positions is too restricted. Therefore, we alsafoon the cooperation at the
level of the leadership team. Based on the digeidbieadership literature we
can state that leadership requires a cooperatgetehip team, leading towards
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an emergent property. On the one hand, this caltdive structure implies that
school leaders experience support from other sdeadkrs, leading to mutual
reinforcement, and thus a more effective leaders@m running the school. On
the other hand, the management structure becomesaomplex and more
conflicts between the leadership team members is@ dence, the leadership
team should be a cooperative team characterizggdup cohesion with clear
agreements about the role divisions, and an otienteowards the same goals.

3. Additionally, apart from formal leadership positirheadership can also be
enacted by the entire educational community, ratien by a limited number of
people at the top of the organization (Lashway 320 order to study the
involvement of teachers, we also concentrate anra of distributed leadership
among the whole school team, namely the parti@patf all teachers in school
decision-making. This is in line with Leithwood, Btall, and Strauss (2009, p.
7) who stated: “Participative leadership is amdmglines of leadership research
closely related to our meaning of distributed leatdgp.”

Research Objectives

The main purpose of the present study is to ingastithe relation between
organizational commitment and distributed leadgrskiore specifically, we aim to
examine the association between teachers’ orgamzhicommitment and teachers’
perceptions concerning the quality or amount odéeship (i.e., maximum of support
and maximum supervision) and distributed leaderghep distribution of the

supportive and supervisory leadership functionsragribe leadership team, cooperation
of the leadership team, and participative decisi@king of all teachers), taking the
teacher and school level into account. Furtherntbre study aims to examine the
relation between context variables and teacheggruzational commitment.

Building on the theoretical model and the reseatgctives, the following research
guestions are put forward:

1. What is the relation between teachers’ perceptodraistributed leadership
characteristics (i.e., cooperation of the leadergdam, the amount and the
distribution of the supportive and supervisory ke&thip functions, and
participative decision-making) and the organizaia@ommitment of
teachers?

2. What is the relation between demographic (i.e. goperience, gender) and
school structure variables (i.e., school size, sttype, denomination, size
of the leadership team) and the organizational cthmemt of teachers?

These research questions are presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Research questions
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Research Design

In order to answer the research questions we deeélthe Distributed Leadership
Inventory (DLI - cf. Appendix 1), which was admitesed to 46 secondary schools in
Flanders (Belgium). The schools were selected fadist of 360 schools provided by
the Flemish Ministry of Education by using a sfratl random sampling, taking the
geographic regions (i.e. the five districts of Klars) and the educational network (i.e.
private and public) into account. The questionrsawere handed to all principals,
assistant principals, teacher leaders, and teaohéns second stage (i.e., 14-16 year
old pupils).

A total of 2198 respondents, representing a respaate of 69 %, completed the DLI.
296 respondents had more than 10% missing datevaredremoved from the analysis.
In this article we focus on the responses of thetters (n = 1522). The sample included
41.9% male and 58.1% female teachers, which idaita the male-female division in
the Flemish population of school members (i.e., 48%b 57% respectively). The age of
the teachers ranges from 22 to 65, with an aves&d8. The mean length in the current
job was 13 years, ranging from 0.1 to 40 years.

Since the data in the present study have an inheested or hierarchical structure, that
is teachers (level 1) are nested into schools I(Bventerplay can be assumed between
teachers as individuals and the social context {eam or school) to which they belong
(Goldstein, 1995). To take both the teacher andégtheol level into account, multilevel
modeling techniques were used to explore the effieleladership and context variables
on the organizational commitment of teachers. Tg@ieation of hierarchical models
results in efficient regression coefficients estiesacorrect standard errors and
significance tests, which generally will be mor@servative than the traditional ones
which use aggregated measures ignoring the presérctgstering (Goldstein, 1995).

A number of multilevel models were fitted, using MilN 2.02. The best fitting model
was designed gradually. First, the unconditiondll madel, with only an intercept and
no explanatory variables included, was used toned&é how much of the variation in
teachers’ organizational commitment could be aitet to differences between schools
and to differences in individual teachers. Thid mbdel served as a baseline with
which to compare subsequent more complex models.
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Second, the study variables were added to themalel. All determining variables
were centered around their grand mean as is cusgamenultilevel analysis (Hox,
2002). Dummy variables were created for genderdrhafemale 0), school type
(general education 1, technical and/or vocatiodatation 0), and denomination
(private schools 1, public schools 0). Initialllgetvariables were included in the model
as fixed effects, assuming that their impact dagssary from teacher to teacher or
from school to school. Since parsimonious modedspaeferred, non-significant effects
were eliminated. Where a significant effect occdyrandom variance at school and
teacher level was allowed.

