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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which leadership styles predict school
climate, in order to identify whether a relationship exists between principals’ perceived practices
of instructional and distributed leadership and their perceptions of school climate (mutual respect
and school delinquency), controlling for a net of principal and school characteristics. This research
was conducted on a principal data-set from the 2013 Teaching and Learning International Survey
(TALIS), which was administered by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). Several linear regression models with and without the country controlled dummy variables
were conducted, respectively. Results indicated that principals’ perceived distributed and instructional
leadership practices are significant predictors of staff mutual respect in the school. Nevertheless, such
leadership styles did not appear as important factors for school delinquency and violence. School size
and socio-economic status turned out to be the two most important factors predicting school safety.
These results add nuance to the findings of previous studies that principals’ emphasis on instructional
practice and sharing leadership can play a significant role in promoting the trust, collegiality and
respect among staff. However, more than such leadership styles may be needed for creating a safe
and orderly school environment.

Introduction
Principals are vital in schools because they ‘play managerial, political, instructional, institutional,
human resource and symbolic leadership roles’ (Hallinger, 2003; p. 334), which indirectly impact
learning through their direct effect on teachers, structures and processes in the school over time
(Harris, 2009b; Heck & Hallinger, 1998; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2012; OECD, 2001; Robinson,
Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). Due to the variation within the school contexts, available resources and principal characteristics, principals adopt different leadership styles in the school that have differentiated
emphasis, purposes, and strategies to shape the school and influence students and staff (Nir & Hameiri,
2014; Printy, 2010). Empirical studies have testified to the significant role of the school principal’s
leadership styles in explaining the success of school processes and outcomes (Leithwood & Jantzi,
1990, 2000; Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012; Sleegers, Nguni, & Denessen, 2006; Wong Humborstad &
Perry, 2011).
Among the available studies, much of the evidence-based research directs attention to the
influence of transformative and transactional leadership styles (Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio,
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2002; Sleegers et al., 2006), providing consistent evidence in supporting the positive effects
of transformational leadership on teachers’ satisfaction (Sleegers et al., 2006; Wahab, Fuad,
Ismail, & Majid, 2014), self-efficacy, and organizational commitment (Berson & Avolio,
2004; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990), as well as school organizational capacity (Leithwood & Jantzi,
1990), health (Korkmaz, 2007), climate and effectiveness (Berson & Avolio, 2004; Marks & Printy,
2003).
As to instructional leadership, researchers found relationship of it to several constructs, including
organizational health (Recepoglu & Ozdemir, 2013), school culture (Sahin, 2011), teachers’ self and
collective efficacy (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci, & Kilinc, 2012), collaboration (Gumus, Bulut, & Bellibas,
2013), job satisfaction (Duyar, Gumus, & Bellibas, 2013) and attitude towards change (Kursunoglu and
Tanriogen, 2009). The literature also provided evidence regarding the association of principals’ instructional leadership and school climate. However, most of these studies focused on only some aspects
of climate that are related to cooperation, teamwork and communication (Kozlowski & Doherty,
1989), and instruction, such as protecting instructional time, providing incentives for teaching and
learning and making professional development available for teachers (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis,
1996; O’Donnell & White, 2005), or examined the climate as a single construct (Mendel, Watson, &
MacGregor, 2002).
In addition, distributed leadership has gained popularity since last decade due to its capacity to
include broad stakeholders with expertise and skills into school management and operation (Bolden,
2011; Elmore, 2000; Harris, Leithwood, Day, Sammons, & Hopkins, 2007; Lashway, 2006; Leithwood
et al., 2007; Spillane, 2005; Woods, Bennett, Harvey, & Wise, 2004), and research supports the participation from broad shareholders positively impact the staff satisfaction and commitment around
the school goal (Angelle, 2010; Gumus, 2015; Hartley, 2010; Hulpia, Devos, Rosseel, & Vlerick, 2012;
Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2009; Mascall, Leithwood, Straus, & Sacks, 2008), and cohesion among
faculty (Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Price, 2012; Printy, 2008).
However, the literature is inadequate in twofold. First, not much of research examined the school
climate in both establishing security and developing respect among staff, which are prerequisite for
a safe environment in creating and sustaining professional collegiality, cooperation and teamwork.
Second, the effects of both instructional leadership and distributed leadership styles, and their interactive influence on school climate still remains unclear. The limitation of the literature offers the opportunity for current empirical research investigating the effect of two important school leadership styles
on comprehensive school climate. This research aims to fill the gap in the literature by examining the
effects of principals’ perceived instructional and distributed leadership practices on their perceptions
of mutual respect among staff and school safety.
The 2013 Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), administered by the Organization
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), is an international study emphasizing
school working conditions, school management and school climate, along with other rich schoolbased information (OECD, 2014). Using TALIS 2013 data, the current study attempts to shed new
light on the potential influence of two most fervent leadership styles on school climate. Specifically,
this study proposes that school leaders’ utilization of instructional and distributional leadership
that enables those leaders to focus on school instructional effectiveness and people empowerment
(Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Halverson, Diamond, & Spillane, 2004; Hartley,
2007; Spillane & Diamond, 2007) should have direct impact on school climate, mainly in staff
mutual respect and school delinquency. This study is significant because most previous leadership research exclusively testified to the significant and direct role of school leadership on school
processes (Heck & Hallinger, 1998; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990). However, this research focuses on
investigating how two leadership styles, instructional leadership that mobilizes school capacity
for instructional improvement, and distributed leadership that involves broad stakeholders in
school decision-making and school functions, are directly related to two essential components
of school climate: staff mutual respect and school safety that are found to be key mechanisms

228

M. S. Bellibas and Y. Liu

for establishing an effective teaching and learning environment in the school (Bryk, Sebring,
Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010).

