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ABSTRACT
This study investigated Kuwait secondary school teachers’ perspectives toward
five leadership distribution dimensions: cooperation within the leadership team,
participative decision making in school, teachers’ cooperation within departments,
maximum leadership support, and leadership distribution. It investigated teachers’
perceptions toward their actual and desired level of participation in Ministry of Education
(MoE) decisions as well as their organizational commitment to both schools and the MoE
as a central organization. This study further explored how perspectives toward each of the
five dimensions of distributed leadership and level of participation in MoE decisions
influence teachers’ organizational commitment.
This study utilized a quantitative methodological approach. Data were collected
using a survey comprising items from the Distributed Leadership Inventory (DLI)
(Hulpia, 2009), Ferrara’s (1994) Shared Education Decision Survey, and Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, and Porter, 1979). The researcher selected
items suitable for Kuwait’s cultural setting. A total of 777 teachers from 24 secondary
schools in Kuwait participated in this study. The data were analyzed using descriptive
statistics, including means, standard deviations, and percentages, to analyze teachers’
responses. Regression and structural linear modeling were used to determine the
influence of distributed leadership in school and the level of participation in MoE
decisions on teachers’ organizational commitment.
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The findings showed that teachers believe that leadership is formally distributed
in Kuwait’s secondary school through cooperation within the leadership team, maximum
leadership support, and leadership distribution among leaders. Leadership is also
distributed informally through teachers’ cooperation. Teachers’ participation in school
decisions was a less significant dimension, and teachers indicated that their actual
participation in MoE decisions was low—lower than they desired.
In terms of organizational commitment, teachers expressed high commitment to
their school and medium to low commitment to the MoE. The data indicated that the
distributed leadership dimension and participation in MoE decisions statistically
expressed 44% of teachers’ commitment. Specifically, cooperation with formal
leadership, teachers’ cooperation, and desired and actual level of participation in MoE
decisions were predictors for teachers’ commitment.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Perspectives on academic leadership are influenced by different cultural contexts
around the world. Although views on successful educational leadership methods may
differ from country to country, experts from all over the world agree that certain school
leadership methods can contribute to positive educational outcomes. Specifically,
attendees of the International Conference of Leadership in 2004, 2005, and 2006
demonstrated increased support for a shared leadership model. Today, a “good” model of
school leadership is one in which leadership activities are distributed among a school’s
teams, allowing school leaders to build a cooperative and supportive school culture
(Huber, 2010). Evidence from a generation of research indicates that attaining academic
achievement goals can be accomplished when school leaders efficiently respond to
organizational needs (Black, 2010; Kelly, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005). However,
many challenges are encountered as schools around the globe attempt to initiate, develop,
and sustain effective leadership in schools (Harris, 2008).
These challenges are especially difficult in Kuwait, where much of the burden of
leadership is placed on the Ministry of Education to guide and develop schools. The
Kuwait Ministry of Education (MoE) recently established educational development
strategies (2005-2025) as a step toward the path of modernization. One of the goals of
Kuwait’s educational strategy is to develop leadership at the school level and strengthen
schools’ independence from authoritative figures such as the MoE (International Bureau
of Education & UNISCO, 2008)
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According to Western educational leadership literature, interest has shifted away
from a limited, formal leadership role in schools to a form of shared, collective, and
organizational responsibility that is stretched over the school’s social and situational
contexts (Harris, 2008; Peace & Conger, 2003; Villiers & Pretorius, 2011). Our
understanding of leadership and the definitions of cultural and learning-centered
leadership have shifted from focusing on a vision of singular leadership toward one of
distributed leadership. This shift moves us away from a traditional understanding of
educational leadership, which tends to concentrate on school members occupying formal
positions and roles (Spillane, 2006). Furthermore, there is increased appreciation for the
contributions of informal leaders in schools, especially teachers, in building the school
community, and improving teaching practices within and beyond the classrooms (Muijs
& Harris, 2007).
Since the concepts of leader and leadership are associated with perceptions and
understandings that vary from culture to culture (Hill, 2008), the leadership literature
differs based on cultural setting. For instance, in Kuwait, informal leadership
contributions are rarely mentioned in academic studies. Due to its centralized educational
structure, the authority of leadership in Kuwait is closely related to formal positional
roles.
Despite this cultural gap in the literature, much evidence supports the assumption
that the distribution of leadership tasks enhances teacher empowerment, creates
organizational capacity (Harris, 2012), improves cooperative team work (Chamberland,
2009; Gronn, 2009), enhances decision making (Clutter-Shield, 2011), increases
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opportunities for professional growth, and improves democratic practices (Hargreaves &
Fink, 2009; Woods & Gronn, 2009).
In fact, studies from many countries, such as England (Harris, 2008), Norway
(Møller et al., 2005), and Australia (Gurr, Drysdale, & Mulford, 2005), support the
assumption that distributed leadership practices contribute in some way to improvements
in school performance (as cited in Harris, Leithwood, Day, Sammons, & Hopkins, 2007).
Specifically, some studies on distributed leadership theory were conducted in more
hierarchical educational systems, such as England (Hargreaves& Fink , 2009), which
share some similar features with the educational system in Kuwait. Therefore, the
application of distributed leadership principles to Kuwait’s educational system may be
possible, and it would be beneficial to examine whether it would improve leadership
effectiveness in Kuwait.
Concomitantly, given the interest in school context factors, evidence is
accumulating that supports a positive relationship between teacher commitment and type
of school leadership (Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995; Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood, &
Jantzi, 2003; Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2011). Other researchers have examined the
relationship between distributed leadership in schools and teachers’ organizational
commitment, revealing a significant positive relationship between the two (Hulpia &
Devos, 2010; Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009; Hulpia, Devos, Rosseel, & Vlerick, 2012;
Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2009; Hulpia et al., 2011). These studies have not been
performed in settings with cultural and educational standards similar to those in Kuwait;
it would benefit educational leaders if such studies were conducted.
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Evidence supporting a relationship between distributed leadership and
organizational factors in non-Western contexts remains elusive; the results of existing
studies may not be generalized to Middle Eastern educational systems. School cultures,
leadership practices, organizational structures, and leadership perceptions change across
contexts, resulting in different applications of school leadership (Nawab, 2011). This
study contributes to the existing literature by developing an exploratory model which
examines the influence of distributed leadership and the degree of participation in MoE
decision-making on teachers’ organizational commitment in the cultural setting of
Kuwait.
Statement of the Problem
Education is a legal right for Kuwaitis. Kindergarten, elementary and middle
school education is compulsory, and university education is free under Kuwaiti law
(Ghareeb, 2010). The MoE is a centralized organization that holds sole responsibility for
planning, supervising, and controlling public educational development; six educational
districts are responsible for implementing executive directives in their schools while
supervising and assessing educator performance (United Nations Educational Scientific
and Cultural Organization & International Bureal of Education, 2011).
Kuwait’s public educational system has been reformed many times over the last
several years. The MoE applied a new educational ladder, followed by a new national
high school system in 2006 ("Educational stages in,"n.d). Moreover, in 2010, a new
national curriculum and grading system were implemented (Alfadli, 2011). School
leaders in Kuwait are responsible for achieving MoE educational goals. In Kuwaiti public
schools, the formal leadership team consists of a school principal, assistant principals,
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and department heads. School leadership tasks include planning, organizing,
coordinating, following-up, and evaluating performance against MoE and district
regulations. These tasks are formally distributed among team leaders based on their
positions and roles (Al-Qattan, 2008).
Teachers represent the lowest level in the educational hierarchy, even though they
are accountable for achieving the curriculum goals inside and outside of classrooms.
Teachers in Kuwait work under pressure that comes from the need to balance
complicated relationships with school leaders, coworkers, students, and parents.
Furthermore, teachers expect support from school leaders (especially the school principal,
who has more authority) when facing challenges that threaten their professional careers
or affect them psychologically (Alqina’ai, 2007; Alrawashid, 2009). At the same time,
teachers face two kinds of pressure that come from school leadership practice and MoE
political reforms.
In school leadership setting, research indicates that school leaders adopt different
methods of managing the school day based on personal preferences and contextual
factors. For example, some school leaders practice shared leadership that is based on
delegating authority in order to increase teacher participation in leadership activities.
Some leaders encourage cooperation among teachers that helps build a school’s sense of
community and improves overall teaching practices (Alazmi, 2010; Al-Rasheedi & AlSalehi, 2005). Others follow the autocratic leadership practice of following strict rules
based on the hierarchical nature of schools, where leaders from the “top” are responsible
for key decisions (Al-Hamdan & Al-Fadli, 2008). Conflicts often occur between
leadership team members regarding school issues and priorities. Such conflicts may have
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a negative influence on school climate and may distract educators from achieving
primary educational goals (Alhosini, Alajmi, & Alghasab, 2011; Bondoq, 2011a; Shaban,
2013).
Based on this context, some studies showed that teachers with limited authority
were unsatisfied with the performance of autocratic school leaders (Alqina’ai, 2007).
Teachers also expressed general dissatisfaction with school performance and