Model improvement was assessed by studying theedserin the deviance values of the
different models. The parameters of the multileweldels were estimated using
Iterative Generalized Least Squares estimations§)G

The complete set of models allowed us to deducelwiariables are significantly
related to teachers’ organizational commitmentanathich level variance occurs.
Finally, in order to compare the magnitude of tifeetent significant effects, effect
sizes were calculated.

Results

In Table 1 the results of the multilevel analysesaerning teachers’ organizational

commitment are presented.

Table 1
Model Estimates of the Two-Level Analysis

Parameter Null model Model 1 Model 2 Final model feEf

size
Fixed
Intercept 2.983 (0.036) 3.010(0.028) 3.025(0.032) 3.047 (0.030)
Cooperative leadership team 0.309 (0.032) 0.315(0.032) 0.299(0.032) 0.28
Maximum support 0.300 (0.025) 0.294 (0.025) 0.311(0.025) 0.30
Maximum supervision - - - -
Formal distribution of support 0.106 (0.022) 0.094 (0.022) 0.068 (0.029) 0.07
Formal distribution of -0.047 (0.014) -0.047 (0.014) -0.041 (0.013) 0.07
supervision 0.201 (0.029) 0.190(0.029) 0.177 (0.028) 0.17
Participative decision-making
0.062 (0.028) - -

Gender -0.008 (0.001) -0.007 (0.001) 0.11
Job experience - - -
School size - - -
Number leadership team - - -
School type - - -
Denomination
Random
Level 2 — school
020 0.044 (0.012) 0.009 (0.004) 0.012 (0.004) 0.013 (0.004)

o HOpDistSupport
02 uDistSupport

Level 1 — teachers

-0.008 (0.004)
0.014 (0.006)

0%, 0.440 (0.016) 0.253 (0.009) 0.245 (0.009) 0.242 (0.016)

Osospart -0.027 (0.009)

o2 -0.031 (0.009)
€0eCohLT
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Model fit

Deviance 3135.380 2260.996 2181.085 2137.225
e 874.384 79.911 43.86
df 5 2 4

p 0.000 0.000 0.000

The first step in the analysis was to examine ¢isalts of an unconditional two-level
null model. The intercept of 2.98 in this random intercedt model represents the
overall mean of the teachers’ organizational comaiit across schools. This implies
that the sample teachers in general tend to be dbednto the school. The null model
reveals that the variance at school and teachel iegignificantly different from zero
(respectivelyy? = 12.796, df= 1, p <.00}2 = 738.328, df= 1, p <.001), providing
justification for using multilevel analysis.

It appears that 9% of the variation in organizala@ommitment is situated at school
level, while 91% is attributable to individual défences, indicating that differences
between teachers within schools largely exceeeémdiffces between schools.

Starting from the unconditional null model, expltorg variables are added in the
second step of the analyses. Firstniodel 1the leadership variables are included as
fixed effects. The results reveal that all varialil@ave a significant influence on
teachers’ organizational commitment, except formttaimum supervision. The
significant variables have a positive impact onamigational commitment. Only the
distribution of supervision has a negative impacteachers’ organizational
commitment. This implies that the more teachersgiee the supervision as distributed
across different persons, the less committed theyoavards the school.

Compared to the null model, the inclusion of tlgmgicant leadership variables
resulted in a significant model improvemey#(874.384, df = 5; p <.001).

Model 2 retains significant results from the previous mddand adds context variables
as explanatory variables. Both gender and yegabagxperience are significant
predictors. More specifically, it appears that ntalechers are more committed towards
the school than female teachers. The results hso that teachers with more job
experience are less committed to the school theohegs with less job experience.
Comparing the deviances of model 1 and 2 showsttbdel 2 has a significant better
fit than model 1= 79.911, df = 2; p <.001).

At the final stage, random variance at school add/idual level was allowed, yielding

a fully random modelfinal model). The fixed part gives the mean value for each
distribution and consists of two fixed, unchangiaegns (i.e., the average slope and
intercept across all schools/teachers). The raruimtof the model is expanded to
include two extra terms for each variable thatl®aged to vary randomly, which
summarizes the variability of slopes and intercept®ss schools/teachers, and a
covariance which assesses the degree to whickvthdistributions are related.

The final model points out that by allowing randweariance at both levels, the deviance
of the model decreases significanty«43.86, df = 4; p <.001).

As to the_fixed parof the final model, the intercept of 3.047 repreésehe overall mean
in organizational commitment for teachers with amscore on all the independent
variables included in the model.