Theoretical foundations
In this section of the paper, we first provide theoretical foundations of the dependent variable (school
climate) and independent variables (instructional leadership and distributed leadership), then move
on to the discussion of the relationship between them.
School climate
Educational researchers have developed a growing interest in school climate, arguing that school
climate reform is an evidence-based school improvement strategy that promotes safer and more supportive schools to benefit the people inside (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009; Thapa,
Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013). Recently, school climate research has emphasized
on the importance of ‘the atmosphere, culture, resources, and social networks of a school’ (Loukas
& Murphy, 2007) that primarily possesses five essential dimensions: safety, relationships, teaching
and learning, institutional environment, and the school improvement process (Thapa et al., 2013).
These combined dimensions shape the school climate as it is perceived by people both inside and
outside of the school, and ultimately influence the outcomes and the experiences of the individuals
within the school system (Cohen et al., 2009; Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012; Freiberg, 1999; Loukas &
Murphy, 2007; Thapa et al., 2013). Previous research has demonstrated that perceived school climate
is a key predictor of individual attitude (De Nobile, McCormick, & Hoekman, 2013; Desai, Karahalios,
Persuad, & Reker, 2014; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Liu & Bellibas, in press; Rayner et al., 2005; Taylor
& Tashakkori, 1995), and that school climate is also a prevailing determinant of student outcomes
(Bryk et al., 2010). However, because the previous scholarship frequently treated school climate as an
independent variable for its impact on school processes and outcomes, there is insufficient evidence
regarding how school leaders’ adoption of different leadership styles will shape the school climate,
primarily surrounding relationships and safety.
Leadership styles
Leadership style can be understood as the perceived behaviour pattern that a leader exhibits when
attempting to set direction and influence their subordinates (Glanz, 2002; Hersey & Blanchard, 1981).
Two of the most fervent leadership styles that have been emphasized in recent research are instructional
leadership and distributed leadership.
Instructional leadership
Research has shown that instructional leadership in particular plays a pivotal role in effective schools
(Hallinger, 2005; Marks & Printy, 2003). It has been widely supported since the 1980s that principals in
instructionally effective schools fulfil strong instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2005), which focuses
on direct classroom supervision, working with teachers on the school’s instructional programme,
solving instructional problems collaboratively, helping teachers secure resources and providing staff
development activities (Coldren & Spillane, 2007).
Hallinger (2005, p. 223) describes instructional leaders as ‘strong, directive leaders who are successful
at turning their schools around’. The effective instructional leader is able to align their strategies and activities with the school’s academic mission. Thus, instructional leaders focus not only on leading, but also
on creating a positive climate for learning, as well as managing instructional practices (Hallinger, 2005).
Several notable models of instructional leadership have been developed. Among them, the most
influential model was proposed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985), who outlined three dimensions of the
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instructional leadership roles: defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional programme,
and promoting a positive school learning climate. From Hallinger and Murphy’s perspective, building
a positive learning climate is a critical component for successful instructional leadership, and the
behaviours of school principals are linked to the climate of their schools. School climate is impacted
by the instructional leader’s ability to motivate individuals and mobilize people to work towards the
common good. The principal has the responsibility of developing a school climate that is conducive
to providing the very best instructional practices (Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
Distributed leadership
In a shifting school context fraught with the pressure of accountability, the tasks and challenges of
leadership become increasingly complex and beyond the knowledge, skill and capacity of any single
individual leader (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2012). The wave of changes
resulting from standardizing, financial, curricular and technological reforms, as well as a growing
demand for accountability, calls for personnel cooperation and leadership shared at multiple levels to
maximize school success (Harris, 2009a). Distributed leadership is understood as decision-making
and influential practices performed by personnel at multiple levels instead of one predominant leader
at the top (Elmore, 2000; Harris, 2009a; Hartley, 2007; Lashway, 2006). This concept currently attracts
a range of meanings and is associated with a series of practices, with varying implications for organizational processes, leadership effectiveness, individual attitudes and school improvement (Angelle,
2010; Chang, 2011; Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Hulpia et al., 2012; Leithwood, Mascall, & Strauss, 2009).
In the work of Bolden (2011), a number of studies indicate a positive relationship between distributive
leadership and organizational change, teacher leadership, professional learning communities, teachers’
self-efficacy and school morale.
Gronn (2002) suggests that distributed leadership may be viewed from two broad perspectives: the
numerical perspective argues that distributed leadership is understood as the ‘aggregated leadership
behavior of some, many or all of the members of an organization or an organizational sub-unit’ (p. 655);
the holistic perspective sees distributed leadership as ‘an all-inclusive phenomenon that encompasses
the practice of delegation, sharing, collaboration, dispersion and democratizing leadership in schools’
(p. 656). Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond (2004) identify ‘leader plus’ and ‘activity theory’ as the
conceptual foundations of their particular account of distributive leadership; they claim leadership
distribution is the synergistic interaction of the leader, the subordinates, and the situation, involving
people with expertise and skills in school leadership roles whenever it is necessary. These perspectives highlight that leadership distribution is a process involving the interaction of individuals across
boundaries, where people with expertise and skills work together to fulfil leadership roles in the school,
which promotes the school’s academic capacity (Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Marks & Printy, 2003) and
staff ’s job optimism and organizational commitment (Chang, 2011; Hulpia et al., 2009, 2012; Mascall
et al., 2008). With the evidence for the positive impact of distributed leadership on school process,
there still lacks evidence on how the involvement of broad stakeholders in decision-making might
help create a collaborative and safe school climate.
Principal leadership and school climate
The literature concurrently suggested the lack of evidence concerning principals’ direct influence on pupils’ learning, yet it is found that they indirectly impact learning through their direct
effect on teachers, structures and processes (Harris, 2009b; Heck & Hallinger, 1998; Leithwood
& Seashore-Louis, 2012; OECD, 2001; Robinson et al., 2008). Consistent research testified to
the significant and direct role of school leadership on school processes (Heck & Hallinger, 1998;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990). The school processes include multifaceted components related to the
teachers’ teaching practices (Cohen et al., 2009; Robinson et al., 2008), curriculum quality (Porter,
1991), school daily life (Cohen et al., 2009; Opdenakker & Damme, 2001) and school culture
(Heck & Hallinger, 1998), through which principals influence learning indirectly. Opdenakker
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and Damme (2001) identified several components of school process in relation to schools daily
life, including ‘teaching staff cooperation, discipline and subject matter acquisition, attention to
student differences and development’ and ‘orderly learning environment’. Most of these process
indicators, such as orderly environment, culture, staff cooperation and discipline, also refer to
‘school climate’ (Loukas & Murphy, 2007; Thapa et al., 2013).
Researchers often considered school leadership an important determinant of the climate factor in
the school (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). Studies showed that the type of leadership that principals
adopt is important for the variance in the school climate. Among these studies, Mendel et al. (2002)
for instance found that collaborative leadership style has much more positive effects on climate than
directive leadership does, suggesting that distributed leadership is more effective than traditional
instructional leadership in establishing a positive school climate. Many researchers related principals’ leadership to ‘school climate, e.g. effective communication, teacher advocacy, participatory decision-making, and equitable evaluation procedures’ (Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005). However,
not much research has focused on the association between leadership styles and school climate in
school safety and respect among staff. Working on more than a hundred schools in Chicago, Bryk
et al. (2010) suggested that school safety should be the main component of climate for principals to
focus on, particularly in schools filled with low socio-economic status students. Students’ sense of safety
regarding both inside and outside the school is fundamental for their learning. It is also emphasized
that principals should improve professional collaboration among teachers, which can be achieved
through respect among staff (Bryk et al., 2010).
Conceptual framework
The conceptual framework of this study (See Figure 1) is based on the organizational theory that considers the input as the key to predict the quality of the process that eventually influences the outcome
of the organization (Porter, 1991). We propose a model for our study, in which we focus primarily
on two fervent leadership styles that have been supported by the research to have positive impact on
school climate and student achievement (Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Marks & Printy, 2003). While our
interest is to address the lack of solid comparative research in an international context to investigate
how the principal’s perceived instructional leadership and distributed leadership would impact two
Country
Effect

School
Environment
Instructional
Leadership

Mutual
Respect

School
School
Violence

Distributed
Leadership
Principal
Characteristics

Figure 1. Principal Leadership Styles as the Predictors of School Climate Indices
Note: The arrows do not show causal relationship between variables; rather, they indicate the direction of associations.
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of the most important components of school climate as school violence, and staff mutual respect with
a large-scale data-set. The model takes into consideration of the complexity in the school setting, in
which school context, such as the location, student composition, size and principal backgrounds
including gender, age, education, experience and employment status could play vital role influencing
how they perceive the leadership practice, and how the leadership practice could predict the school
climate mainly in mutual respect and violence. Adopting rigorous quantitative method, we intend to
detect the correlation between principal perceived leadership styles and school climate, controlling
for various school and principal backgrounds. In addition, we realize the potential impact the country-level variance could have on school mutual respect and violence, we therefore include country
dummy variable in our model to compare the country effect as well.

