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Abstract
In the present study the effects of a cooperagadership team, distributed leadership,
participative decision-making, and context varialde teachers’ organizational commitment
are investigated. Multilevel analyses on data f@&f2 teachers indicated that 9% of the
variance in teachers’ organizational commitmenttigbutable to differences between
schools. The analyses revealed that especiallgrisence of a cooperative leadership team
and the amount of leadership support played afggnily positive key role in predicting
teachers’ organizational commitment. Also, partatiye decision-making and distribution of
the supportive leadership function had a signifigaositive impact on teachers’
organizational commitment. In contrast, distribataf the supervisory leadership function

and teachers’ job experience had a significant theggampact.
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The Influence of Distributed Leadership on Teach@rganizational Commitment: A
Multilevel Approach
Teacher commitment has been recognized as anieffeotite to school success

(Fink, 1992). In past years, numerous studies atditthat teacher commitment is a critical
predictor for teachers’ work performance and thaliggof education (Dee, Henkin, &
Singleton, 2006; Tsui & Cheng, 1999). Additionallyany researchers share a common view
that teachers’ commitment towards the school iscééid by the leadership in schools (Hoy,
Tarter, & Bliss, 1990; Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 198iguni, Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006).
Unfortunately, most studies adopt a heroic leaderpproach in which the effect of the
leadership of one “superhero”, the school pringigainvestigated on organizational
outcomes, like teachers’ commitment towards thesichHowever, in the recent research
literature the traditional heroic leadership modets replaced by shared leadership models,
which stress the distribution of leadership andigpative decision-making of the school
team (Bush & Glover, 2003; Goleman, 2002; Gron®2@0eithwood & Riehl, 2003).
Leadership can no longer be regarded as an impatianacteristic of one solo school leader,
but as a process shaped by daily interactions leetwee school leader and members of the
school organization (Spillane, Halverson, & Diampo®@d01; 2004). Especially in large
secondary schools, the school principal can nododgvelop his/her leadership alone
through daily interactions with all school membérserefore, other members of the school
team have to take part in these interactions aamtkelship should be distributed among
different school team members (Firestone, 199@&skane & Martinez, 2007). Spillane
(2006), for example, claimed that distributed lealg is best understood as a practice
distributed over leaders, followers, and theiraditon and incorporates the activities of
multiple groups of individuals. This implies a saalistribution of leadership, where the

leadership function is stretched over a numbendividuals and the task is accomplished
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through the interaction of multiple leaders. SimylaGronn (2002) stated that distributed
leadership is an emergent property of a group twark of interacting individuals. This
theoretical framing implies that the social contaxd the interrelationships therein are an
integral part of the leadership activity (Harrigithwood, Day, Sammons, & Hopkins, 2007).

Although Gronn (2002) and Spillane (2006) theoedljcdefined distributed
leadership, it remains a fuzzy concept to operatine in empirical research. The present
study conceptualizes distributed leadership asléigeee to which leadership functions are
distributed among formal leadership positions mldgadership team (i.e., the principal, the
assistant principals, and the teacher leaders)leduership team is defined as the group of
people with a formal leadership role in the schamba whole. This is based on the research of
Camburn, Rowan, and Taylor (2003), who came t@timelusion that leadership functions
are normally distributed across three to seven &lyndesignated persons.

However, based on the definitions of Gronn (200%) Spillane (2006), it is
acknowledged that distributed leadership is abaurerthan formally distributing leadership
functions. Therefore, the focus is also on the eoaipon of the leadership team as a whole. In
the distributed leadership literature, leadershipa longer seen as a one-man business, but a
business that requires social interaction and aatip@ of a whole team, leading towards an
emergent property. On the one hand this collabaatiructure implies that school leaders
experience support from other school leaders, tgpidi mutual reinforcement, and thus a
more effective leadership team running the schidatkman, 1990). On the other hand, the
management structure becomes more complex andauoofiects between the leadership
team members can ariSeherefore, the leadership team should be a cotpetaam
characterized by group cohesion with clear agre&radyout the role divisions, and an

orientation towards the same goals.
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Furthermore, apart from a distribution of leadgosdinong formal leadership
positions, leadership can also be distributed astomlyorganizational members. Here
decision-making is governed by the interactionnalividuals (Gronn, 2002; Spillane, 2006)
and leadership is enacted by the entire educat@mmamunity, rather than by a limited
number of people at the top of the organizationp{@ad, 2003; Elmore, 2000; Lashway,
2003). Therefore, attention is paid to a more imi@rform of leadership interactions of all
school team members. In order to discern this quredearly from distributed leadership
between formal leadership positions, this inforfoain is labeled as participative decision-
making.

Although distributed leadership is a buzzword ia turrent educational management
literature, empirical research concerning the effédistributed leadership on teachers is
scarce (Harris et al., 2007). The main purposéefpresent study is to fill in this research
gap and to investigate how the formal distributddheadership functions among the
leadership team, the cooperation of the leadetshim, and participative decision-making of
the school team is related to the organizationalmdment of teachers in large secondary
schools.