recommended the consideration of new learning methods in schools (Watfa & Alrmidi,
2008). Additionally, some teachers, students, and parents have complained about
misconduct by several school leaders in a wide range of Kuwaiti local newspapers (e.g.,
Aldaway, 2011; Fattahova, 2013; Radi, 2012). These criticisms were directed at school
principals (e.g, Bondoqa, 2011), assistant principals, and department heads (Shaban,
2013).
On the other hand, the MoE’s decisions - on the national level- heavily impact
educators. In a hierarchical system, decisions are made at the top level of the MoE and
schools are expected to follow directives. In addition to the fact that teachers, school
principals, and community organizations are deprived from participating in the decision
process ( Al-hadhood, 2006), many national-level decisions that influence school
performance are dysfunctional because they: (a) create confusion; (b) are impulsive; (c)
are ineffective; and (d) face objections from educators.
First, a centralized leadership methodology leads to confusion in decision
making. This confusion manifests as many major educational policies are cancelled after
just a few years, or in some cases, months. For example, the grading system in secondary
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schools was changed by the MoE (Bondeq, 2011b) then cancelled within months (Alenizi
& Alfadli, 2012).
Second, the MoE makes many impulsive decisions that fail when applied, wasting
both time and resources. For example, as a possible solution to heavy school bags
thousands of flash drives were distributed to schools; after just one semester, the MoE
stated that the initiative must be studied and evaluated further (Alganim, 2013). In fact,
this decision was not practical since textbooks are an essential tool in daily learning and
computers are not available in classrooms.
Third, some outdated development decisions are approved by the MoE and
student performance suffers. For example, a new Arabic curriculum was implemented but
deemed ineffective by teachers, who believed that the new curriculum caused serious
deficiencies in the students’ Arabic reading skills (Alshemiri, 2012; Alsharah, 2013).
Despite this feedback from teachers, this curriculum is still taught in public schools.
However, MoE revealed the intention to change Arabic curriculum in the future after
years of weak students outcomes.
Finally, other decisions have been made despite strong objections from educators.
The MoE’s decision to separate teachers from their children who study in the same
schools received much attention by the public and media. From the MoE leaders’
perspective, this decision was necessary in order to ensure fairness to all students.
However, teachers have voiced their discontent with this decision, insinuating a lack of
trust in a teacher’s ability to separate the role of educator from that of parent. Teachers
expressed their disapproval of this discriminating decision in a Teacher’s Union
Statement (Alramadan & Alabdullah, 2013) and in individual letters to daily newspapers
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(Rajab, 2012). After years of working in one environment, teachers found transferring to
new schools to be very challenging. It was also difficult psychologically for the teachers’
children to have to transfer to other schools. Eventually, the MOE decision was
cancelled by Administrative Court mandate as a violation of freedom of education rights
(Al-Rashid, 2013a; " Kuwait Edu. Min. cancels", 2013).
From the MOE leaders’ perspective, decisions are initially evaluated solely based
on practical implementation considerations, without regard for teachers’ experiences.
Therefore, previous decisions are constantly being changed as problems are encountered.
Meanwhile, many teachers view these changes as ambiguous and lacking any educational
development vision (Alfadli, 2011; Alterki, 2013a). They also describe these decisions as
random, improvised, and sporadic reforms that cause educational instability and put too
much pressure on teachers, students, and parents (Alkhaldi, 2012a, 2012b; Ayoob, 2012).
An obvious communication gap exists between the leaders of the MoE and
educators (Alqina’ai, 2007), and the two groups have different perspectives regarding
school improvement and teaching methods. MoE leaders and the teachers’ union are
locked in a contentious debate about a vision for future educational improvement in
Kuwait. This dichotomy generates increased instability to Kuwait’s education system as a
whole.
Criticisms of dysfunctional MoE decisions that directly influence daily school
leadership practices have been published in local newspapers; educators have taken
advantage of the freedom of press as well as printing and publishing laws (Kuwaiti
Constitution, n.d.) in order to express their concerns in hopes of receiving the attention
necessary to make a change in the educational system. Educators who oppose the MoE
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describe decision makers as ambiguous and immature (Alfadli, 2011; Alterki, 2013a).
Using social media networks such as Facebook and Twitter, teachers are requesting the
opportunity to participate more in the decision-making process (Mo3lmeen , 2012;
TrbawyQ8, 2012a; TrbawyQ8, 2012b). The main demand among well-educated teachers,
principals and academics is for more empowerment and participation by educators in
school leadership and development activities.
Despite public debate between educators and MoE leaders, the overall level of
educator commitment to a centralized organization is unclear. No previous research has
examined whether these complaints are representative of the general teacher population
about the MoE, or a vocal subset. In addition, no previous research has examined how
teacher commitment may be influenced by school leaders practice in school and their
degree of participation in MoE political decisions and reforms. In fact, few studies
conducted in Kuwait have measured the commitment of schools to the MoE ( c.f, Al
Rasheedi, 2010); this is essential because in Kuwait’s cultural setting, the MoE still holds
high authority over educational decisions that directly impact school districts and schools
(Hasan, 2008).
The fact is, successful implementation of innovation in education largely depends
on teachers who play a critical role in school improvement (Sezgin, 2009). This study
concentrates on exploring teachers’ perspectives about the degree of leadership
distribution in schools, the degree of participation in MoE decision making, and
organizational commitment to the school and the MoE. In addition, I explore whether the
degree of influence of the MoE decisions and distribution of leadership on a school level
influence teachers’ organizational commitment to the school and to the MoE.
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Purpose of Study
This study aims to explore the relationship among perceptions of distributed
leadership, degree of participation in decision making, and organizational commitment
for teachers in Kuwait’s secondary schools. This study seeks to answer the following
questions:
1. What is the perception of the degree of distributed leadership practices among
teachers in secondary schools in Kuwait?
2. What are the teachers’ perceptions of their degree of participation in Ministry
of Education decision making in secondary schools in Kuwait?
3.What are the teachers’ perceptions of their organizational commitment to the
school and to the Ministry of Education?
4. From the teachers’ perspectives, to what extent is a teacher’s organizational
commitment influenced by distributed leadership in schools and the degree of
participation in educational decisions in secondary schools in Kuwait?
Significance of Study
Theoretically, this study will add a cultural and international perspective to
distributed leadership theory. Although distributed leadership has been examined by
many researchers, educational practitioners, and policy makers (Harris, 2009; Spillane,
2005), almost all of the research has been conducted with respect to Western cultures.
However, this study will be conducted in a new cultural context, which will illuminate
the relationship between distributed leadership, MoE decision making participation, and
teacher commitment, concepts which have yet to be explored in this way. Furthermore,
the findings of this study will contribute to the enrichment of educational literature in
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Kuwait since it will be one of the few studies in Kuwaiti schools that concentrate on
leadership without merely amplifying the role of school principals. Potentially, this study
could yield a new definition of leadership based on contextual and cultural visions
instead of the traditional leadership vision that measures leadership based on merely
school principal skills that influence school members.
From a more practical standpoint, this study also will help us understand the
dissatisfaction expressed by some teachers in relation to organizational commitment. For
example, newspapers and other media have reported that teachers and students have
protested against some educational policies (Toumi & Chief, 2010). This study will shed
new light on the influence of distributed leadership in schools, which could in turn attract
more attention to the importance of leadership and work environment in order to improve
the quality of education in Kuwait overall. This study may open doors to greater
improvements in leadership vision and practice, taking into account teacher leadership,
enhanced authority in participating in decision making, and shared school visions and
responsibilities.
Finally, this study has policy implications as well. Policy makers in Kuwait tend
to concentrate on student testing. However, policy makers may benefit from this study as
they respond to global changes in educational theory by using it as a guide to establish
policies that adopt new visions for improving leadership practices in Kuwait.
Definition of Terms
Distributed leadership: “leadership that is dispersed rather than concentrated”
(Gronn, 2002a, p. 655). In other words, distributed leadership is leadership that is shared
among a number of colleagues or peers rather than monopolized by one organizational
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role, level, or individual (Gronn, 2002a). In an organization with distributed leadership,
all members have the opportunity to lead from time to time (Gronn, 2002a). In the current
study, distributed leadership is measured based on five dimensions: cooperation within
the formal leadership team, distribution of leadership functions, participative decision
making in schools, maximum leadership support, and teachers’ cooperation.
Organizational commitment: “the relative strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particular organization” (Mowday et al., 1979, p.
226). This definition consists of three basic components: belief in an organization’s goals
and values, readiness to exert more effort in the organization, and desire to remain a
member of the organization (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974).
Ministry of Education (MoE): a centralized organization under the Kuwaiti
government authority responsible for planning and establishing educational standards,
supervising and implementing educational strategies, and evaluating student outcomes for
the purpose of improving education (MoE website).
Degree of participation in MoE decision making: “the degree of staff involvement
in the determination of organizational policy “(Andrews, Law, & Walker, 2009, p. 58). In
the current study, degree of participation in decision making is measured by the number
of actual opportunities available for teachers to participate in ministry decisions related to
curriculum, staff development sources, textbooks, student discipline, and testing. Actual
participation in decision making is compared to the respondents’ desire to participate in
educational decisions.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature

This chapter begins with a review of the definition of distributed leadership and
its relationship to specific organizational factors, such as cooperation among school
teams, participation in decision making, and organizational commitment. In this chapter,
I further review the literature on the reality of education and leadership in Kuwait.
Distributed Leadership Theory
Distributed leadership definition. Distributed leadership has attracted much
attention in the school leadership field and is currently accumulating growing empirical
evidence (Harris, 2004; Spillane, 2005). However, there is less agreement on the meaning
of distributed leadership in the literature (Harris, 2004). Since the terms distributed and
leadership are very common, it is easy to assume a reasonable sense of the concept’s
meaning while missing the main elements and characteristics that constitute its definition
(Chamberland, 2009). The ambiguity associated with the concept might stem from its
close relationship to many other related concepts, such as shared leadership, collaborative
leadership, and democratic leadership. However, these terms are not synonymous with
distributed leadership, which represents a new way of thinking about leadership
(Spillane, 2006).
Distributed leadership has a comprehensive meaning that includes both shared
and democratic leadership. It is not the same as democratic leadership, since distributed
leadership also can exist within hierarchical leadership models (Timperley, 2008).
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Although distributed leadership is described as a form of collective leadership (Harris,
2004), a team leadership approach, for example, does not necessarily support the
distribution of leadership (Spillane, 2005, 2006). Moreover, the concept of leadership
delegation requires the division of responsibilities according to formal positional
hierarchies (Timperley, 2008), whereas distributed leadership includes interactions
among members in formal and informal positions (Timperley, 2005). Distributed
leadership also differs in that theoretically, delegated leadership requires a complicated
set of interactions and relationships among individuals (Torrance, 2009). Harris (2009)
clarified that the distributed leadership vision has multiple sources of influence in schools
(Bush & Derek, 2012):
Distributed leadership essentially involves both the vertical and lateral dimensions
of leadership practice. Distributed leadership encompasses both formal and informal
forms of leadership practice within its framing, analysis and interpretation. It is primarily
concerned with the co-performance of leadership and the reciprocal interdependencies
that shape that leadership practice (Harris, 2009, p. 5).
Based on this vision, the focus of the leadership literature has shifted from
leaders’ behaviors, mindsets, and actions—which dominated the organizational behavior
field for decades—toward leadership as a shared or distributed activity that occurs
through interactions among members and groups (Pearce & Conger, 2003).
Gradually, the concept of distributed leadership has become more prominent in
the leadership discourse and has garnered more empirical support (Harris, 2004; Harris et
al., 2007). It offers a new way of thinking about leadership practices in schools and
provides an effective tool for transmuting leadership practice (Spillane, Halverson, &
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Diamond, 2001). Hill (2008) stated that studies by Spillane et al. (2001) in North
America, Gronn (2000, 2002a, 2002b) in Australia, Harris (2002, 2004) in the United
Kingdom, and Elmbore (2000) established support for distributed leadership as a valid
concept (Davis, 2009). According to Spillane (2006), distributed leadership is defined as:
Activities tied to the core work of the organization that are designed by
organizational members to influence the motivation, knowledge, affect, or practices of
other organizational members or that are understood by organizational members as
intended to influence their motivation, knowledge, affect, or practice (pp. 11–12).
Spillane’s framework (2006) includes two aspects of distributed leadership: the
leader-plus aspect that establishes a need for multiple leaders, both formal (e.g., school
principal) and informal (e.g., classroom teachers), and the leadership practice aspect that
focuses on interactions between leaders and followers in situational contexts that include
tools, routines, and structure (Spillane et al., 2001; Spillane, 2005, 2006). According to
Spillane (2006), the following are core assumptions of distributed leadership:
•