Data and methods
This section of the paper begins with detailed information regarding a secondary data-set employed in
the study. It, then, discusses the dependent and independent variables. Finally, it lays out the strategy
for the analysis of the data.
Data source
The data for this research comes from Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) conducted
by Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in 2013. The TALIS reveals
significant amount of information regarding the characteristics of schools and education systems in
34 countries. Through conducting the TALIS, OECD aims to provide policy-makers, researchers and
practitioners with the extensive data describing the learning environment and working conditions
of teachers and school principals. The TALIS data also includes rich information regarding various
key issues facing teachers and principals, such as appraisal, feedback, job satisfaction, self-efficacy,
professional development, leadership, autonomy, and more.
The TALIS mainly collected data from lower secondary schools. The data typically involves 200
schools from each country and 20 teachers from each school. The TALIS used two questionnaires to
collect data: the first was a principal questionnaire, and the second was a teacher questionnaire. Due
to the purpose of this research, only the TALIS’ principal data-set was analysed.
OECD adopted two-stage stratified sampling method that first randomly selected 200 schools in the
participating countries from the complete list of the ISCED level of interest, then randomly selected 20
teachers in the selected schools. The international core population consisted schools providing ISCED
Level 2 education as defined by the International Standard Classification of Education 1997. The TALIS
2013 sampling coverage extended to all teachers and the principals of an ISCED level in the ordinary
schools with a 5% threshold as an upper limit for the exclusion of schools of special education from
the survey. To ensure the quality of the survey data, the minimum school participation rate in TALIS
and teacher participate rate within a schools was set as 75% after replacement. Although replacement school could be included in the data, the National Project Managers were encouraged to obtain
the originally selected schools in the participation, which would reduce the ‘purposive’ effect in the
sampling and secure the reliability, validity and interpretability of a country’s results (OECD, 2014).
The total schools sampled in this study were more than 6000. As a sample-based study, the TALIS
2013 had to be theoretically sound, and to seek reliability of the survey instrument. The process
involved identifying and documenting the conceptual knowledge and theoretical underpinnings of key
themes, research questions and desired indicators. From OECD’s technical report (2014), the primary
aims of the instrument development process were to create instruments that aligned well with the
conceptual framework, were of high psychometric and technical quality, and able to generate data,
measures and scales that could address TALIS’s key themes and interests. In addition, the second round
of TALIS team also evaluated and revised work done based on the first round of the TALIS in 2008.
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Variables
Dependent variables
In this study, school climate mainly refers to school delinquency and violence, and staff mutual respect
perceived by the school principal. In the TALIS questionnaire, there are four items designed to probe
the principal’s perspective about the school violence. There items are ‘vandalism and theft; intimidation
or verbal abuse among students (or other forms of non-physical bullying); physical injury caused by
violence among students; and intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff ’. All items in the school
delinquency and violence scale were answered on a five-point scale. Response categories were 1 for
‘never’, 2 for ‘rarely’, 3 for ‘monthly’, 4 for ‘weekly’ and 5 for ‘daily’.
The second school climate scale is staff mutual respect, and it consists of four items, including
‘school staffs have an open discussion about difficulties; there is mutual respect for colleagues’ ideas;
there is a culture of sharing success; and the relationships between teachers and students are good’.
Items in the mutual respect scale were answered by the principal on a four-point scale. The response
categories were 1 for ‘strongly disagree’, 2 for ‘disagree’, 3 for ‘agree’ and 4 for ‘strongly agree’.
Independent variables
The main independent variable in this research is school principals’ perceived leadership practices.
TALIS 2013 assessed principals’ leadership on two contemporary leadership concepts: instructional
leadership and distributed leadership. A scale was created for each concept. The instructional leadership scale involves three items, and these are: ‘I took actions to support co-operation among teachers to develop new teaching practices’, ‘I took actions to ensure that teachers take responsibility for
improving their teaching skills’ and ‘I took actions to ensure that teachers feel responsible for their
students’ learning outcomes’. Principals were asked to indicate how often they perform each activity
on a four-point scale, with the response categories 1 for ‘never or rarely’, 2 for ‘sometimes’, 3 for ‘often’
and 4 for ‘very often’.
The distributed leadership scale is also composed of three items, including ‘this school provides staff
with opportunities to actively participate in school decisions’, ‘this school provides parents or guardians
with opportunities to actively participate in school decisions’ and ‘this school provides students with
opportunities to actively participate in school decisions’. Principals were asked to indicate how strongly
they agree or disagree with each statement on a four-point scale, where the response categories were
1 for ‘strongly disagree’, 2 for ‘disagree’, 3 for ‘agree’ and 4 for ‘strongly agree’.
Construct method for the variables and reliability test
The construct of the dependent variables of school violence and staff mutual respect adopted latent
trait method that generates continuous variable using categorical manifests. The observed variables
used to construct latent variables in this study are all ordinary responses as indicated above. TALIS
adopted complex two-stage cluster method for sampling (OECD, 2014), therefore, in order to properly
handle complex survey data with categorical responses. Latent trait method was used to construct
the latent variables of the interest for this study with weight adjusted properly. Weight was calculated
by OECD to adjust the unequal probability of selection during the sampling stage and response rate
for each country.
Cronbach’s alpha test is a function of the average inter-correlation among the items used for a latent
construct. The alpha larger than or close to .7 is a good sign of internal consistency of the construct
(Creswell, 2014). In terms of internal consistency of the manifest in each latent variable, OECD (2014)
indicated that the alpha reliability coefficient in both of the school climate scales for most of the 34
participating countries was above .70, with few exceptions. Only Norway had a lower scale reliability
value for the school delinquency and violence scale (α = .547), and only the Czech Republic (α = .679),
Estonia (α = .673), the Slovak Republic (α = .671), Norway (α = .596) and Israel (α = .554) had slightly
lower reliability values for the index of mutual respect. Overall, the reliability from the international
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pooled samples was above .70 in all populations for school delinquency (α = .781) and school mutual
respect (α = .786) (OECD, 2014).
The alpha reliability coefficient was above .70 for most of the participating countries; with several
countries showed a reliability value below in the items of the distributed leadership scale. Overall, the
international reliability was above .70 for the ISCED Levels 2. This standard was also applied to instructional leadership that the international reliability was above .70 for a pooled international sample.
Controlled variables
Along with the main independent variables (distributed and instructional leadership), several other
principal and school characteristics are included in the analyses, in order to control for school context.
Principal-related independent variables are used including gender, age, educational level, experience as
a principal and employment status (full time without teaching obligation, full time with teaching obligation, part time without teaching obligation and part time with teaching obligation). School-related
variables include school type (public or private), school location (rural, village, small town, town, city
or large city), funding recourse (50% or more of the school’s funding comes from the government),
size (the number of students enrolled) and socio-economic status (See Table 1).
Multicollinearity test
The researchers also checked the correlation among the involved variables, and there is no multicollinearity issue because there is no correlation between any of the two variables is larger than .8 (Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2003), and none of the VIP is larger than 10 (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003) which is the rule
of the thumb to test multicollinearity for the variables in a cluster.
Data analysis
The analysis started with the descriptive statistics of all the variables listed above. Then the researcher
specified a set of linear models with the standard ordinary least square (OLS) assumptions. The regression models pooled all of the school observations across countries to reveal the pattern between the
two leadership styles and school climate. The outcome variable, school climate, is classified as school
mutual respect and school violence, therefore there were two sets of equations with the same independent and controlled variables but different dependent variables at a time. The primary interest of
this study is the relationship between two leadership styles, distributed leadership (PDISLEADS) and
instructional leadership (PINSLEADS), and two school climate indices, mutual respect (PSCMUTRS)
and school delinquency (PSCDELIQS).
The regression analysis started with fitting unconditional models, and then added controlled variables and independent variables step by step in order to detect how much variance is explained by each
leadership style and interactive effect of two leadership styles. For each equation, we also added country
dummy variable to investigate the effect of individual country. This study used linear regression rather
than multi-level regression for two reasons, one is that the TALIS study did not provide any variables
at country level so the country level effect might only be measured by using fixed effect. Secondly, the
interest of the study is to investigate the principal perceived leadership styles and the school climate,
which are all at the school level. By adding the country dummy variables, we could detect clearly of
whether and how much the country effect exert on school climate. This approach has been repeatedly
used by researchers who focus on the international comparative study of education (Ammermueller
& Pischke, 2009; Chudgar, Luschei, & Zhou, 2013; Hanushek & Woessmann, 2010; Zhou, 2014).
Two models were fitted for each dependent variable of interest for each equation, respectively. The
first model was fitted without the country fixed dummy variable, and the second model was fitted
with country effect. The rationale for using a country dummy variable is that institutional climate and
school leadership styles are most likely endogenous to each individual country. That is, school climate
is correlated with particular cultural, social and political contexts that are unique for each country,

Size
Low SES

Government Funded

Publicly or privately managed

Controls: School Factors
Location

Experience as a principal
Employment status

Dependent Variables
School Delinquency and Violence
Staff Mutual Respect
Independent Variables
Principal Instructional Leadership
Principal Distributed Leadership
Controls: Principal Characteristics
Gender
Age
Education

TC2G09
1 [Hamlet or rural area] (1,000 people or fewer)
2 [Village] (1,001 to 3,000 people)
3 [Small town] (3,001 to 15,000 people)
4 [Town] (15,001 to 100,000 people)
5 [City] (100,001 to 1,000,000 people)
6 [Large city] (more than 1,000,000 people)
TC2G010
1 = Publicly managed, 2 = Privately managed
TC2G011A 50% or more of the school’s funding comes from
the <government>
1 = Yes, 2 = No
TC2G014 the number of students
TC2G015C percentage of students from socioeconomically
disadvantaged homes
1 = None, 2 = 1 to 10%, 3 = 11 to 30%, 4 = 31 to 60%,
5 = More than 60%

TC2G01 Female = 1, Male = 2
TC2G02 How old are you?
TC2G03
1 Below ISCED Level 5
2 ISCED Level 5B(Associate)
3 ISCED Level 5A(Bachelor)
4 ISCED Level 6(Masters)
TC2G04B Year(s) working as a principal in total.
TC2G05
1 Full-time without teaching obligation
2 Full-time with teaching obligation
3 Part-time without teaching obligation
4 Part-time with teaching obligation

Table 1. Coding and descriptive data for all variables.