As a consequence of allowing random variance aid@dnd teacher level, gender is no
longer significant; the other explanatory varialdtesn model 2 remain significant.
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The random panteveals complex variances at school level forithistion of support
Specifically, differences in commitment betweenasith became smaller as teachers
reported more distribution of support among theléeship team. At teacher level
complex variances occurs for participative decigimaking and cooperative leadership
team: differences in commitment between teachettima school became smaller if
teachers reported more participation in decisiokinggand a more cooperative
leadership team.

The effect sizeshow that especially the maximum amount of supigatrongly
associated with organizational commitment. Thisliegpthat teachers are more
committed to the school when they receive more sty the school leaders.

Also, teachers’ perceptions concerning the cooperait the level of the leadership
team has a strong impact on teachers’ organizatcamamitment. Teachers are highly
committed if they believe that a cooperative lealdgrteam leads the school.
Participative decision-making is also significanmyated with organizational
commitment. However, this relation is smaller ttia@ relation between cooperative
leadership team or amount of support, and orgaoizatcommitment.

The distribution of support among the leadershimiés, to a lesser extent, related with
teachers’ commitment. Teachers are more commit®gpport is equally distributed
among the school leaders.

The opposite is true for the distribution of supgon among the formal leaders.
Teachers who are supervised by one person arecoomitted than teachers
supervised by multiple school leaders. Presumablyervision by multiple school
leaders leads to contradictory feedback on teacperformance, which negatively
affects their commitment.

Discussion

Distributed leadership is a hot item in the educa! management literature. However,
there is limited empirical quantitative researchaarning the consequences of
distributed leadership. The main objective of thespnt study was investigating the
effect of distributed leadership on teachers’ orgaional commitment. The focus was
on the impact of the cooperation of the leadersdam, the amount of leadership
support and supervision, the distribution of suppad supervision among the
leadership team, and teachers’ participative deeisiaking on teachers’ organizational
commitment. No previous research has examined #gahamisms through which this
influence occurs. The effect of context variableswtudied as well. Multilevel analysis
was applied to take the nested structure of teackigihin schools into account.

The study findings suggested that the teachetsaiptesent study felt committed to the
school, which confirms the results of Nguni et(aD06), and Tsui and Cheng (1999).
The fixed part of the multilevel analysis showedttthe study variables significantly
explained the organizational commitment of teachiarsther words, the individual
perceptions of teachers concerning the distriblgadership in schools had an effect on
the degree to which teachers can identify with iardlve in schools.

The study revealed that teachers’ perceptions comgethe cooperation of the
leadership team and the maximum amount of suppeng the most important
predictors for teachers’ organizational commitment.
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Previous research examining the relation betwesrhtrs’ perceptions concerning the
cooperation at the level of the leadership teagst@sce. Based on the findings of this
study, it can be stated that teachers who belieaetheir school is led by a cooperative
leadership team, which is characterized by groupesion, clear and unambiguous roles
of the leadership team members, and shared gaaitedness, were more committed
towards their school.

Also, the study revealed that the maximum amousupport teachers receive from the
leadership team had an important influence on tirgianizational commitment. This
confirms previous research of Nguni et al. (20@é) Singh & Billingsley (1998). No
significant impact was, however, found for the amtoaf supervision, which is in
contrast with Somech (2005). This result implies thhe amount to which teachers feel
supported by their leadership team was more impbfta their organizational
commitment, compared to the amount to which teactesl supervised by the
leadership team. Teachers’ perceptions concerhm@mount to which the leadership
team supervises and monitors the teachers hadynibicant effect on their
organizational commitment.

Concerning the distribution of leadership functious study revealed that the
distribution of supportive leadership among thel&rahip team had a positive
significant impact on teachers’ commitment to tbleo®l. Teachers, who believe that
support is equally distributed among the leadersam, had a higher organizational
commitment than teachers who believe that suppamtralized in one person of the
leadership team.

In contrast, for the distribution of supervisiorr oesults showed that there is a
significant negative effect on organizational corm@nt. In other words, teachers who
are supervised by multiple school leaders felt tesamitted to the school than teachers
supervised by only one person of the leadership.t®aobably, teachers preferred clear
supervision from one formal leader, instead of fe<onflicting views and
contradictory feedback from multiple members inshkool.