Leadership practice is the central and anchoring concern.

•

Leadership practice is generated in the interactions of leaders, followers,
and their situations; each element is essential for leadership practice.

•

The situation both defines leadership practice and is defined through
leadership practice (p. 4).

Similarly, Gronn (2000) defined leadership as “emergent work-related influence”
(p. 659) and categorized two broad meanings of distributed leadership in the scholarly
community. His first definition focused on the amount of leadership exhibited across an
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organization, or “the aggregated leadership behavior of some, many or all of the members
of an organization or an organizational sub-unit” (Gronn, 2002a, p. 429). Gronn took a
broader vision than Spillane (2006) by assuming that distributed leadership does not
necessarily privilege any organizational member based on the amount of leadership
provided. However, the concept of multiple leaders provides an opportunity for all
organizational members to be leaders from time to time, depending on the situation. From
this perspective, leadership is not distinguished based on positional assumptions, such as
“principal leadership” or “teacher leadership” (Gronn, 2000).
Second, Gronn (2002a) defined distributed leadership as a concerted action that is
more than the sum of individual behaviors. This meaning of distributed leadership
focuses on the leadership that emerges from “multiplicity or a pattern of group functions”
(Gronn, 2002a, p. 429). Gronn (2002b) clarified that leadership exists in activities in
which a set of organizational members are involved through a chain or cycle of multiple
interactions that forms organizational routines and norms into patterned responses over
time.
Elmore (2000), who developed the distributed leadership concept by
concentrating on instructional improvement in schools, believed that distributed
leadership does not absolve the principal of leadership responsibility. Most significantly,
distributed leadership does not imply that no one is responsible for the overall
organization. Rather, the principal must understand the relationship between leadership
and organizational structures, school vision, and school culture (Elmore, 2000).
Distributed leadership essentially changes principals’ understanding of leadership and
how they enact their leadership roles. It implies relinquishing some authority and power
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and a repositioning the role from exclusive leadership to the practice of leadership, with
more concentration on coordinating, facilitating, and supporting others in leading
improvement and change (Harris, 2012).
Like Gronn and Spillane, Harris (2003) viewed distributed leadership as a
function that is spread out among “many rather than few,” thereby challenging traditional
assumptions about leadership activity (Harris & Lambert, 2003, p. 4). According to his
perspective, rather than pursuing expertise only through formal positions or roles,
distributed leadership focuses on involving expertise wherever it exists within the
organization (Harris, 2004).
Theories about distributed leadership can be distilled into two broad concepts:
“distributed leadership as distributed influence processes,” and “distributed leadership as
task distribution” (Robinson, 2008, p. 242). Katz and Kahn (1978) described the
distribution of influence as leadership transferred up from the group to the organization.
They defined leadership as “the exercise of influence on organizationally relevant matters
by any member of the organization” (p. 571). Earlier, Gibb (1954) described leadership
as “fluidity of circumstances” in which there was a “tendency for leadership to pass from
one individual to another as the situation changes” (as cited in Gronn, 2000, p. 324).
In other studies (Spillane, 2006; Spillane et al. , 2001) , leadership was described
as a practice embodied in the interactions of leaders, followers, and their situations during
school activities as multiple groups cooperate. From Katz and Kahn’s (1978) perspective,
an effective organization is one in which the “function of the leadership is shared or
distributed” (p. 571).
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In general, theories of distributed leadership describe a leadership practice that
relies on contributions from multiple sources. Organizations benefit from the combined
expertise and joint interaction of school members as they utilize material and cultural
artifacts to work toward a common goal so that the outcome is greater than the sum of
their individual actions (Davis, 2009; Elmore, 2000; Gronn, 2002b; Spillane, 2005).
Patterns of distributed leadership. The fundamental concept of distributed
leadership centers on the idea that leadership is “stretch[ed] over many members”
(Spillane, Halverson& Diamond, n.d., p. 2). From this perspective, leadership is defined
as activities related to the work of the organization to achieve specific goals (Spillane,
2006). However, according to Spillane (2006), not all leadership activities are considered
to be leadership unless they are tied to an organization’s core work. In addition, Timperly
(2009) stated that the efficiency of leadership depends not only on the existence of
leadership distribution, but also on how it is distributed. Some interactions among
leaders, followers, tasks, and situations help teachers provide a more effective learning
climate for their students than others because activities are able to influence teaching and
learning in different ways (Timperley, 2009). Leithwood, Harris, and Hopkins (2008)
found that the leadership distribution has positive influence on schools and students
learning. However, some patterns of distribution are more efficient than others. Thus, to
have successful distribution, leadership activities must be coordinated.
Many scholars have focused on patterns of leadership distribution by analyzing
the interactions in a school’s daily practices (Harris, 2009; Spillane, Camburn & Pareja,
2007). In his primary vision for distribution of leadership, Gronn (2002a) labeled these
forms “additive” and “holistic” (p.429). The additive form is defined as an unplanned
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pattern of leadership in which many different people might be engaged in leadership
functions without considering the activities of coworkers in their organization. In
contrast, the holistic form of leadership is planned, organized and coordinated. Gronn
(2002b, p. 657) clarified that concerted distributed leadership can take three forms:
•

Spontaneous collaboration: Individuals collaborate with each other and share their
various skills and knowledge capacities to achieve specific tasks.

•

Intuitive-working relationship: Two or more organizational members build a
trusting work relationship; by relying on each other, the leadership role is shared
between them.

•

Institutionalized practice: A structural and formal relationship between
organizational committees and teams that emerges by design or through less
systematic adaptation.
Spillane’s (2006) “leader-plus aspect” labels refer to relationships that are