Theoretical Framework
Definition of Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment has been defined aseflagive strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particulaiganization (Mowday, Steers, & Porter,
1979). Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1982) charaegt@rtcommitment as consisting of three
components: belief in and acceptance of organizakigoals and values (identification), a
willingness to exert effort on behalf of the orgaation (involvement), and a strong desire to
maintain membership in the organization (loyalffhese components imply that members of

an organization wish to be active players in thgaorzation, have an impact on what is going
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on in it, feel that they have high status withiramd are willing to contribute beyond what is
expected of them (Bogler & Somech, 2004). A suligtbbody of research indicated that
higher levels of organizational commitment resuliriore effort and increased dedication to
attain organizational goals, which is closely retbto organizational effectiveness (Dee et al.,
2006).

Organizational characteristics of the work plades school leadership, are believed to
have an impact on the organizational commitmem¢achers (Louis, 1998). Also, the
demographical context and the structural schodlexdrare expected to influence teachers’
commitment to the school (Reyes, 1992).

Antecedents of Organizational Commitment
Distributed Leadership

In this study, the amount and formal distributidneadership functions, which can
influence the organizational commitment of teachars examined. Also, the cooperation of
the leadership team is illuminated as a possikiecadent of teachers’ organizational
commitment. Finally, the relation between partiti@decision-making, which is a more
informal form of distributed leadership involviny seachers in the school decision-making
process, and teachers’ organizational commitmegnasnined.

Amount and distribution of leadership functioRgsevious studies documented that
school leadership influences teachers’ willingreasd attitude toward organizational
commitment (Nguni et al., 2006; Park, 2005). In phnesent study, the focus is limited to two
core functions of successful leaders: support apérsision of teachers. This distinction is
based on the transformational and instructionaldeship models (Hallinger, 2003;
Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). iséormational leadership models focus
on the leaders’ role in fostering and setting dective school vision and motivating and

stimulating members of an organization (Bass, 18&6ns, 1978). In the present study, the
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transformational leadership functions - settingston and motivating followers - are labeled
as supportive leadership. The supervision of teaghertains more to instructional leadership
and focuses predominantly on the role of the leaddirecting, controlling, and monitoring

in schools (Bamburg & Andrews, 1990; Hallinger & Nhy, 1985). In general, the
supportive leadership function is likely to havpasitive effect on teachers’ commitment
(Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Littrell & Billingsley1994; Rosenholtz, 1989; Singh &
Billingsley, 1998). Supervisory leadership is alstated to teachers’ commitment. Somech
(2005), for example, stated that there is a pasitelation between directive leadership, which
is characterized by monitoring and supervisinghiees; and organizational commitment.

In this study, light is shed on the perceptionteathers concerning the amount of
both core leadership functions. Also, attentiopa&l to teachers’ perceptions of the formal
distribution of the leadership functions. Previoesearch assigned major benefits to
distributed leadership, like Harris (2005), who eatm the conclusion that a variety of studies
(e.g., Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson, & Hann, 200X;Béath, 1998) showed clear evidence of
the positive effects of distributed leadership @achers’ self-efficacy and levels of morale,
which can have a positive impact on teachers’ aegdional commitment. However,
distributed leadership can lead to more complerityye management structure and
communication, because more members are involveghding the school (Liontos &
Lashway, 1997; Oswald, 1997; Smith & Piele, 199Mylte & Brownlee-Conyers, 1992).
This can result in more conflicts between the lesliip team members, which in turn can
have a negative impact on teachers’ organizatico@mitment.

Cooperation of the leadership tealbany studies in the management literature have
shown that teachers’ group cohesion (Wech, Mosshofteel, & Bennett, 1998), which
corresponds to the openness of the team membetgainust, and open communication

(Holtz, 2004; Kozlowski & llgen, 2006), has a pogtimpact on their organizational
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commitment. In addition, teachers’ role clarity {Mi@u & Zajac, 1990; Tao, Takagi, Ishida,
& Masuda, 1998) and goal orientedness (Meyer &IEO97) are related to the
organizational commitment of teachers as well. Nigtanost research is situated at the
individual level of teachers and focuses on theatfbf teachers’ perceptions concerning their
own group cohesion, role clarity, and orientedriessrds the goals on their commitment to
the school. Research concerning the impact of exatherceptions of the cooperation of the
leadership team on teachers’ organizational comeritris, however, limited. Therefore, the
present research examines whether teachers’ pemegptf the group cohesion, role clarity,
and goal orientedness of the leadership team, whileibeled as the cooperation of the
leadership team, affect teachers’ organizationalra@gment.

Participative decision-makinggomech (2005) hypothesized that participative
decision-making gives teachers the opportunityetinlvolved in and exert influence on the
decision-making process. Their participation isiassd to promote commitment to the
decisions that are made, since individuals terftht@ a sense of ownership and therefore
place greater trust in and rise to a higher le¥@lcaeptance of information discovered by
them. Furthermore, Somech (2005) assumed thatipative decision-making enhances
teachers’ sense of control or autonomy on the jmbvalidates their professionalism, which
can influence their commitment to the school. Bssumption is confirmed by previous
research (Bogler, 2001; Byrne, 1999; Diosdado, 2608stone & Pennell, 1993; Kushman,
1992; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Park, 2005). Althougtevious studies demonstrated that
there is a significant relation between particypatilecision-making and organizational
commitment; other research could not confirm timk (Bogler & Somech, 2004, Louis,
1998; Nir, 2002; Somech, 2005). This implies tha&tre is not a straightforward relation
between participative decision-making and teachmnganizational commitment.