Remarkably, the distribution of leadership funci@mong the leadership team plays a
role to a lesser extent in defining the commitnadrieachers to the school. Therefore,
the main conclusion is that the distribution of sugportive or the supervisory
leadership function among formal leaders shouldoeatn aim in itself. Leadership is
more than counting up the roles of multiple leadassSpillane (2006) stated.
Moreover, the assumed complexity, which can beeaxhby the distribution of
leadership functions, has not by definition a niegagtffect on teachers’ organizational
commitment. An effective cooperating leadershiprteand strong support of this team
in schools were the key variables for the orgaional commitment of teachers.

Next, our study showed that participation in dexismaking increased people’s
commitment to the organization. This implies tlegtdhers, who believe they have a
voice in school decision-making, felt more comnuitte the school than their
colleagues who state that they do not have oppitigarto participate in school
decision-making. This finding corroborated resoltprevious research of Diosdado
(2008) and Kushman (1992). However, our study rexktnat the effect of
participative decision-making was rather small, paned to the effect of the
cooperative leadership team and the amount of stgpor study revealed that the
cooperative leadership team and the amount of supp®more important than
teachers’ own opportunity to participate in schadetision-making. This implies that
teachers’ perception concerning their empowernepétticipate in school decision-

Paper ICSEI 2009
Do not quote without permission



making was less influential in teachers’ organadl commitment than their
perceptions concerning the operation of the teamm l&ads the school and the amount
of support they receive from this leading team.

Concerning the context variables, our researchatedethat teachers’ job experience
significantly affected organizational commitmentimegative way. This finding is in
line with previous research of Brunetti (2001) &®yes (1992) who came to the
conclusion that more experienced teachers feltdessnitted to the organization than
less experienced teachers.

The study revealed that the number of membersatetidership team had no effect on
teachers’ organizational commitment. This implisateat not the size of the leadership
team was important. Instead, it was the collabonaéind cooperation at the level of the
leadership team that influenced teachers’ orgainizalt commitment.

No significant link appeared to exist between ttieepcontext variables and teachers’
organizational commitment.

The random part of the multilevel analysis showet bnly a modest proportion of the
variance in teachers’ organizational commitmesricisially attributable to variation
between schools (i.e., 9%). This suggests thah&racorganizational commitment
depends more on what individual teachers thinkerathan on a group effect arising
from belonging to a particular school. This implieat although variations in leadership
variables may be conceptualized at the school |t individual teachers think is
more important for their organizational commitmeérttis finding confirms previous
research of Park (2005), and Tsui and Cheng (1988)ever, it should be noted that
9% of between-school variance in teachers’ orgaioizal commitment should not be
underestimated. Organizational commitment of tecisenot a purely individual
matter.

Conclusion

The study findings suggested that teachers’ orgéinizal commitment is mainly
related to teachers’ perceptions concerning thee@ion of the leadership team and
the support received from this leadership teamcheas feel committed to the school if
it is led by a leadership team working in a coopeeavay and where all leaders
support teachers sufficiently. This is more importian an equal distribution of
leadership functions among formal leaders in th®sk Additionally, the study
revealed that differences in teachers’ organizatioommitment are mainly situated
within schools than differences between schools.

This study is bound by a number of limitations &mther research is needed. In this
study the focus was mainly on the distributionved ttore leadership functions (i.e.,
support and supervision). However, one might sugbes the distribution of other
leadership functions (e.g., building managementtions, boundary spanning
functions) or certain subject matters (cf. Spilla2@06) can have a different relation to
teachers’ organizational commitment.

In addition, in this study only large secondaryaulh were elicited. Distributed
leadership in smaller secondary schools or othecattbnal levels, like primary or
higher education, which are characterized by défiemanagement structures, could be
studied in further research.
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In this study, organizational commitment was trdate a global construct. It is
recommended that future research re-examines ldiereships between the
independent variables and teachers’ organizatmrraimitment by elaborating the
dependent variable using multidimensional cons$tuiite affective, continuance, or
normative commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1997).

Next, the independent study variables accounteglfonisome proportion of influence
on teachers’ organizational commitment. It is expédchat in addition to the
independent study variables, other variables matga be considered as relevant
predictors of organizational commitment and shdaddexamined in future research. For
example, self-efficacy, or the relation with pulsd colleagues, or organizational
factors, like organizational stability, developmstdge, or school climate can be
important predictors of teachers’ organizationahaatment and should be studied as
well.

Final limitations concerned the research instrumiéinst, it should be stressed that only
teachers’ perceptions regarding the leadershipfaetere investigated in this study.
More objective measures of the leadership variabl@sed on the perceptions of both
school internal and external respondents couldsied in future research. Second, the
guantitative nature of the research instrumentitsddnitations. Future research should
use other sources for investigating the study béeg Qualitative-interpretative
research methods, like interviews or observatioosld extend our understanding of
how organizational commitment can be influencedeaglership variables.