constructed among all, some, or many leadership sources which are organized and based
on cooperation (p13). He stressed that the distribution of leadership between formal
positional leaders and leaders without formal positions does not necessarily mean that
everyone in the school participates in leadership activities. Leadership distribution differs
according to leadership function, subject matter, school type, school size, and school
team development stage.
Macbeath (2009) conducted a case study with 11 schools in England to examine
patterns of leadership distribution and identified six forms:
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1. Formal, in which distributed leadership is seen as assigning responsibility and
supporting a sense of ownership;
2. Pragmatic, to ensure quality (usually in response to external circumstances);
3. Strategic, in terms of leadership structure and protocols that aim to achieve
long-term goals of school improvement;
4. Incremental, characterized by liberation from top-down central authority;
5. Opportunistic, moving from a top-down structure to a bottom-up one, thereby
enabling the leadership practice to shift from formal leaders to others; and
6. Cultural, in which cultural norms and traditions shape the nature of teamwork,
caring for others, and leadership practices in the organization.
Distributed leadership in the literature. In order to gain insight into the
practice and influence of distributed leadership in schools as organizations, it is important
to examine relevant academic research. The literature on distributed leadership varies
based on research purpose. Early studies on distributed leadership focused on defining
and clarifying the theoretical concept (Gronn, 2000, 2002a, 2002b; Harris, 2005; Harris,
2009; Spillane et al., n.d., 2001; Spillane, 2005, 2006). Other research focused on the
nature of the distribution of leadership responsibilities among school members and how it
grows in the educational context (Chamberland, 2009; Coldren, 2007 ; Gronn &
Hamilton, 2004; Janson , Stone & Clark, 2005; Michelle Renee, 2009; Spillane &
Camburn, 2006; Spillane, Camburn, Pustejovsky, Pareja, & Lewis, 2009).
Evidence from a wide range of research studies supports the role of distributed
leadership in school improvement in several ways (Buttram & Pizzini, 2009; Davis,
2009; Harris & Chapman, 2002; Michelle Renee, 2009). First, studies on distributed
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leadership have shown how enhanced cooperation and involvement in leadership
activities builds an effective school community (e.g; Shakir, Issa & Mustafa, 2011;
Lashway, 2003; Rosemary, 2004). Studies have revealed that fostering distributed
leadership interactions in schools facilitates the creation of high performance teams,
enhances organizational growth, and maximizes human capacity (Bush & Derek, 2012;
Davis, 2009; Michelle Renee, 2009).
In fact, teacher participation in leadership activities and collective group work
interactions is an essential design consideration for professional development programs
focused on student achievement (Buttram & Pizzini, 2009; Spillane et al., 2001). Second,
other studies have focused on the link between distributed leadership and improvement in
school climate. For example, distributed leadership plays a role in building positive
school culture based on trust and cooperation (Angelle, 2010; Buttram & Pizzini, 2009;
Michelle Renee, 2009; Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, & Myers, 2007), enhancing
participation in decision making processes (e.g., Clutter-Shield, 2011; Wallach, 2010),
and creating more democratic organizations (Hargreaves & Fink , 2009;Woods & Gronn,
2009). Finally, some evidence supports a relationship between distributed leadership and
improved organizational outcomes, such as student learning (Davis, 2009; Sherer, 2007 ;
Timperley, 2009) , teacher commitment (e.g., Angelle, 2010 ; Hulpia, 2009 ; Hulpia &
Devos, 2010), and teacher satisfaction (e.g., Hulpia , Devos & Rosseel, 2009).
In contrast, some studies are critical of distributed leadership theory. Some
researchers have noted that the vision of distributed leadership neglects micro-political
influences (e.g., Flessa, 2009). Several researchers also have concluded that the vision of
distributed leadership might cause conflict and confusion in schools (e.g., Mascall,
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Leithwood, Strauss, & Sacks, 2009). Additionally, Michelle Renee (2009) concluded that
distributed leadership faces many challenges in practice, such as loss of authority, role
confusion and cooperation challenges. Therefore, despite a majority of research evidence
that supports the effectiveness of distributed leadership (Clutter-Shield, 2011), further
research is recommended in the area of distributed leadership implementation, especially
in different cultural settings.
Cultural factors influencing distributed leadership. The distribution of
leadership is fostered by an organizational culture that is open and encourages strong
staff commitment to students’ learning. Distributed leadership is also more likely to be
fostered when opportunities are available for staff to obtain the abilities they need to
participate effectively, thereby supporting staff autonomy to react based on their
professional beliefs and values ( Leithwood et al., 2007). Therefore, the degree of
practicing in shared decision and leadership practice differs according to the school
culture.
In adapting the vision of distributed leadership to different cultural settings, it is
important to understand factors and circumstances that facilitate or obstruct participant
engagement, affect acceptance and expectations of distributed arrangement patterns, and
contribute to building the culture of an organization (Gronn, 2000).
Based on this vision, school structure plays an important role in encouraging the
distribution of leadership among school members. Leithwood et al. (2007) clarified that
hierarchical school structures limit opportunities to change the nature of relationships
between teachers and formal leaders in order to encourage leadership practices among
teachers. A traditional, top-down bureaucratic structure also limits the possibility for