Demographical and Structural School Characteristics
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Much of the research on organizational commitmediciated that demographical
characteristics of individual teachers, like geraled job experience, are related to their
commitment to the school. In this respect, reseafékeyes (1992), and Singh and
Billingsley (1998) revealed that female teacheesraore committed to the school compared
to their male colleagues, and that more experieteschers feel less committed to the school
than less experienced teachers. Furthermore, stalisichool characteristics, such as school
size, denomination (i.e., private versus publicost$), and school type (i.e., general versus
technical and/or vocational education) are assumedfect teachers’ organizational
commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Vandenberghe &bkrman, 1999). However, other
researchers came to the conclusion that the effexintext variables are nearly negligible
(Bogler, 2005; Culver, Wolfle, & Cross, 1990). Diethese inconsistent findings in the
literature, it is our aim to investigate the redatbetween context variables and teachers’
organizational commitment.

The effect of the size of the leadership teamse alvestigated. It is assumed that
more members in the leadership team can lead te support of colleagues and more
collaboration, and consequently affect teacherganizational commitment. In contrast, the
more people involved in leadership functions anthexcommunication chain, the more
chances that the weakest link results in a redgoatity of communication. Moreover, larger
leadership teams can have problems with buildingecivorking relationships (Conger &
Pearce, 2003), which can have a negative impatg#awhers’ organizational commitment.

Research Design
Purpose

The purpose of the present study is to enlightereffect of individual perceptions of

teachers concerning leadership variables (i.e pe@@tion of the leadership team, the amount

and formal distribution of leadership functionsggrarticipative decision-making of all
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school members), and context variables on teachggahizational commitment, taking both
the individual teacher level and the school lemsd iaccount. Building on the theoretical
model and the research objectives, the followirsgaech questions are put forward:

1. What is the relation between teachers’ perceptidmsadership characteristics (i.e.,
cooperation of the leadership team, the amounf@mnaial distribution of the
supportive and supervisory leadership functiond, @articipative decision-making)
and the organizational commitment of teachers?

2. What is the relation between demographical (iah,gxperience, gender) and school
structure variables (i.e., school size, school tgemomination, size of the leadership
team) and the organizational commitment of teahers

Research Instruments

In order to assess the study variables, the Dig&thLeadership Inventory (DLI) was
developed (see Appendix). Measures were selecteds of psychometric properties and
variable definitions that were consistent with #hasthe study.

Mowday et al.’s (1979) Organizational Commitmente&iipnnaire, the most widely
used measure of commitment (Price, 1997), wasegpdi assess the dependent variable in
this study. The items were rated on a five-poitkieki scale ranging from Gtfongly
disagreé to 4 strongly agreg

Based on the theoretical conceptualization of gecative leadership team, validated
subscales of group cohesion (Litwin & Stringer, 8@ole ambiguity (Rizzo, House, &
Lirtzman, 1970), and goal orientedness (Staes4&®§) were used to investigate school
members perception of the cooperation of the ledmgi@team. Each item was rated on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from @tfongly disagregto 4 strongly agreg

Respondents also completed Leithwood and JaniA89) validated subscale -

developing structures to foster participation ihea decisions - to assess the extent to which
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school members can patrticipate in school decisiaking. The items were rated on a five-
point Likert scale (0 strongly disagrep4 - strongly agreg

To examine the individual supportive leadershipction of the principal, the assistant
principals, and the teacher leaders validated ali@bie scales were used: strength of vision
(De Maeyer, Rymenans, Van Petegem, van den Bergtijl&rsdam, 2007), supportive
behavior (Hoy & Tarter, 1997), providing instructad support, and providing intellectual
stimulation (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). For the sopsory leadership function, a scale was
developed based on instructional leadership theongerning supervising and monitoring
teachers (Blase & Blase, 2002; Hallinger, 2003;tBw@arth, 2002). For each subgroup of the
leadership team (i.e., the principal, the assigtantipals, and the teacher leaders) the items
were rated on a five-point Likert scale (Bever 4 - always.

Based on the scores of the above-mentioned seatesdw variables were calculated
in order to receive a general view on the amoudttha distribution of the leadership
functions within the leadership team (Conger & Bea2003; Mayo, Meindl, & Pastor,
2003).

1. Maximum leadership. To determine the amount of supgnd the amount of
supervision performed by the leadership team, ¢beesof the highest rated subgroup

(i.e., the principal, the assistant principalstha teacher leaders) is used. The

perceived maximum leadership sheds light on theuanaf leadership teachers

receive from one subgroup of the leadership teamstibgroup which is perceived as
the most involved in the performance of the ledderiinctions. The score varies
from O (heve) to 4 @lways.