658.305
2.839

1.131

1.142

3.762

8.671
1.495

6.639
.015

.005

.005

.019

.098
.009

.007
.110
.004

.027
.028

11.159
12.460
1.481
50.577
2.991

.029
.028

SE

6.859
13.393

Mean

493.801
1.085

.337

.350

1.431

7.186
.689

.500
8.221
.301

1.964
2.107

2.237
2.026

SD

0
1

1

1

1

0
1

1
23
1

5.066
3.251

2.670
3.165

Min

4335
5

2

2

6

45
4

2
73
4

15.099
17.222

17.767
17.364

Max
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which would partially account for the variations within school climate, but these distinctions at the
country level are not explicitly available to researchers. Therefore, the use of country fixed effects or a
dummy variable can account for the variations in dependent variables that are related to the countries’
unobserved factors. By comparing the estimates from models both with and without fixed effects,
researchers can measure the extent to which the national context affects a school’s climate in terms of
mutual respect and delinquency.
The analysis started with fitting unconditional models with and without country-level dummy
variables, which would provide baseline statistics for the evaluation of the usefulness by adding the
indicators and controlled variables in the models.

PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝜀ij
PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + Cj + 𝜀ij

(1)

Then we added only controlled variables in the equations for Equation 3

PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + 𝜀ij
PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + Cj + 𝜀ij

(3)

The next step was to add independent variable by the order, the first predictor added is distributed
leadership style in Equation 5.

PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛼PDISLEADSij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + 𝜀ij
PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛼PDISLEADSij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + Cj + 𝜀ij

(5)

Then we added instructional leadership in Equation 7 for its effect on staff mutual respect

PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛼PINSLEADSij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + 𝜀ij
PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛼PINSLEADSij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + Cj + 𝜀ij

(7)

This strategy was repeated for Equation 9 that is full specifications by adding two independent variables in one model.

PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛼1 PDISLEADSij + 𝛼2 PINSLEADSij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + 𝜀ij
PSCMUTRSij = 𝛽ij + 𝛼1 PDISLEADSij + 𝛼2 PINSLEADSij + 𝛾(School)ij + 𝛿(Principal)ij + Cj + 𝜀ij
(9)
For the dependent variable of school delinquency and violence, the same modelling strategy was
applied as above models for mutual respect. So there are a set of Equations 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 as identified
for school delinquency and violence.
Equations 1 and 2 are the unconditional models that provide baseline statistics for the evaluation
of the conditional models. Equations 3–10 quantified the coefficient with the assumption that there
is a linear correlation between school climate and leadership styles with an emphasis to detect how
much variance is explained by each leadership style for school climate. As mentioned above, OECD
adopted two-stage stratified sampling method for the TALIS 2013 study, therefore, the sample weight
is essential to be included, in order to compensate for the unequal probability of being selected for each
school and teacher, as well as different response rates. For this reason, OECD calculated final sample
weights that are the product of the design and the adjustment factors: the former is the inverse of the
selection probability, while the latter compensates for non-response and other random occurrences
that induce estimate biases. All the regress in this study used proper sample weights for unbiased
estimates for the whole population.
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Findings
In this section of the paper, the results of analyses are provided. The section, first, presents findings of
the analyses focusing on the effects of leadership styles on mutual respect. It, then, presents findings
for leadership styles predicting school delinquency and violence.
Mutual respect
Table 2 shows results for Equations 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9, all of which aim to reveal how two leadership styles
predict mutual respect—the first component of school climate—with several school and principal
characteristics controlled.
Specifically, the data analysis started with an unconditional model with and without country effect
dummy variable. This provided a baseline to interpret the change in variance. Equation 1 in the Table 2
shows the result of the unconditional model for mutual respect, country effect dummy variable alone
accounts for about 6% of the total variation in mutual respect index. Equation 3 included the controlled variables that explained extra 2% of the variance for staff mutual respect. Equation 5 included
distributed leadership in the model with and without country effect controlled, respectively. Without
the country effect controlled, the result indicated a significant and positive relationship between distributed leadership and staff mutual respect, controlling for all school and principal characteristics
(β = .215, p < .001). Predictor distributed leadership explained another appropriate 5% of total variation in mutual respect. When the country effect was controlled together with all school and principal
characteristics, the results again indicated a significant and positive relationship between distributed
leadership and mutual respect (β = .235, p < .001). None of the school or principal characteristics
significantly predicted mutual respect, except for gender. There was a significant difference between
female and male principals, favouring female principals (β = −.329, p < .05). All variables, including the country level effect, explained about 13% of the total variation in the mutual respect index
(R2 = .125), while distributed leadership as a predictor accounted for 5% of the variation in mutual
respect. Comparing to the model without country effect, the country effect dummy explained about
6% of total variation in mutual respect index.
Equation 7 involves two models to examine the relationship between instructional leadership and
mutual respect, with and without country effect controlled. Without the country effect controlled,
the result indicated a positive relationship between instructional leadership and staff mutual respect,
controlling for all school and principal characteristics (β = .242, p < .001). Instructional leadership
explained about 4% of total variation in mutual respect. When the country effect was also controlled,
the results again indicated a positive relationship between instructional leadership and mutual respect
(β = .224, p < .001). None of the school or principal characteristics, except for gender (β = −.290,
p < .05), significantly predicted the mutual respect index, implying that female principals possessed
more positive attitude regarding the stance of mutual respect in their schools. All variables, including the country level effect, explained about 12% of the total variation in the mutual respect index
(R2 = .117). This means that the country effect variable itself accounts for about 6% of total variation,
which has been consistent across the equations.
Equation 9 included a set of two models for the relationship between distributed leadership, instructional leadership and mutual respect, with and without country effect controlled. Without the country
effect controlled, there was a positive relationship between distributed leadership and school climate
(β = .179, p < .001), and between instructional leadership and mutual respect (β = .202, p < .001),
controlling for all school and principal characteristics. When the country effect was controlled together
with all school and principal characteristics, the results again indicated a positive relationship between
distributed leadership and mutual respect (β = .204, p < .001), as well as between instructional leadership and mutual respect (β = .187, p < .001). In both models, none of the school or principal
characteristics significantly predicted mutual respect. All variables—including both leadership types,
principal and school characteristics, and country level effect—explained 15% of the total variation
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Table 2. Variables Predicting School Staff Mutual Respect.
Equation 1

13.418***
(.067)
Independent variables
PDISLEADS
Intercept

With
Dummy
14.442***
(.230)

Equation 3

12.972***
(.870)

With
Dummy
14.262***
(1.066)

PINSLEADS
Controlled variables-principal characteristics
Gender
−.352*
(.142)
Age
.007
(.010)
Education
.109
(.233)
Experi.012
ence
(.009)
Employ.056
ment
status
(.086)
Controlled variables-school factors
Location
.047
(.056)
Public or
.034
private
(.169)
Public
−.121
funding
(.154)
Size
−.000
(.000)
SES
.033
(.055)
N
6060
6060
5448
.000
.054
.012
R2
Adj. R2
.000
.049
.010
F
.000
18.302***
1.148***

Equation 5

9.944***
(1.008)

With
Dummy
11.533***
(1.164)

.215***

.235***

(.032)