Nevertheless, the current study points to teachpengeptions on distributed leadership
that contribute to their organizational commitment.

Therefore, the present study has important thealdtnplications. Distributed
leadership is an ambiguous and confusing concepiel present study, a three
dimensional approach was used. First, distribigadérship is defined as the
distribution of leadership functions (i.e., suppamt supervision) among formal
leadership positions in the leadership team. Bothguality of the team members’
leadership (i.e., maximum leadership) and the aetgrevhich leadership functions are
distributed among the leadership team members distribution of leadership), are
analyzed. Second, the cooperation of the leadeteshim focuses on the leadership
team as a whole. Third, participation in the sclsodécision-making includes
leadership interactions among all school team mesnfdey clarify how all team
members are involved in the school’s decision-mgkirocess. Furthermore, the effect
of distributed leadership on organizational outcentige teachers’ organizational
commitment, is examined empirically. Organizatioo@nmitment of teachers is a key
variable in the school improvement process. Regeseveral scholars (Harris,
Leithwood, Day, Sammons, & Hopkins, 2007; Mayrow@@08) have indicated that
studies analyzing the link between distributed éxalip and organizational outcomes
and school improvement are a priority in the depelent and validation of the concept
of distributed leadership.

An important methodological implication is the udea reliable and valid research
instrument examining distributed leadership in éasgcondary schools. Also, the
multilevel approach is a main strength of this gtuitaditionally aggregated measures
are used, which result in a loss of important infation. In the present study, the
relative contribution of factors at both individuald school level are considered, using
a multilevel framework that explicitly capitalizes the hierarchical nature of the data.
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Furthermore, this study has practical implicatitorsschool leaders and policy-makers.
The data presented here suggested that 9% of tsaohganizational commitment is
attributable to difference between schools, thiglies that ‘schools matter’ and that the
leadership characteristics in general, and the @@dion of the leadership team and the
amount of support in specific, should receive adégattention in order to improve
teachers’ commitment to the school. However, osulte revealed that organizational
commitment is mainly an individual matter. Therefgperceptions of teachers
concerning the leadership characteristics of thealcshould be affected. To increase
teachers’ level of organizational commitment, lasgeondary schools need to invest in
the perceptions of teachers concerning the coaparamong the leadership team
members. It is important that the leadership teanot only characterized by group
cohesion, clear and unambiguous roles, and goattedness, but also that this is
explicated and openly communicated to the teacBafsool leaders need to define and
articulate their organizational vision, and rol@sg act like a cohesive group in order to
optimize individual teachers’ commitment to the@ahorganization. Additionally,
teachers should feel supported by all memberseoldddership team. This implies that
setting a school vision and motivating followerssld remain a core leadership
function not only of the principal, but also of Ehders in the leadership team.
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Appendix

The Distributed Leadership Inventory (based on:hauet al., 2007)

Scale Example item Based on Scale Cronbach’s alfa
Cooperation of  There is a well-functioning leadership team in Group cohesion (Litwin & Stringer, 1968) 0-4 .93
the leadership our school Role ambiguity (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970)

team

Members of the leadership team have clear go&leal orientedness (Staessens, 1990)

Leadership To what amount is (1) the principal; (2) the Strength of vision (De Maeyer, et al., 2007) 0-4 support: .91 (teacher
Support assistant principal(s); (3) the teacher leader(s) Supportive behavior (Hoy & Tarter, 1997) leaders); .93 (principals,
involved in ... Providing instructional support & Providing assistant principals)
... premising a long term vision intellectual stimulation (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999)
Leadership ... helping teachers supervision: .79 (teacher
Supervision ... evaluating the performance of the staff leader); .83 (principal);
... summative evaluation of teachers .85 (assistant principal)
Participative Leadership is delegated for activities critical forDeveloping structures to foster participationin  0-4 .81
decision-making achieving school goals school decisions (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999)
Leadership is broadly distributed among the
staff
Organizational My school inspires me to do the best | can OCQ (Mowday et al., 1979) 0-4 91

commitment

I’'m proud to be a part of this school team

Based on the leadership functions we calculateeM2variables (cf. Conger & Pearce, 2003):
1. Maximum amount of the leadership functions (G=4he scores of the highest rated subgroup fieeptincipal, the assistant principal(s), or thecteer

leader(s)].

2. Formal distribution of the leadership functig@ss) = the degree to which leadership dimensioesantralized by the principal or dispersed aratest
across members of the leadership team (Mayo, MegnBlastor, 2003).
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