2. Distribution of leadership. In order to illumingtee formal distribution of the
leadership functions, the (de)centralization ofldaglership team is assessed. This

distribution of leadership refers to the degrewlich the supportive and supervisory
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leadership functions are equally distributed actbeghree subgroups of the

leadership team. The score has a range froceiftr@lizatior) to 6 equal distribution

of the leadership functions among the principasisiant principals, and teacher

leaders.

The questionnaire also elicited information abarmdgraphical (i.e., years of job
experience, age, gender) and school structureblesidi.e., school size, size of the leadership
team, school type, denomination).

Although the DLI is mainly based on valid and releresearch instruments, the
factorial constructs were retested, because tlggnatimeasures examined the leadership of
the solo-leaders. In contrast, our study takesibluted perspective into account. Especially
for the two core leadership functions a clear detton is made between the supportive and
supervisory functions of not only the school prpadj but also the assistant principals and the
teacher leaders (cf. Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 20@formation about the validity and
reliability of the research instrument is displayedppendix.

The principals of the 46 schools were contactedthedesearch purpose was
explained and basic information about the schodlthte management structure were
requested. For each school the identities of threipal, the assistant principals, and the
teacher leaders were established and the questiesmeere adapted accordingly. Also, all
participating respondents received a coveringrettplaining the study purpose, procedures,
and methods to protect the anonymity.

Sample

Teachers of the second stage (i.e., 14-16 yegrup@ds) in 46 secondary schools in

Flanders (Belgium) participated in the study. Sitieepresent study focuses on large

secondary schools, the minimum of pupils per sci®600, because these schools can
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appoint an assistant principal. This provides numeortunities for formal distributed
leadership.

The sample schools were selected from a list ofsg®@ols provided by the Flemish
Ministry of Education by using a stratified randgampling, taking the geographic regions
(i.e., the five districts of Flanders) and the deim@ation (i.e., private and public schools) into
account. The mean school size of the 46 scho®874gupils (minimum 600, maximum
2930) and 121 teachers (minimum 55, maximum 410¢. |[€adership team is composed of
minimum 3 and maximum 23 members, with a mean of 11

1738 teachers completed the questionnaire. 216eéemabad more than 10% missing
data and were removed from the analysis. The regsoof 1522 teachers were used in the
analysis, representing a response rate of 64 %saimple included 41.9% male and 58.1%
female teachers, which is similar to the male-fentiision in the Flemish population of
school members (43% and 57% respectively). Theoatee teachers ranges from 22 to 65,
with an average of 39. The mean length in the oujob was 13 years, ranging from 0.1 to
40 years.

Data Analysis

Since the data in the present study have an inheested or hierarchical structure,
that is teachers (level 1) are nested into schgmlgl 2), interplay can be assumed between
teachers as individuals and the social contexthiclwthey belong (i.e., team or school)
(Goldstein, 1995). To take both the teacher angtheol level into account, multilevel
modeling techniques were used to explore the effeleiadership and context variables on the
organizational commitment of teachers. The appboadf hierarchical models results in
efficient regression coefficients estimates, cdrs¢gndard errors and significance tests,
which generally will be more conservative thantifaglitional ones which use aggregated

measures ignoring the presence of clustering (Galgsl995).
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A number of multilevel models were fitted, using WilN 2.02. The best fitting model
was designed gradually. First, the unconditiondll model, with only an intercept and no
explanatory variables included, was used to eséirhatv much of the variation in teachers’
organizational commitment could be attributed ffedences between schools and to
differences in individual teachers. This null mosetved as a baseline with which to compare
subsequent more complex models. Second, the staribles were added to the null model.
All determining variables were centered aroundrtggand mean as is customary in
multilevel analysis (Hox, 2002). Dummy variablesrgvereated for gender (male 1, female
0), school type (general education 1, technical@angbcational education 0), and
denomination (private schools 1, public schooldriijially, the variables were included in
the model as fixed effects, assuming that theiraichploes not vary from teacher to teacher or
from school to school. Since parsimonious modedspaeferred, non-significant effects were
eliminated. Where a significant effect occurreddam 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 mukilenodels were estimated using Iterative
Generalized Least Squares estimations (IGLS). cbnaplete set of models allowed us to
deduce which variables are significantly relatetetichers’ organizational commitment and
at which level variance occurs. Finally, in ordecompare the magnitude of the different
significant effects, effect sizes were calculated.

Results

Table 1 presents the results of the multilevel ysesd concerning teachers’

organizational commitment. More specifically, thieets of the leadership variables (i.e.,

cooperation of the leadership team, amount andlalision of the two leadership functions,
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participative decision-making) and context variald@ the organizational commitment of
teachers are explored.
<< INSERT TABLE 1 AROUND HERE >>
Null Model

The first step in the analysis was to examine ¢isalts of an unconditional two-level
null model. The intercept of 2.98 in this randortemept null model represents the overall
mean of the teachers’ organizational commitmerdsaschools. It seems that the sample
teachers in general tended to report that theg@manitted to the school.