(.034)

Equation 7

10.397***
(.963)

With
Dummy
11.396***
(1.219)

Equation 9

8.318***
(1.060)

With
Dummy
9.511***
(1.278)

.179***

.204***

.242***

.224***

(.032)
.202***

(.033)
.187***

(.035)

(.038)

(.035)

(.037)

−.349*
(.148)
.013
(.012)
.222
(.252)
.019

−.246
(.138)
.012
(.010)
.133
(.238)
.004

−.329*
(.146)
.010
(.011)
.126
(.254)
.017

−.236
(.143)
.011
(.009)
.104
(.240)
.002

−.290*
(.147)
.011
(.011)
.260
(.254)
.015

−.165
(.139)
.014
(.009)
.123
(.232)
−.002

−.281
(.144)
.009
(.011)
.167
(.244)
.014

(.010)
−.131

(.009)
−.020

(.010)
−.106

(.009)
.069

(.010)
−.088

(.009)
.003

(.010)
−.074

(.086)

(.084)

(.090)

(.082)

(.081)

(.081)

(.087)

.029
(.058)
.012

.053
(.054)
.203

.027
(.056)
.214

.032
(.054)
.087

.004
(.057)
.064

.040
(.053)
.219

.007
(.056)
.231

(.188)
−.241

(.156)
−.149

(.185)
−.223

(.160)
−.208

(.180)
−.209

(.150)
−.219

(.179)
−.200

(.169)
−.000
(.000)
−.021
(.052)
5448
.080
.073
13.719***

(.146)
−.000
(.000)
.009
(.054)
5435
.060
.058
5.681***

(.166)
−.000
(.000)
−.049
(.052)
5435
.125
.118
15.428***

(.151)
−.000
(.000)
−.074
(.055)
5433
.061
.059
5.799***

(.166)
−.000*
(.000)
−.072
(.052)
5433
.117
.110
14.785***

(.144)
−.000
(.000)
−.077
(.054)
5427
.093
.091
8.115***

(.164)
−.000
(.000)
−.089
(.051)
5427
.150
.143
15.949***

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*
p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

in the mutual respect index (R2 = .15). The difference between R2 due to country effect dummy is
6%. Also, the result indicates that only distributed leadership accounts for 3% and only instructional
leadership accounts for 2.5% of total variation in the mutual respect index.
School delinquency
Table 3 shows results for Equations 2, 4, 6, 8 and 10, all of which aimed to reveal how leadership
predicts school delinquency—the second component of school climate—with several school and
principal characteristics controlled.
Equation 2 in Table 3 has the result of the unconditional model for school delinquency and violence, country effect dummy variable alone accounted for about 14% of the total variation in the
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Table 3. Variables Predicting School Delinquency and Violence.
Equation 2

6.846***
(.077)
Independent variables
PDISLEADS

Intercept

With
Dummy
5.688***
(.141)

Equation 4

6.052***
(1.071)

With
Dummy
4.012***
(1.018)

Equation 8

Equation 10

5.485***
(1.176)

With
Dummy
5.229***
(1.207)

.041
(.033)

−.052
(.032)

−.041
(.152)
−.007
(.014)
.304
(.242)
−.013
(.012)
.176

−.197
(.145)
−.032*
(.014)
.260
(.231)
.004
(.013)
−.020

−.043
(.153)
−.006
(.014)
.323
(.237)
−.012
(.012)
.163

−.223
(.148)
−.033*
(.013)
.257
(.230)
.006
(.012)
−.007

−.047
(.157)
−.006
(.014)
.297
(.249)
−.012
(.012)
.160

−.206
(.152)
−.033*
(.013)
.262
(.235)
.005
(.012)
−.024

−.049
(.157)
−.006
(.014)
.319
(.243)
−.012
(.012)
.157

(.153)

(.126)

(.154)

(.123)

(.149)

(.124)

(.151)

.054
(.061)
−.519

.022
(.061)
−.129

.054
(.061)
−.569

.020
(.060)
−.159

.057
(.060)
−.529

.022
(.061)
−.131

.056
(.060)
−.571

(.401)
−.543

(.317)
−.334

(.389)
−.545

(.320)
−.324

(.396)
−.543

(.316)
−.325

(.387)
−.544

(.280)
.001***
(.000)
.506***
(.069)
5447
.314
.308
39.485***

(.228)
.001***
(.000)
.604***
(.083)
5435
.200
.199
31.884***

(.279)
.001***
(.000)
.507***
(.070)
5435
.315
.310
38.699***

(.226)
.001***
(.000)
.615***
(.089)
5432
.199
.197
30.906***

(.281)
.001***
(.000)
.509***
(.072)
5432
.314
.308
38.613***

(.228)
.001***
(.000)
.613***
(.089)
5427
.201
.199
29.867***

(.280)
.001***
(.000)
.512***
(.073)
5427
.315
.310
37.820***

PINSLEADS
Controlled variables-principal characteristics
Gender
−.218
(.140)
Age
−.033*
(.013)
Education
.256
(.227)
Experience
.005
(.013)
Employ.001
ment
status
(.124)
Controlled variables-school factors
Location
.021
(.061)
Public or
−.159
private
(.323)
Public
−.331
Funding
(.227)
Size
.001***
(.000)
SES
.612***
(.080)
N
6052
6052
5447
R2
.000
.142
.199
Adj. R2
.000
.138
.198
F
.000
44.655*** 33.808***

Equation 6

With
Dummy
4.428***
(1.169)

5.686***
(1.169)

With
Dummy
5.494***
(1.325)

−.014
(.040)

−.034
(.045)

.046
(.033)
−.024
(.040)

−.048
(.031)
−.025
(.044)

6.209***
(1.055)

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*
p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

school delinquency and violence index. Equation 4 included two models for the relationship between
distributed leadership and the school delinquency index, with and without country effect controlled.
Without the country effect controlled, the result indicated no significant relationship between distributed leadership and school violence. Similarly, when the country effect was controlled together with
all school and principal characteristics, the results again indicated no significant relationship between
distributed leadership and school violence. However, significant and positive relationships between
overall socio-economic status (SES) (β = .604, p < .001) and size (β = .00102, p < .001) of school and
school delinquency were found, without country effect taking into account. The results remained the
same when country effect was considered, that is, a significant and positive relationship between the
school SES (β = .507, p < .001) and size (β = .000916, p < .001), and school delinquency index were
evident. All variables including the country level effect explained about 32% of the total variation
in the school delinquency index (R2 = .315). About 12% of the variation is due to the country effect
variable, but distributed leadership did not contribute much to the variation.
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Equation 8 included two models for the relationship between instructional leadership and the
school delinquency index, with and without country effect controlled. For both models, the result
indicated no significant relationship between instructional leadership and school climate, controlling
for all school and principal characteristics. Yet again, a significant and positive relationship between
the school socio-economic status and size of school and school delinquency were found, both with
and without country effect taken into account. All of these variables explained about 31% of total
variation in the school delinquency index (R2 = .314).
The results were similar in Equation 10, which included both leadership types together in two
models with and without country effect dummy variable. Similar to Equations 6 and 8, only SES
(β = .512, p < .001) and school size (β = .00092, p < .001) turned out to significantly predict the school
deliquency index. The total variation explained by all variables was 32% (R2 = .315). In this equation,
the country effect dummy variable accounts for about 13% of total variation (a little smaller than in
the unconditional model). However, R2 for Equation 8 remained almost the same with Equation 5
and 6 since none of leadership style significantly predicted the school deliquency and violence index.