23

achieving outcomes by making participation in decision making unfeasible (Somech,
2010).
In contrast, flatter organizational structures are highly recommended for the
distribution of leadership, especially in schools. Such a structure is necessary to increase
opportunities for collaborative work. However, Locke (2003) highlighted the need for
some hierarchy, especially in widely structured organizations. Additionally, Gronn
(2009) conceptualized the distribution of leadership as “hybridity,” which is “the
intermingling of both hierarchical and heterarchical modes of ordering responsibilities
and relations” (p. 208). In fact, Gronn and Hamilton (2004) clarified that the influence of
leadership distribution is a combination of “distributed minds,” activities, social
interactions, and their relationships with tools, contextual factors and task distribution (p.
21).
Additionally, culture directly and indirectly drives a lot of schools’ operations,
including the way in which leadership is distributed, by influencing people’s perceptions,
thoughts and feelings about aspects of a school (Erickson, 1987). It also affects the ways
in which people interact with each other, in groups or as individuals (Zhu, Devos, & Li,
2011). Martin and Siehl (1983) explained cultures’ influence in the organizational setting:
First, cultures offer an interpretation on an institution’s history that members can
use to decipher how they will be expected to behave in the future. Second, culture can
generate commitment to corporate values or management philosophy so that employees
feel they are working for something they believe in. Third, cultures serve as an
organizational control mechanism, informally approving or prohibiting some patterns of
behavior. Finally, there is possibility, a yet unsupported by conclusive evidence, that
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some types of organizational cultures are associated with greater productivity and
profitability (p. 52).
Therefore, according to Taylor’s (2010) study, when a school culture encourages
innovation and risk-taking, it can lead to more efficient teaching and learning. Similarly,
Hargreaves (1994) stated that school culture contributes to influence teachers’ creativity
and collaboration. Additionally, Mauseth (2008) concluded that a culture characterized
by cooperation and focused on building sense of teamwork and developing the
organizational mission is related to perceived organizational support and influences
teachers’ commitment and satisfaction.
Moreover, external factors such as organizational design and political strategy
influence school leadership. Under the control-based mechanism structure, schools
should be held accountable for their participation in student learning by standards-based
reform (Elmore, 2000; Rown, 1990). Under such bureaucratic reforms, opportunities for
leadership distribution and participative decision making are not feasible for teachers,
who in many respects are left with limited autonomy (Somech, 2010). Therefore,
distributed leadership can be used as a tool for facilitating democratic values in schools
thereby addressing the demands of people, not policies, and ensuring participation in
future change (Hargreaves & Fink, 2009).
Distributed leadership and participative decision making. The main purpose
of distributed leadership is to increase teachers’ empowerment to participate and have
more influence in a school’s decision making process. In order for distributed leadership
to be effective, activities should be concentrated to impact the core of daily teaching
(Clutter-Shield, 2011). In fact, when teachers participate in decisions, school principals
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are privy to more information about school problems. Shared decisions also give teachers
the opportunity to influence the decision making process, thereby enhancing their
commitment to actions that support the decision (Smylie, 1992). Many studies have
revealed the need for teacher participation in decision making and the contribution of
strong work relationships to school improvement (Bolden & Kirk, 2006; Muijs & Harris,
2007; Taylor & Bogotch, 1994). Involving teachers in the decision making process offers
multiple potential benefits that can contribute to excellence in schools, such as improving
the quality of decisions (e.g., Scully, Kirkpatrick, & Locke, 1995) and enhancing teacher
motivation (e.g., Taylor & Tashakkori, 1997). Research on distributed leadership has
demonstrated that cooperation and interaction among school teams (e.g., Bush & Derek,
2012) enhance the decision making process (e.g., Clutter-Shield, 2011).
Teachers’ Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment is an important topic for many educational
organizations (Billingsley & Cross, 1992). Previous research has shown that teachers’
organizational commitment is an essential component of school success for two reasons.
First, teacher commitment is significantly related to student achievement, both directly
and indirectly (Firestone & Pennell, 1993). Additionally, teachers’ organizational
commitment is an important contributor to a strong school culture (Hulpia et al., 2011).
Teachers with a high level of commitment exhibit more involvement and effort (Singh
and Billingsley, 1998). Therefore, there is a lower probability that these teachers will
leave their positions or exhibit negative behavior, such as absenteeism (Hulpia & Devos,
2010). Likewise, some research indicates that low organizational commitment results in
teacher mobility. High teacher turnover can create problems in schools, such as staff
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shortages for basic subjects, disjointedness in staff development, and a decrease in
teacher leadership (Sinden, Hoy, & Sweetland, 2004). As a result, teachers’
organizational behavior attracts much attention.
Organizational commitment definitions vary. Mowday et al. (1979) defined
organizational commitment as ‘‘the relative strength of an individual’s identification with
and involvement in a particular organization’’ (p. 226). This definition consists of three
basic elements: belief in an organization’s goals and values, readiness to exert more effort
in the organization, and desire to remain a member of the organization (Porter et al.,
1974). These components are expressed in the first dimension of Allen and Meyer ’s
(1990) model of organizational commitment, affective commitment (Salehi, Aghaei,
Sgakoori, Mirzaei, & Saeidinia, 2011). The second dimension of the model is
continuance commitment, which is the degree of commitment to the organization based
on costs related to leaving; the third dimension is normative commitment, or feeling
obligated to remain as a member of the organization (Allen & Meyer ,1990)
Factors Influencing Teachers’ Perceptions toward Commitment
External policy. Policy reforms and mandates influence teachers’ perception
about their professional identity and sense of judgments. Especially given the pressures
stemming from accountability efforts, it is important to understand the mechanisms for
promoting innovation in the school setting and how they affect teaching in classrooms
and teachers’ commitment to contribute to improve students’ academic achievement.
According to Rown (1990), two different strategies for organizational design are
characterized to shape school process to enhance school improvement: control-based
strategy and commitment-based strategy. In the control-based strategy structural design,
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development innovation must be applied by setting standards and controlling school
inputs and behaviors to reach the expected outputs of increasing students’ achievement.
Regulations and standards are established to control school variables such as curriculum
content, staff development, and teachers’ evaluation. Under the control-based mechanism
structure, schools should be held accountable for their participation in student learning by
standards-based reform (Elmore, 2000; Rown, 1990).
The controlling policy has a fundamental impact on teachers’ perceptions about
themselves and about their teaching tasks. The empirical evidence about teachers’
perception on control-based strategy implication is mixed. Rosenholtz (1987) found only
partial support for the negative impact of this form of curriculum control on the level of
teachers’ commitment. Only 25% of the teachers interviewed thought their professional
autonomy was threatened by these tests, and only about 20%thought they or others were
considering leaving the teaching field because of these tests. Still, fewer than 25% of the
teachers said these tests were beneficial.
Under this bureaucratic structure, opportunities for participating in decision
making are not feasible for teachers, who are left with limited autonomy in many aspects
(Somech, 2010). More recent research has demonstrated that accountability-based
content is a threat to teachers’ professional judgments and influences their satisfaction
and attitude toward their identities. For example, Gantt (2012) examined teachers’
perceptions about the impact of performance-based accountability on their sense of
efficacy and revealed that teachers believe that performance-based accountability
increases stress and frustration. They also perceived tests as a loss of respect for their
professional judgment in their classrooms. Spark (2012) found that teachers perceived
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lower autonomy built on the grade level and the subject matter taught and that state
policies regarding NCLB might lead to uneven or unintentional effects on teachers’
perceptions of autonomy in the classroom.
In contrast to the control-based strategy, the commitment strategy based on the
hypothesis that links school improvement with innovative creative work supports
teachers’ participation in decision making and cooperative work as a way to develop
teaching tasks and solve teaching problems by sharing experiences and enhancing work
relationships. This relationship between teachers’ autonomy and their attitude toward
organizational commitment is based on the theoretical view that autonomy or selfdetermination is central to internal motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985, as cited in Firestone
& Penell, 1993).
When teachers are held responsible for the outcomes of their work, it affects their
personal perceptions about commitment to the job. Therefore, to support this argument
and extend this argument to teaching, autonomy feeds teachers’ perspectives of
commitment and successful practice and, at the same time, organizational values through
teachers’ identification of ways in which their own work contributes to their students’
learning and the mission of the school. For these reasons, autonomy allows teachers to
attribute success to themselves (Firestone & Penell, 1993).
Many studies support the influence of commitment strategy, which provides
teachers’ autonomy and empowerment, on teachers’ attitude, thereby influencing their
commitment. For example, Smith and Roeley (2005) followed Rown’s (1990) path of
analysis of the influence of control and commitment strategies. Their research was
conducted about enhancing a commitment strategy. They used data from the nationally
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representative Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) to test the relationship between
teachers’ self-reported control over classroom practice and influence on school policy on
the amount of content-related PD in which they invest with relation to teachers’ turnover
rate (Smith & Roeley, 2005). Their predictable model supported the betweenorganizational context and turnover and offered new awareness on how PD influences
teacher retention. Their research result showed that “teachers who report less control over
classroom practices and less influence over school policy in their school are more likely
to quit the profession or move to a different school at the end of the year” (p. 149). The
results also showed that schools’ stronger commitment strategy might lead to a better
chance for success in accomplishing their improvement goals because of teachers’
increased participation in content-related professional development and greater stability
in the teaching staff.
Further studies revealed that teacher empowerment, which includes authority,
autonomy, cooperation, and trust, affect teachers’ attitude of commitment to the school.
For example, Park (2003) found that these dimensions contribute to teachers’
commitment. In particular, teacher autonomy and trust made a higher contribution to the
school activities.
To conclude, evidence from the literature supports both commitment and control
strategies. Rown (1990) explained that, although both strategies can lead to school
improvement, either strategy can be applied since both are abstract models. In fact, the
influence on teachers’ commitment and retention in the profession of both commitment
strategy of school organization and a control strategy remains uncertain, although it is
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mostly based on the degree to which different aspects of control and commitment
strategies are coordinately mixed at the school level (Smith & Roeley, 2005)
Work pressure and educational resources. Work conditions surely have an
impact on teachers’ physiological status. Although teachers, especially new ones, have
noble purposes behind their decisions to work as teachers, committed teachers exposed to
long and intensive work schedules and teacher burnout can threaten a teacher’s attitude
toward the profession (Farber, 1991).
Jones and Youngs (2012) suggested considering the work conditions, as the
results of their research explored the correlation between teachers’ emotional reactions to
their work (in addition to features of their work environments) and their burnout (Jones &
Youngs, 2012). Brown and Roloff (2011) examined 461 teachers in the district of
Columbia and concluded that teachers who participate in more extra role time are also