The analysis involved the estimation of the totiance of the dependent variable,
namely 0.484, which is the sum of the two variacm@ponents (0.044 + 0.440). The null
model shows that the variance at school and tedebelris significantly different from zero
(respectivelyy? = 12.796df = 1,p < .001;y2 = 738.328df = 1,p < .001), which provides
justification for using multilevel models. It appedhat 9% of the variation in organizational
commitment can be situated at school level, whil&3s attributable to differences between
individuals, indicating that differences betweeacteers within schools largely exceeds
differences between schools.

Model 1

Starting from the unconditional null model, expleorg variables were added in the
second step of the analyses. First, the leadevsinigbles were included as fixed effects. The
results reveal that all variables have a significgafluence on teachers’ organizational
commitment, except for the maximum supervision. Sigaificant variables have a positive
impact on organizational commitment. Only the disttion of supervision has a negative
impact on teachers’ organizational commitment. Tiniglies that the more teachers perceive

the supervision as distributed across differensqes, the less commitment they report.
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Compared to the null model, the inclusion of tlgmBicant leadership variables resulted in a
significant model improvemeny¥ 874.384df = 5;p < .001).
Model 2

Model 2 retained significant results from the poesd model and added demographic
and structural school variables as explanatoryabées. Both gender and years of job
experience are significant predictors. More speaily, it appears that male teachers report
higher organizational commitment than their fenteagues. The results also show that
teachers with more job experience are less conuiribtéhe school than teachers with less job
experience. Comparing the deviances of model 2aniedeals that model 2 has a significant
better fit than model Iyf= 79.911df = 2;p < .001).

Final Model

At the final stage, random variance at school ad/idual level was allowed,
yielding a fully random model (model 3). The fixpdrt gives the mean value for each
distribution and consists of two fixed, unchangiegns (i.e., the average slope and intercept
across all schools/teachers). The random parteoinihdel is expanded to include two extra
terms for each variable that was allowed to vangloanly, which summarizes the variability
of slopes and intercepts across schools/teachetsy aovariance which assesses the degree
to which the two distributions are related (Duncimes, & Moon, 1998). Model 3 points out
that by allowing random variance at both levels, deviance of the model decreases
significantly 2= 43.86,df = 4;p < .001).

As to the fixed part of model 3, the intercept di4¥ represents the overall mean in
organizational commitment for teachers with a m&aore on all the independent variables
included in the model. As a consequence of allowamglom variance at school and teacher
level, gender is no longer significant; the othgulanatory variables remain significant. The

effect sizes show that especially the cooperatfidheleadership team and the perceived



The influence of 17

maximum support have an impact on teachers’ orgéinizal commitment. Both the
distribution scores (i.e., formal distribution afpgport and formal distribution of supervision)
have the lowest impact.

The random part of the model reveals complex vadarmat both school and teacher
level. At the school level it appears that variabeeveen schools decreases as teachers’
perception of the distribution of support increasemplying that differences between schools
become smaller as teachers report more distriboafieapport. At the teacher level, the
random part shows that differences between teaghthim schools decrease as teachers’
perceptions of the cooperation of the leaderst@mteand participative decision-making
increases. More specifically, this implies thatefiénces in commitment between teachers
within a school become smaller if teachers repatenctooperation of the leadership team and
participation. For the maximum support and theritistion of supervision the modeling of
the random part did not reveal complex variances.

Discussion

Distributed leadership is a hot item in the educsl management literature.
However, there is a paucity of empirical quantt@tiesearch concerning the effect of
distributed leadership on organizational outcormég main objective of the present study
was investigating the effect of distributed leatigrn teachers’ organizational commitment.
The focus was on the impact of the cooperatiomefeadership team, the amount of
leadership support and supervision, the formatidisgtion of leadership, and participative
decision-making on teachers’ organizational comraittnThe effect of context variables was
studied as well. Multilevel analysis was appliedake the nesting of teachers within schools
into account.

The study findings suggested that the teachetsaiptesent study feel committed to

the school, which confirms the results of Ngunale{2006), and Tsui and Cheng (1999). The
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fixed part of the multilevel analysis showed the study variables significantly explained
the organizational commitmeat teachers. In other words, the individual perizes of
teachers concerning the leadership in schools hadffect on the degree to which teachers
can identify with and involve in schools.

The study revealed that teachers’ perceptions comgethe cooperation of the
leadership team and the maximum amount of suppetha most important predictors for
teachers’ organizational commitment. Previous mebe@xamining the relation between
teachers’ perceptions concerning the cooperatigheofeadership team is scarce. Based on
the findings of this study, it can be stated tleatchers who believe that their school is led by
a cooperative leadership team, which is charaeeétw group cohesion, clear and
unambiguous roles of the leadership team membedsstzared goal orientedness, are more
committed towards their school. Also, the studyesded that the maximum amount of
support teachers receive from the leadership temsyah important influence on their
organizational commitment, which confirms previoesearch (Nguni et al., 2006; Singh &
Billingsley, 1998). No significant impact was, hovee, found for the amount of supervision,
which is in contrast with Somech (2005). This resuplies that the amount to which
teachers feel supported by their leadership teanoire important for their organizational
commitment, compared to the amount to which teactesl supervised by the leadership
team. Teachers’ perceptions concerning the amoumhich the leadership team supervises
and monitors the teachers has no effect on thgarozational commitment.