Interpretation and conclusion
The purpose of this research was to add nuance to previous studies on how instructional leadership
and distributed leadership are associated with school climate, with regard to mutual respect and school
safety, both respectively and jointly. Specifically, the TALIS 2013 multi-country data-set was used to
investigate the relationship between two leadership types (instructional and distributed leadership)
and school climate, controlling for a net of several principal and school characteristics.
The results of the current study provided evidence that principals’ implementation of both distributed and instructional leadership is important for building a positive school environment with
mutual respect and trust, which has been confirmed as the most important school component for
school effectiveness and success (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland, 2002). Consistent
with these findings, previous studies supported that principals possess an essential position in the
school in terms of establishing a positive school climate (Bellibas, 2015; Hoy et al., 2002; Hughes &
Pickeral, 2013; Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012). In addition, analysis provided consistent findings when
the country effect, which cannot be directly measured, was included in the model as a dummy variable. This implies that both leadership types are significant predictors of mutual respect, even when
the variation in school climate that occurs due to the contextual (cultural, geographical, educational,
etc.) background of each country was taken into account.
These results suggest that the variation in mutual respect among staff in the school can largely
be explained through the extent to which principals apply instructional and distributed leadership
to improve instructional effectiveness and empowering staff. It was found that when principals take
action to facilitate co-operation between teachers towards best practices, ensure that teachers take
responsibility for improving their teaching practice, and hold teachers accountable for student learning, a school positive climate that is based on staff respect is more likely to occur. In addition, when
principals provide staff, parents and students with the opportunity to take part in the decision-making processes in the school, respect more likely to develop among the school staff. Such findings of
the present study concur with the literature suggesting that collective focus on instruction increases
the likelihood of interaction among the staff in a school (Gumus et al., 2013; May & Supovitz, 2011;
Robinson et al., 2008) and effective instructional and distributed leadership practices are more likely
to develop a school climate that allows for higher levels of collegial work (Heck & Hallinger, 2009;
Hughes & Pickeral, 2013; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2012; Marks & Printy, 2003).
Based on the findings, it is possible to state that principal leaders’ influence on school process as
measured by their perceptions of mutual respect among staff is not interrupted by any other contextual
factors. In such case, leadership appeared as the most important factor to establish respect in school,
because none of the principal characteristics or school characteristics was found to be a significant
predictor of respect among staff. This finding indicates that regardless of school characteristics such
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as location, size and socio-economic status, and principal characteristics, such as gender, educational
level, experience and employment status, principals fundamentally play essential role in the school
establishing a positive school climate with staff respect by ensuring teachers’ collegial work, responsibility and accountability towards best instructional practice and student learning, and getting staff,
parents and students involved in decision-making processes.
The results, however, did not reach the same conclusion for the school delinquency and violence
index. It was found that leadership types were not associated with school delinquency, regardless of
whether controlling for the country effect. Consistently, other research concluded that there was no
statistically significant relationship between leadership styles and school violence (Henderson, 2013).
Instead, two demographic variables, school size and SES, turned out to be the most important factors
that are significantly related to school safety. This suggests that schools with fewer students are less likely
to suffer from disciplinary issues, including vandalism and theft, intimidation or verbal abuse among
students, physical injury caused by violence among students, and intimidation or verbal abuse against
teachers or staff. Previous research concurs with this finding as well, favouring smaller schools, which
concluded that school size had a direct influence on student attitude and climate (Bates, 1993; Fowler
& Walberg, 1991; Howley, 1995). More specifically, Ferrist and West (2004) stated ‘the largest sized
schools are five times more likely to report serious violence than their mid-sized alternatives’ (p.13).
A second important factor to determine the level of school delinquency and violence is the socio-
economic status (SES) of the students in the school. According to findings, principals’ instructional and
distributed leadership practices have no relationship with the school violence and delinquency index; it
is rather the socio-economic status of students that predicts the extent to which violence occurs in the
school. Previous studies are consistent with this finding (Heimer, 1997), which indicated that violence is
more likely to occur in low-income communities and it has an impact on educational processes (Jones &
Smith, 2011). Given this reality, it is evident that the issue of violence is more likely related to the school
community characteristics and hence principals’ personal effort to implement instructional and distributed
leadership within the boundary of the school alone may not be sufficient to reduce violence.
In conclusion, the result of the current study has added nuance to the findings of previous studies that
instructional and distributed leadership practices can play a significant role in promoting school climate,
in terms of the development of interpersonal relationships, respect and trust among staff. Bryk et al. (2010)
pointed out that establishing respect among staff is an indispensable component of school improvement
efforts but did not mentioned how might leadership contribute to the establishment of such climate. This
study took their study one step further through the conclusion that by exercising effective instructional and
distributed leadership practices, principals can establish mutual respect and trust among staff. Principals can
achieve this by involving staff in decision-making processes and holding them accountable and responsible
for collegial work, instructional improvement and student learning are key practices.
Given this study applied large-scale international data-set that includes 32 countries (public data
among 34 countries in the 2013 TALIS) with more than 6000 schools, along with rigorous statistic
analytical approach, the result has been credible to be generated to a wild circumstances to provide
empirical evidence for the policy-makers and practitioners to strategically promote principals’ awareness and perception towards implementing leadership practices that focus on staff collegial work,
holding the staff accountable for instructional practice and outcomes, and involving broad stakeholders
in school decision-making.

Limitations of the study
One issue raised at this point is that such leadership styles do not play a significant role in creating a safe and
orderly environment that is free from violence. School violence is found to be associated with school size and
SES, which are products of the community in which school is located (Hill & Hill, 1994). The role of leaders
is limited in such contexts where a large proportion of student lives in poverty or come from disadvantaged
backgrounds (Lovely, 2004). The literature provided contradictory evidence regarding the role of leaders
in such schools. For instance, while some scholars suggested that principals should employ other effective
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prevention and intervention strategies that are beyond specific leadership styles (e.g. instructional leadership
and distributed leadership), and focused on establishing a safe school (Burke, 2008), others argued that
leaders do not have potential to react to violent incidents since they are not prepared for dealing with crises
in such conditions (Lovely, 2004). The question here is whether and how principals could reduce violence
in their schools? Unfortunately, this research is not able to provide an answer to this question. However, it
has been confirmed through the current study that reducing the size of schools, particularly those populated
with high numbers of low socio-economic students is an indispensable means of intervention to the issue
of violence in schools at the policy level.
Finally, although the present study provides substantial implications with regard to the relationship
between leadership and school climate, the findings should be considered with the limitations inherent
in the study. First of all, the constructs of leadership and climate are based on principals’ perceptions,
meaning that they are asked to judge their own leadership practices and the climate of the school which
they are in charge of. This involves the potential to undermine the objectivity of the data. This leads
us to pose the question: whether a study drawing upon teachers’ perception of leadership and climate
could reveal distinct results (Ham, Duyar, & Gumus, 2015)? Second, no statistic relationship between
instructional and distributed leadership theories, and school violence should not be interpreted as that
principals are useless in reducing the violence in their schools. There might be still strategic leadership
practices that are conducive to creating safe school environment. However, identifying such practices is
beyond the scope of this research, which calls for future research to detect specific leadership practices
that can effectively diminish unsafety and violence in schools.

Notes on contributors
Mehmet Sukru Bellibas is an assistant professor in the Department of Educational Sciences at Adiyaman University,
Turkey. He received his PhD in K-12 Educational Administration from College of Education, Michigan State University,
East Lansing, MI, USA in 2014. His research interests include effective school leadership, school improvement, and
equity and equality issues in education. His works have been published in International Journal of Educational Research,
International Journal of Educational Management and Educational Sciences: Theory Practice, and International Journal
of Progressive Education.
Yan Liu is a PhD candidate finishing her dual degrees of K-12 Educational Administration and Educational Policy at
Michigan State University. Her research interest is primarily about school leadership and its impact on teaching and
learning. She is particularly interested in the research of distributed leadership that involves broad stakeholders with
diverse needs and expertise in school decision-making in order to improve school effectiveness and increase school
social justice.