more likely to experience burnout and decreased commitment to teaching than those who
participate less.
In addition, the lack of teaching resources influences teachers’ attitude. For
example, Heneman’s (1998) investigation of teachers’ reactions to a school-based
performance award program discovered that teachers were influenced by the availability
of resources, team teaching and planning opportunities’ curriculum alignment,
professional development, and parent support for their work. Additionally, Leithwood,
Steinbach, & Jantzi (2002) conclude that the lack of resource, information, and time
proper for implementation are factors that caused frustration to teachers in new reforms.
Cooperation, collegial support, and teamwork. Cooperation in the school
setting is understood as teachers working together to plan and implement programs,
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discuss the curricula, implement peer coaching, or work as a team ( Firestone & Pennell,
1993). Team-based work environments with high levels of teacher involvement can serve
as catalysts for effective collaborative initiatives that increase the spirits of attachment to
the goals and values of the school, thereby changing perceptions of the individual’s role
in relation to these spirits and increasing connections to the organization (Dee, Henkin, &
Singleton, 2006).
Additionally, Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2011) concluded that greater cooperation
among teachers is a significant a predictor of greater teacher commitment to schools.
Collegial support, which is shaped by peer work or teamwork, is essential in building
teachers’ perspective toward their commitment to the school. Golden’s (1991) mixmethod research sought to understand the relationship between the utility of new teacher
support programs and the social and organizational dynamics of individual schools.
Teachers in four schools located in two school districts participated in this study. The
results indicated that new teachers in more collaborative environments experienced
teacher support more effectively than new teachers in more isolated environments. In
addition, new teachers in collegial schools expressed more confidence in their teaching
abilities than did teachers in more individualistic settings. These more confident teachers
also expressed a stronger commitment to remain in the classroom.
Dee et al. (2006) examined 210 teachers working in an urban district located in
the southwestern United States and revealed the relationship between teachers’
perception about their experience in teamwork and their organizational commitment. The
results indicated that participating in team teaching and curriculum teamwork was related
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to upper levels of communication openness and autonomy, which in turn generated
higher levels of organizational commitment.
Despite this supporting evidence, which highlights the effect of commitmentbased strategy on schools operation by identifying teachers’ positive attitude toward
autonomy, cooperation, support, and distributed leadership, some studies have found
contradictory results. For example, Johnson (2003) found that teachers can perceive team
arrangements as threats to professional autonomy when the team structure’s task
interdependence is perceived as a threat to individual autonomy in the classroom.
Firestone and Pennell (1993) clarified that there are mix findings about teacher
autonomy as it has historically been confused with classroom isolation. Some reforms
efforts have affected teacher autonomy, and teachers have used their isolation to maintain
it.
School leadership practice. Instructional improvement requires leadership to
provide guidance and direction in the change process (Elmore, 2000). Therefore,
teachers’ attitude toward schools as an organization is connected in some way with their
willingness to be an active member of the school, affecting its process and becoming
involved beyond what is expected (Bogler & Somech, 2004; Firestone, 1993). This is
particularly correct when school leaders are perceived as adopting consultative or
participative leadership behavior, where participation in decision-making is predominant
(Yousef, 2000). In this case, employees feel more committed to the organization, express
higher levels of job satisfaction, and demonstrate higher performance as they perceive
leaders to be participative (Bogler & Somech, 2004).
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Many studies have revealed a connection between teachers’ perceptions of
leadership behavior and their organizational commitment. For example, some researchers
examined the relationship between perceptions of transformative leadership style and
teacher commitment to a school. The results revealed that leadership behavior can predict
teachers' attitudes, commitment, and strong beliefs related to a school's goals (Geijsel et
al., 2003; Nguni, Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006). Moreover, studies revealed that when
teachers perceive leadership to be distributed among formal leaders and school team
members, their commitment to and satisfaction with a school is enhanced (Hulpia &
Devos, 2010; Hulpia et al., 2012; Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2009, 2011)
Ingersoll’s (2001) research on teacher turnover found that organizational factors
such as administrative support, good student discipline, and faculty input into decision
making are related to reduced turnover. In fact, school climate is considered a major
factor for predicting teachers’ commitment. Riehl (1996) examined the school climate
dimension and found that administrative support, teaching aid with instructional
problems, and autonomy are associated with teachers’ commitment.
Personal goals, values, and organizational identity. Values influence our
attitudes, decision-making processes, and all human behaviors in general because they
occupy a central position in a person’s cognitive system (Cohen & Caspary,
2010).Therefore, individuals in the same or different cultural settings can have quite
diverse value priorities that express their personal experiences, heritage, socio-economic
level, and acculturation and which, in our case, contribute to the attitudes toward work
(Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). Cohen and Caspary (2010) found that individuals’ values are
related to the decision to participate and teachers’ commitment to educational reforms. In
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their research, which examined the top-down type of reform, conservation values were
positively related to participation in the change, despite openness to change or selfenhancement and participation, which are not related to the teachers’ attitude and
commitment to change in schools. Cohen and Liu (2011) also found that individual
values and commitment are concepts that can expand our understanding of employees’
behavior in the workplace.
Teachers’ values undoubtedly contribute to shaping teachers identity. Nias
(1989), Kelchtermans (1993), and Beijaard (1995) discovered through their empirical
studies that identities are closely bound with personal and professional values and that
they change according to conditions throughout one’s career (as cited in Day, Elliot &
Kington, 2005). More specifically Day et al.'s (2005) study, which was conducted in
Australia and England, revealed that teachers’ commitment to teaching comes from a
cluster of values considered as core and stable elements of their professional identity. The
study further revealed teachers’ perception about factors that contribute to their
commitment based on their professional identities, such as institutional support, peer
feedback and support environment, self-efficiency, and shared educational values.
Ganrinus, Helms-Lorenz, Beijaard, Buitink, and Hofman (2011) showed that teachers’
professional identity is shaped through continuous interaction between the context and
the person that affects the their level of motivation, job satisfaction, occupational
commitment, and self-efficiency.
Morals are also a fundamental concept for the educational system. “Education,
understood as the operation of the education system, does more than just teach children to
read or to write, to behave as moral person and good citizen” (Mcginn & Welsh, 1999, p.
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22). Thus, teachers’ moral values shape their professional identity. Organizational ethics
also influence teachers’ commitment. When teachers believe that the ethics of their
organizations are dissatisfactory, they might become less committed to their jobs and
consider leaving (Shapira-Lishchinsky & Rosenblatt, 2009).
Finally, as a leader, the school principal substantially influences teachers’ context
beliefs (Fawcett, Brobeck, Andrews, & Walker, 2014). Teachers’ positive context beliefs
are influenced by school leadership practices that shape school norms and values to
enhance the work environment (Elmore, 2000). Teachers’ beliefs can be positively
influenced by empowering teachers to participate in decisions. Additionally, facilitating
positive relationships and effective communication based on trust and support are
essential to building positive perceptions among teachers about themselves and about the
school in general (Lambert, 2002).
State Education in Kuwait
The school day in a Kuwaiti secondary school. According to the Ministry of
Education, the main objectives of secondary public education are: “directing students’
capabilities in preparation for the university level and for higher education;” and
“encouraging them to discover their sense of identity through the development of their
capacities, knowledge and skills” (United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural
Organization & International Bureau of Education, 2011, p. 10). Secondary education
also prepares students (from age fourteen to seventeen) for higher education and practical
life by encouraging and guiding areas of vocational interest, and instilling a sense of
citizenship duty based on an understanding of their rights and obligations (United Nations
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Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization & International Bureau of Education,
2011).
To achieve these goals, the Ministry of Education coordinates the efforts of all
public schools. Many school-related activities, including maintaining facilities,
distributing textbooks, and responding to the needs of teachers and staff members, are the
responsibilities of the Ministry of Education and educational districts (International
Bureau of Education, 2008).
In public schools, each school day begins with morning activities, when school
administrators and students gather to sing the national anthem and listen to morning
announcements before walking to their classrooms. The morning activities period is
essential for providing instructions; encouraging student performance; celebrating
national holidays and events; and building the school’s culture, norms, and identity. After
morning activities, students spend most of their school day studying and learning in their
classrooms where teachers rotate to teach school subjects; students also have two
recesses. Additional spaces are available to enhance student learning such as science labs,
art rooms, gymnasiums, and computer labs. Schools have their own regulations regarding
school uniforms, absenteeism, and respectful and ethical behavior with teachers and
classmates. If such rules are not followed, students receive written warnings, transfers to
other schools, or suspensions (MoE website).
The education system in Kuwait public schools is highly grade- and test scoreoriented. Students are evaluated based on their capacity to learn subject matter, and their
efforts are measured throughout the school year. Standardized tests established by the
MoE or districts are the basic tools used for student evaluation. The evaluation system is
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pass/fail, and 50% is the cut-off for obtaining the general secondary school certificate. If
a student fails, he or she can sit for an exam in the same subject a second time. If a
student fails in more than three subjects, he or she will face retention (United Nations
Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization & International Bureau of Education,
2011).
Leadership structure in Kuwaiti schools. After graduation from teaching
colleges, teachers are hired by the Ministry of Education to occupy full-time teacher jobs
based on their specializations. Expert teachers become candidates to be promoted to head
teacher if they are rated as “excellent” on at least two formal annual evaluations and have
at least 8 years of working experience. Department heads may become candidates for
assistant principal positions after 4 years of working experience and excellent evaluation
performance. After an additional 4 years of experience, assistant principals may become
candidates for principal positions. Teachers also may follow another path of promotion,
from school leadership to district supervisor positions (Alshanan & Almousawi, 2013).
Oral and written exams are part of the selection process, and candidates must pass
staff development courses. Selection procedures highly depend on the availability of
positions in schools and districts, and such decisions are made by the Ministry of
Education. For these reasons, teachers may wait a long time for positions to become
available, especially in some subject areas with long promotion waiting lists (Alotibi ,
2012; Alshanan & Almousawi, 2013).
The Ministry of Education in Kuwait sets management responsibilities for formal
leaders that are clarified in job descriptions. The following responsibilities shape
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technical and administrative tasks and the authorities granted to school principals based
on MoE general goals and regulations (Ministry of Education, 1999):
•