Concerning the distribution of leadership functioos study revealed that the formal
distribution of supportive leadershimong the leadership team had a positive significan
impact on teachers’ commitment to the school. Teegtwho believe that support is equally
distributed among the leadership team, will hathegher organizational commitment than

teachers who believe that support is centralizezhenperson of the leadership team. In
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contrast, for the distribution of supervision oesults showed that there is a significant
negative effect on organizational commitment. Imeotwords, teachers who are supervised by
multiple school leaders will feel less committedtie school than teachers supervised by only
one person of the leadership team. Probably, tesgnefer clear supervision from one

formal leader, instead of possible conflicting vieand contradictory feedback from multiple
members in the school. Remarkably, the formalithistion of leadership functions among the
leadership team plays a role to a lesser extemfining the commitment of teachers to the
school. Therefore, the main conclusion is thatféeal distribution of the supportive or the
supervisory leadership function should not be amiaiitself. Leadership is more than
counting up the roles of multiple leaders, as 8pél (2006) stated. Moreover, the assumed
complexity, which can be caused by the distributbteadership functions, has not by
definition a negative effect on teachers’ organaral commitment. An effective cooperating
leadership team, and strong support of this teaschiools pertained more to committed
teachers.

Next, our study showed that participation in dexisinaking increases people’s
commitment to the organization. This implies tlegtdhers, who believe they have a voice in
school decision-making, feel more committed togtieool than their colleagues who state
that they do not have opportunities to participatechool decision-making. This finding
corroborated results of previous research of Didsd2008) and Kushman (1992). However,
our study revealed that the effect of participatteeision-making is rather small, compared to
the effect of the cooperative leadership team haditnount of support. This corresponds to
the findings discussed in the theoretical framewadrthis study, in which participative
decision-making has proven to be significant in s@tudies, whereas this was not the case in
other studies. Our study revealed that the cooperbtadership team and the amount of

support are more important than teachers’ oppdstdaiparticipate in school decision-
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making. This implies that teachers’ perception evning their own empowerment to
participate in school decision-making is less iefitial in teachers’ organizational
commitment than their perceptions concerning thexaton of the team who leads the school
and the amount of support they receive from thaslileg team.

Concerning the context variables, our researchatedethat teachers’ job experience
significantly affected organizational commitmentimegative way. This finding is in line
with previous research of Reyes (1992) who canteaa@onclusion that more experienced
teachers felt less committed to the organizatiam fless experienced teachers. The study
revealed that the number of members in the leagetshm has no effect on teachers’
organizational commitment. This implicates that that size of the leadership team is
important. Instead, it is the collaboration andpmration at the level of the leadership team
that influences teachers’ organizational commitmiietsignificant link appeared to exist
between the other context variables and teachegahizational commitment.

The random part of the multilevel analysis showet bnly a modest proportion of
the variance in teachers’ organizational commitneactually attributable to variation
between schools. This suggests that teachers’ iazggeonal commitment depends more on
what individual teachers think, rather than on@ugreffect arising from belonging to a
particular school. This implies that although vaoias in leadership variables may be
conceptualized at the school level, what individeakchers think is more important for their
organizational commitment. This finding confirm®yious research of Park (2005), and Tsui
and Cheng (1999). However, it should be noted3b@bf between-school variance in
teachers’ organizational commitment should notitdevestimated. Organizational
commitment of teachers is not a purely individualter.

Conclusion
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The present study examined the relation betwednhilited leadership variables,
context variables, and teachers’ organizationalmmdment using a multilevel approach. No
previous research has examined the mechanismgthwhich this influence occurs. The
study findings suggested that teachers’ organizaticommitment is mainly related to
teachers’ perceptions concerning the cooperatidheofeadership team and the support
received from the leadership team. Teachers ferhatied to the school if it is led by a
leadership team working in a cooperative way andre/all leaders support teachers
sufficiently. This is more important than an eqdiakribution of leadership functions among
formal leaders in the school. Additionally, thedstuevealed that differences in teachers’
organizational commitment are more situated witthools than differences between
schools.