References
Ammermueller, A., & Pischke, J.-S. (2009). Peer effects in European primary schools: Evidence from the progress in
international reading literacy study. Journal of Labor Economics, 27, 315–348. doi:10.1086/603650
Angelle, P. S. (2010). An organizational perspective of distributed leadership: A portrait of a middle school. RMLE
Online, 33(5), 1–16.
Bates, J. T. (1993). Portrait of a successful rural alternative school. Rural Educator, 14, 20–24.
Bellibas, M. S. (2015). Principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of principals’ effort to improve teaching and learning in
Turkish middle schools. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 15, 1471–1485.
Berson, Y., & Avolio, B. J. (2004). Transformational leadership and the dissemination of organizational goals: A case
study of a telecommunication firm. The Leadership Quarterly, 15, 625–646. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.07.003
Bolden, R. (2011). Distributed leadership in organizations: A review of theory and research. International Journal of
Management Reviews, 13, 251–269. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00306.x
Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. L. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement. New York, NY: Russell Sage
Foundation.
Bryk, A. S., Sebring, P. B., Allensworth, E., Luppescu, S., & Easton, J. Q. (2010). Organizing schools for improvement:
Lessons from Chicago. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Burke, M. J. (2008). Model emergency management plan. Marin County Office of Education, CA: U.S. Department of
Education and U.S. Department of Homeland Security.

242

M. S. Bellibas and Y. Liu

Calik, T., Sezgin, F., Kavgaci, H., & Kilinc, A. C. (2012). Examination of relationships between instructional leadership
of school principals and self-efficacy of teachers and collective teacher efficacy. Educational Sciences: Theory and
Practice, 12(4), 2498–2504.
Chang, I. H. (2011). A study of the relationships between distributed leadership, teacher academic optimism and
student achievement in Taiwanese elementary schools. School Leadership & Management, 31, 491–515. doi:
10.1080/13632434.2011.614945
Chudgar, A., Luschei, T. F., & Zhou, Y. (2013). Science and Mathematics achievement and the importance of classroom
composition: Multicountry analysis using TIMSS 2007. American Journal of Education, 119, 295–316. doi:
10.1086/668764
Cohen, J., McCabe, L., Michelli, N. M., & Pickeral, T. (2009). School climate: Research, policy, practice, and teacher
education. Teachers College Record, 111, 180–213.
Coldren, A. F., & Spillane, J. P. (2007). Making connections to teaching practice: The role of boundary practices in
instructional leadership. Educational Policy, 21, 369–396. doi:10.1177/0895904805284121
Collie, R. J., Shapka, J. D., & Perry, N. E. (2012). School climate and social-emotional learning: Predicting teacher stress,
job satisfaction, and teaching efficacy. Journal of Educational Psychology, 104(4), 1189–1204.
Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches, (Vol. Fourthition).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
De Nobile, J., McCormick, J., & Hoekman, K. (2013). Organizational communication and occupational stress in Australian
Catholic primary schools. Journal of Educational Administration, 51, 744–767. doi:10.1108/JEA-09-2011-0081
Desai, P., Karahalios, V., Persuad, S., & Reker, K. (2014). Social-emotional learning. Communique, 43(1), 1–38.
Dumdum, U. R., Lowe, K. B., & Avolio, B. J. (2002). A meta-analysis of transformational and transactional leadership.
In B. J. Avolio & F. J. Yammarino (Eds.), Transformational and charismatic leadership: The road ahead (pp. 35–66).
Oxford: Elsevier Science.
Duyar, I., Gumus, S., & Bellibas, M. S. (2013). Multilevel analysis of teacher work attitudes: The influence of principal
leadership and teacher collaboration. International Journal of Educational Management, 27(7), 700–719.
Elmore, R. F. (2000). Building a new structure for school leadership. Washington, DC: Albert Shanker Institute.
Ferris, J. S., & West, E. G. (2004). Economies of scale, school violence and the optimal size of schools. Applied Economics,
36(15), 1677–1684.
Fowler, W. J., Jr., & Walberg, H. J. (1991). School Size, Characteristics, and Outcomes (Vol. 13). Washington, DC: American
Educational Research Association.
Freiberg, H. J. (1999). School climate: Measuring, improving, and sustaining healthy learning environments, (Vol. Reissue).
London: Falmer Press.
Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2003). Educational research: An introduction (7th ed.). Boston, MA: A & B
Publications.
Glanz, J. (2002). Finding Your Leadership Style: A Guide for Educators. Association for Supervision &
Curriculum
Development
(ASCD).
U6-tx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF8&rf r_id=info:sid/summon.s erialss olutions.com&rft_val_f mt=info:of i/f mt:ke v :mtx:b o ok&rft.
genre=book&rft.title=Finding+Your+Leadership+Style&rft.au=Glanz%2C+Jeffrey&rft.date=2002-12-01&rft.
pub=Association+for+Supervision+%26+Curriculum+Development+%28ASCD%29&rft.externalDocID=100447
81&paramdict=en-USU7-eBook.
Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. The Leadership Quarterly, 13, 423–451. doi:10.1016/
S1048-9843(02)00120-0
Gumus, E. (2015). Investigation regarding the pre-service trainings of primary and middle school principals in the
United States: The case of the State of Michigan. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 15(1), 1–12.
Gumus, S., Bulut, O., & Bellibas, M. S. (2013). The relationship between principal leadership and teacher collaboration
in Turkish primary schools: a multilevel analysis. Education Research and Perspectives, 40(1), 1–29.
Hallinger, P. (2003). Leading Educational Change: reflections on the practice of instructional and transformational
leadership. Cambridge Journal of Education, 33, 329–352.
Hallinger, P. (2005). Instructional leadership and the school principal: A passing fancy that refuses to fade away.
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4, 221–239.
Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J. (1985). Assessing the Instructional Management Behavior of Principals. Elementary School
Journal, 86, 217–247.
Hallinger, P., Bickman, L., & Davis, K. (1996). School context, principal leadership, and student reading achievement.
The Elementary School Journal, 96(5), 527–549.
Halverson, R., Diamond, J. B., & Spillane, J. P. (2004). Towards a theory of leadership practice: A distributed perspective.
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36, 3–34. doi:10.1080/0022027032000106726
Hanushek, E. A., & Woessmann, L. (2010). The economics of international differences in educational achievement. In S.
M. E. A. Hanushek & L. Woessmann (Ed.), Handbook of the economics of education (Vol. 3, pp. 89–200): Amsterdam:
North-Holland.
Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2006). Sustainable leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Harris, A. (2009a). Distributed Leadership, (Vol. 7). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