This study, however, is bound by a number of litiotes and further research is
needed. In this study the focus was mainly on thgillution of two core leadership functions
(i.e., support and supervision). However, one mggigjgest that the distribution of other
leadership functions (e.g., building managementtions, boundary spanning functions) or
certain subject matters (cf. Sherer, 2004; Spill2006) can have a different relation to
teachers’ organizational commitment. In additianthis study only large secondary schools
were elicited. Distributed leadership in smallez@®lary schools or other educational levels,
like primary or higher education, which are chagaetd by different management structures,
could be studied in further research. In this studganizational commitment was treated as a
global construct. It is recommended that futureaesh re-examines the relationships
between the independent variables and teachersh@ational commitment by elaborating
the dependent variable using multidimensional cants, similar to the research of Hartmann
and Bambacas (2000). Next, the independent studghlas accounted only for some

proportion of influence on teachers’ organizatioc@hmitment. It is expected that in
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addition to the independent study variables, otheiables might also be considered as
relevant predictors of organizational commitmerd ahould be examined in future research.
On the one hand, for example, dispositional vaeshike self-efficacy (Ross & Gray, 2006),
or the relation with pupils and colleagues (Shd98) can be important predictors of
teachers’ organizational commitment. On the otlaerdh organizational factors, like
organizational stability (Mayrowetz, Murphy, Lou&,Smylie, 2007), development stage
(Spillane, 2006), or school climate (Reyes, 19%2) influence the organizational
commitment of teachers as well. Final limitatiooesicerned the research instrument. First, it
should be stressed that only teachers’ perceptegeding the leadership factors were
investigated in this study. More objective measufebe leadership variables, based on the
perceptions of both school internal and externgppoadents could be used in future research.
Second, the quantitative nature of the resear¢hument had its limitations. Future research
should use other sources for investigating theystagiables. Qualitative-interpretative
research methods, like interviews or observatioosl|d extend our understanding of how
organizational commitment can be influenced by éesldip variables.

Nevertheless, the current study points to teackergptions on distributed leadership
that contribute to their organizational commitmdriterefore, the present study has important
theoretical implications. Distributed leadershimisambiguous and confusing concept. In the
present study, a three dimensional approach wasajsad. First, distributed leadership is
defined as the distribution of leadership functi@ires, support and supervision) among
formal leadership positions in the leadership teBath the quality of the team members’
leadership (i.e., maximum leadership) and the aegrevhich leadership functions are
distributed among the leadership team members distribution of leadership), are analyzed.
Second, the cooperation of the leadership teansé&scan the leadership team as a whole.

Third, participation in the school’s decision-makincludes leadership interactions among
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all school team members. They clarify how all temaembers are involved in the school’s
decision-making process. Furthermore, the effedisifibuted leadership on organizational
outcomes, like teachers’ organizational commitmisnexamined empirically. Organizational
commitment of teachers is a key variable in the@sthmprovement process. Recently,
several scholars (Harris et al., 2007; Mayrowe@)&) have indicated that studies analyzing
the link between distributed leadership and orgational outcomes and school improvement
are a priority in the development and validatiorihaf concept of distributed leadership.

An important methodological implication is the udea reliable and valid research
instrument examining distributed leadership in¢asgcondary schools. Also, the multilevel
approach is a main strength of this study. Trad#lly aggregated measures are used, which
result in a loss of important information. In thregent study, the relative contribution of
factors at both individual and school level aresidered, using a multilevel framework that
explicitly capitalizes on the hierarchical natufale data.

Furthermore, this study has practical implicatiforsschool leaders and policy-
makers. The data presented here suggested that t@¥chers’ organizational 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 adégjattention in order to improve teachers’
commitment to the school. However, our results agcekthat organizational commitment is
mainly an individual matter. Therefore, perceptiofteachers concerning the leadership
characteristics of the school should be affectedin€rease teachers’ level of organizational
commitment, large secondary schools need to inmgbe perceptions of teachers concerning
the cooperation among the leadership team membesmportant that the leadership team
is not only characterized by group cohesion, ceal unambiguous roles, and goal

orientedness, but also that this is explicatedapehly communicated to the teachers. School
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leaders need to define and articulate their orgaiozal vision, and roles, and act like a
cohesive group in order to optimize individual teaxs’ commitment to the school
organization. Additionally, teachers should fegsorted by all members of the leadership

team. This implies that setting a school vision aradivating followers should remain a core

leadership function of all leadership members.
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Appendix

The Distributed Leadership Inventory (DLI): An Ovaw of the Questionnaire Items and

Psychometric Characteristics of the Subscales (Hulpevos, & Rosseel, 2007)

Scale ltems

(strongly disagree/0; strongly agre¢/4

Cooperation There is a well-functioning leadership team in sciool
of the The leadership team tries to act as well as passibl
leadership The leadership team supports the goals we likétamawith our school
team All members of the leadership team work in the satran on the school’s
core objectives
In our school the right man sits on the right plaaken the competencies into
account
Members of the management team divide their tinopgnly
Members of the leadership team have clear goals
Members of the leadership team know which taskg tiaee to perform
The leadership team is willing to execute a go@aid

It is clear where members of the leadership teamaathorized to

Based on Group cohesion (Litwin & Stringer, 1968)
Role ambiguity (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970)

Goal orientedness (Staessens, 1990)

Validity & Modified model (Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2007):
reliability ¥2 = 138.098¢f = 35;p < .001), CFI =0.978, TLI =0.972, SRMR = 0.026,
RMSEA = 0.056

Cronbach’sy; .93
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Scale

ltems
To what amount is (1) the principal; (2) the assisprincipals; (3) the
teacher leaders involved in the following statera@nt

(never/0; always/

Leadership

support

... premises a long term vision
... debates the school vision

. compliments teachers

.. helps teachers

.. explains his/her reason for criticism to teachers

.. Is available after school to help teachers wissistéance is needed
.. looks out for the personal welfare of teachers