International Journal of Leadership in Education 

243

Harris, A. (2009b). Distributed leadership: What we know. In A. Harris (Ed.), Distributed Leadership (pp. 11–21).
Milton Keynes: Springer.
Harris, A., Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., & Hopkins, D. (2007). Distributed leadership and organizational change:
Reviewing the evidence. Journal of Educational Change, 8, 337–347. doi:10.1007/s10833-007-9048-4
Hartley, D. (2007). The emergence of distributed leadership in education: Why now? British Journal of Educational
Studies, 55, 202–214. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8527.2007.00371.x
Hartley, D. (2010). Paradigms: How far does research in distributed leadership ‘stretch’? Educational Management
Administration & Leadership, 38, 271–285. doi:10.1177/17411432100380010301
Ham, S. H., Duyar, I., & Gumus, S. (2015). Agreement of self-other perceptions matters: Analyzing the effectiveness of
principal leadership through multi-source assessment. Australian Journal of Education, 59(3), 225–246.
Heck, R., & Hallinger, P. (1998). Exploring the principal’s contribution to school effectiveness: 1980–1995. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 9, 157–191. doi:10.1080/0924345980090203
Heck, R., & Hallinger, P. (2009). Assessing the contribution of distributed leadership to school improvement and growth
in math achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 46, 659–689. doi:10.3102/0002831209340042
Heimer, K. (1997). Socioeconomic status, subcultural definitions, and violent delinquency (Vol. 75). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Henderson, J. H. (2013). A mixed methods study: principals’perceived leadership styles and ability to lead during a school
violence crisis (Doctoral dissertation). Indiana University of Pennsylvania.
Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. (1981). So you want to know your leadership style? Training & Development Journal, 36, 34–48.
Hill, M. S., & Hill, F. W. (1994). Creating safe schools.What principals can do. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Howley, C. (1995). The Matthew principle: A West Virginia replication? Education Policy Analysis Archives [On-line
serial] 3(18). http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED389503pdf
Hoy, W. K., Smith, P. A., & Sweetland, S. R. (2002). The development of the Organizational Climate Index for high schools:
its measure and relationship to faculty trust (Vol. 86). Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press.
Hoy, W. K., & Woolfolk, A. E. (1993). Teachers’ sense of efficacy and the organizational health of schools. The Elementary
School Journal, 93, 355–372. doi:10.1086/461729
Hughes, W. H., & Pickeral, T. (2013). School climate and shared leadership. In T. Dary & T. Pickeral (Eds.), School climate
practices for implementation and sustainability: A school climate practice brief (pp. 1–4). New York, NY: National
School Climate Center.
Hulpia, H., Devos, G., Rosseel, Y., & Vlerick, P. (2012). Dimensions of distributed leadership and the impact on teachers’
organizational commitment: A study in secondary education. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 42, 1745–1784. doi:
10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00917.x
Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & Van Keer, H. (2009). The influence of distributed leadership on teachers’ organizational
commitment: A multilevel approach. The Journal of Educational Research, 103, 40–52. doi:10.1080/00220670903231201
Kelley, R. C., Thornton, B., & Daugherty, R. (2005). Relationships between measures of leadership and school climate.
Education-Indianapolis Then Chula Vista, 126(1), 1–7.
Korkmaz, M. (2007). The effects of leadership styles on organizational health. Educational Research Quarterly, 30(3),
23–55.
Kozlowski, S. W., & Doherty, M. L. (1989). Integration of climate and leadership: Examination of a neglected issue.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(4), 546–553.
Kursunoglu, A., & Tanrıogen, A. (2009). The relationship between teachers’ perceptions towards instructional leadership
behaviors of their principals and teachers’ attitudes towards change. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 1(1),
252–258.
Jones, S., & Smith, R. A. (2011). Socioeconomic status and violence. Retrieved from http://academiccommons.columbia.
edu/catalog/ac:139227
Lashway, L. (2006). Distributed leadership. In S. C. P. K. P. Smith (Ed.), School leadership: Handbook for excellence in
student learning (pp. 245–265). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.
Leithwood, K. A., & Jantzi, D. (1990). Transformational leadership: How principals can help reform school cultures.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 1(4), 249–280.
Leithwood, K. A., & Jantzi, D. (2000). The effects of transformational leadership on organizational
conditions and student engagement with school. Journal of Educational Administration, 38, 112–129. doi:
10.1108/09578230010320064
Leithwood, K. A., Mascall, B., & Strauss, T. (2009). Distributed leadership according to the evidence. New York, NY:
Routledge.
Leithwood, K. A., Mascall, B., Strauss, T., Sacks, R., Memon, N., & Yashkina, A. (2007). Distributing leadership
to make schools smarter: Taking the ego out of the system. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 6, 37–67. doi:
10.1080/15700760601091267
Leithwood, K. A., & Seashore-Louis, K. (2012). Linking leadership to student learning. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.
Liu, Y., & Bellibas, M. S. (in press). Hierarchical Multivariate Regression of School Climate and Principal Job Satisfaction
-A Comparative Study using TALIS 2013 Data.

244

M. S. Bellibas and Y. Liu

Loukas, A., & Murphy, J. L. (2007). Middle school student perceptions of school climate: Examining protective functions
on subsequent adjustment problems. Journal of School Psychology, 45, 293–309. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.10.001
Lovely, S. (2004). Staffing the principalship. Alexandria, VA: ASCD Publications.
Marks, H. M., & Printy, S. M. (2003). Principal leadership and school performance: An integration of transformational
and instructional leadership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 39, 370–397. doi:10.1177/0013161X03253412
Mascall, B., Leithwood, K. A., Straus, T., & Sacks, R. (2008). The relationship between distributed leadership and teachers’
academic optimism. Journal of Educational Administration, 46, 214–228. doi:10.1108/09578230810863271
Mendel, C. M., Watson, R. L., & MacGregor, C. J. (2002). A study of leadership behaviors of elementary principals compared
with school climate: Paper presented at Southern regional council for educational administration, Kansas City, MO..
Nir, A. E., & Hameiri, L. (2014). School principals’ leadership style and school outcomes. Journal of Educational
Administration, 52, 210–227. doi:10.1108/JEA-01-2013-0007
O’Donnell, R. J. & White, G. P. (2005). Within the accountability era: Principals' instructional leadership behaviors and
student achievement. NASSP bulletin, 89(645), 56–71.
OECD. (2001). Knowledge and skills for life: First results from the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA) 2000. Paris: OECD Publishing.
OECD. (2014). TALIS 2013 technical report. Paris: OECD Publishing.
Opdenakker, M. C. & Damme, J. (2001). Relationship between school composition and characteristics of school process
and their effect on mathematics achievement. British Educational Research Journal, 27(4), 407–432.
Porter, A. C. (1991). Creating a system of school process indicators. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 13(1),
13–29.
Price, H. E. (2012). Principal-teacher interactions: How affective relationships shape principal and teacher attitudes.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 48, 39–85. doi:10.1177/0013161X11417126
Printy, S. M. (2008). Leadership for teacher learning: A community of practice perspective. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 44, 187–226. doi:10.1177/0013161X07312958
Printy, S. M. (2010). Principals’ influence on instructional quality: Insights from US schools. School Leadership &
Management, 30, 111–126. doi:10.1080/13632431003688005
Randeree, K., & Chaudhry, A. G. (2012). Leadership – style, satisfaction and commitment. Engineering, Construction
and Architectural Management, 19, 61–85. doi:10.1108/09699981211192571
Rayner, S., Thomas, H., Gunter, H., Lance, A., Butt, G., & Fielding, A. (2005). Teacher job satisfaction: Lessons from the
TSW Pathfinder Project. School Leadership & Management, 25, 455–471. doi:10.1080/13634230500340807
Recepolu, E. & Ozdemir, S. (2013). The relationship between instructional leadership and organizatioanl health of
schools. Educational Administraton: Theory and Practice, 19(4), 629–664.
Robinson, V. M. J., Lloyd, C. A., & Rowe, K. J. (2008). The impact of leadership on student outcomes: An
analysis of the differential effects of leadership types. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44, 635–674. doi:
10.1177/0013161X08321509
Sahin, S. (2011). The relationship between instructional leadership style and school culture (İzmir case). Educational
Sciences: Theory and Practice, 11(4), 1920–1927.
Sleegers, P., Nguni, S., & Denessen, E. (2006). Transformational and transactional leadership effects on teachers’ job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior in primary schools: The Tanzanian
case. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 17, 145–177. doi:10.1080/09243450600565746
Spillane, J. P. (2005). Distributed Leadership. The Educational Forum, 69, 143–150. doi:10.1080/00131720508984678
Spillane, J. P., & Diamond, J. B. (2007). Distributed leadership in practice. New York, NY: Teachers College, Columbia
University.
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2004). Towards a theory of leadership practice: A distributed perspective.
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36, 3–34.
Taylor, D. L., & Tashakkori, A. (1995). Decision participation and school climate as predictors of job satisfaction and
teachers’ sense of efficacy. The Journal of Experimental Education, 63, 217–230. doi:10.1080/00220973.1995.9943810
Thapa, A., Cohen, J., Guffey, S., & Higgins-D’Alessandro, A. (2013). A review of school climate research. Review of
Educational Research, 83, 357–385.
Wahab, J. A., Fuad, C. F. M., Ismail, H., & Majid, S. (2014). Headmasters’ transformational leadership and their
relationship with teachers’ job satisfaction and teachers’ commitments. International Education Studies, 7(13), 40–48.
doi:10.5539/ies.v7n13p40
Wong Humborstad, S. I., & Perry, C. (2011). Employee empowerment, job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
Chinese Management Studies, 5, 325–344. doi:10.1108/17506141111163390
Woods, P. A., Bennett, N., Harvey, J. A., & Wise, C. (2004). Variabilities and dualities in distributed leadership: Findings
from a systematic literature review. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 32, 439–457. doi:
10.1177/1741143204046497
Zhou, Y. (2014). The relationship between school organizational characteristics and reliance on out-of-field teachers
in Mathematics and Science: Cross-National Evidence from TALIS 2008. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 23,
483–497. doi:10.1007/s40299-013-0123-8