.. encourages me to pursue my own goals for prafeaklearning

.. encourages me to try new practices consisteht nvit own interests

.. provides organizational support for teacher ext&on

Leadership

supervision

.. evaluates the performance of the staff
.. Is involved in summative evaluation of teachers

.. is involved in formative evaluation of teachers

Based on

Strength of vision (De Maeyer, Rymen¥ags, Petegem, van den Bergh, &
Rijlaarsdam, 2007)
Supportive behavior (Hoy & Tarter, 1997)
Providing instructional support (Leithwood & Jantz999)

Providing intellectual stimulation (Leithwood & Jan 1999)

Validity &

reliability

Modified model (Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2007):

=  Principal:y? = 353.840df = 64;p < .001), CFl = 0.960, TLI = 0.952,
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SRMR =0.042, RMSEA = 0.069
= assistant principalg? = 361.794df = 64;p < .001), CFl = 0.957, TLI
=0.948, SRMR =0.047, RMSEA = 0.070
= teacher leaderg? = 390.001df = 64;p <.001), CFI =0.943, TLI =
0.931, SRMR = 0.044, RMSEA =0.073
Cronbach’su support: .91 (teacher leaders); .93 (principasistant
principals)
Cronbach’su supervision: .79 (teacher leaders); .83 (pringjp8b (assistant

principals)

Scale

Iltems

(strongly disagree/0; strongly agre¢/4

Participative

Leadership is delegated for activities critical &@hieving school goals

decision- Leadership is broadly distributed among the staff
making We have an adequate involvement in decision-making
There is an effective committee structure for deaisnaking
Effective communication among staff is facilitated
There is an appropriate level of autonomy in deaisnaking
Based on Developing structures to foster partimpan school decisions (Leithwood
& Jantzi, 1999)
Validity & Modified model (Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2007):
reliability w2 = 57.403 {f = 9;p < .001), CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.950, SRMR = 0.032,

RMSEA = 0.075

Cronbach’sx;.81
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Scale

Items

(strongly disagree/0; strongly agre¢/4

Organizational My school inspires me to do the best | can

commitment

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

| really care about the fate of this school

| find that my values and the organization’s valaesvery similar

| regularly talk to friends about the school adace where it is great to work

I’'m really happy that | choose this school to wéok

Based on

Organizational Commitment Questionndi@\day, Steers, & Porter,

1979)

Validity &

reliability

Modified model (Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2007):
x2 =152.077df = 43;p <.001), CFl =0. 978, TLI = 0. 972, SRMR = 0.
0306, RMSEA = 0. 054

Cronbach’sy; .91




The influence of

Author Note
H. Hulpigf, Prof. Dr. G. Devo8and Prof. Dr. H. Van Keér
2Department of Educational Studies, Ghent Univer8sigium
®Department of Educational Studies, Ghent Universityl Vrije Universiteit Brussel,

Belgium

Correspondence concerning this article should bleesded to:
Hester Hulpia
Ghent University — Department of Educational Stadie
Henri Dunantlaan 2 — 9000 Gent — Belgium
Phone: +32 9 264 86 70 / Fax: +32 9 264 86 88

E-mail: Hester.Hulpia@UGent.be

39



Table 1

Tables

The influence of

Model Estimates of the Two-level Analysis of Teecl@rganizational Commitment

Parameter Null model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 — Effect
Final model size
Fixed Intercept 2.983 (0.036) 3.010 (0.028) 3.025 (0.032) 3.047 (0.030)

Cooperative leadership team
Maximum support

Maximum supervision
Distribution of support
Distribution of supervision
Participative decision-making
Gender

Years of job experience
School size

Number leadership team

0.309 (0.032) 0.315 (0.032) 0.299 (0.032) 0.28
0.300 (0.025) 0.294 (0.025) 0.311 (0.025) 0.30
Ns Ns Ns -
0.106 (0.022) 0.094 (0.022) 0.068 (0.029) 0.07
-0.047 (0.014) -0.047 (0.014) -0.041 (0.013) 0.07
0.201 (0.029) 0.190 (0.029) 0.177 (0.028) 0.17
0.062 (0.028) Ns -
-0.008 (0.001) -0.007 (0.001) 0.11
Ns Ns -

Ns Ns -
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School type

Denomination

Ns

Ns

Ns -

Random Level 2 — school
0210 0.044 (0.012) 0.009 (0.004) 0.012 (0.004) 0.013 (0.004)
O LouDistSupport -0.008 (0.004)
02 | DistSupport 0.014 (0.006)
Level 1 — teachers
02,0 0.440 (0.016) 0.253 (0.009) 0.245 (0.009) 0.242 (0.016)
_— -0.027 (0.009)

-0.031 (0.009)

OZ0eCohLT

Model fit Deviance 3135.380 2260.996 2181.085 2137.225
ya 874.384 79.911 43.86
df 5 2 4
p < .001 .001 .001

Note.Per cell: regression coefficient (standard erfdyds)= not significant.
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