Supervise and follow up on curriculum implementation based on previous
plans and timelines; ensure the availability of teaching resources, make
recommendations about curriculum improvement, and supervise school
activities.

•

Establish school committees that are responsible for supervising students.

•

Formally evaluate teachers during classroom visits, follow up on written
lesson plans, and approve plans to improve staff performance (e.g., training
and visits to other classrooms).

•

Release instructions issued by MoE and ensure that everybody follows them.

•

Serve students by finding solutions to their achievement and physiological
problems, solve student discipline problems, and provide enrichment activities
for gifted students.

•

Formally communicate with the district, community institutions, and parent
association.

According to the MoE job description, assistant principals have other duties:
•

Prepare school schedules for daily classes, substitute teachers, and tests.

•

Oversee the daily supervision of students during recess, between classes, and
at the beginning and end of the school day.

•

Supervise school activities such as morning activities, school trips, and staff
development.
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•

Manage attendance for school administrative staff, teachers, and students.

•

Supervise maintenance work and financial matters.

•

Respond to the official mail and correspondence between the school and the
responsible authorities.

•

Visit classes and attend teachers’ meetings.

•

Record attendance, tardiness, absence, demographic data, visits to classes,
daily observations, facility and maintenance issues. (Ministry of Education
Report, 2013; Ministry of Education website, n.d.)

Department head responsibilities center on managing teachers associated with a
particular subject area and facilitating their professional growth:
•

Study curriculum goals, distribute the annual curriculum, make
recommendations to the district regarding the curriculum.

•

Prepare and revise student evaluations, and supervise testing procedures to
ensure that tests follow the MoE guidelines.

•

Supervise teaching and student learning by visiting classrooms, examining
textbooks, and recording test results.

•

Facilitate teachers’ professional growth by visiting classes, leading weekly
faculty meetings, maintaining positive communication, and providing
encouragement.

•

Cooperate with school administration as a manager to be sure of the school
day goes smoothly (Alotibi, 2012).
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Leadership distribution in Kuwaiti schools. The MoE in Kuwait sets academic
achievement goals for students by creating a national curriculum plan for every subject,
and school leaders are responsible for creating environments that make these goals
attainable. Leadership is “the exercise of influence that links leader and follower and that
establishes the social nature of leadership acts” (Robinson, 2009, p. 233). In Kuwaiti
schools, leadership involves influencing staff members to achieve school goals that are
related to MoE goals. However, the theoretical vision of distributed leadership—which
includes distribution of both tasks and influence—shifts the focus from the skills and
behaviors of individuals who occupy formal leadership roles to a comprehensive view of
leadership as an organizational practice that takes place in a specific context.
In the hierarchical structure of schools in Kuwait, the core responsibility for
leadership is distributed in many ways, as seen in other contexts (Spillane, 2006). In this
case, leadership responsibilities are formally distributed among leadership members, who
are the school principal, assistant principals, and department heads, according to job
descriptions provided by the MoE. Leadership is distributed formally in school through
administrative meetings, oral instructions, or memos.
Additionally, leadership is exhibited through activities that attempt to influence
the knowledge, practice and motivation of other organizational members (Spillane, 2005,
2006). Extracurricular school activities in Kuwait are standardized and categorized into
three types. The first category of activities is related to the national curriculum and
includes field trips, external lectures and tutoring. The second category of extracurricular
activities is related to improving students’ skills in specific areas of interest, such as
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writing, reading, dancing, drama, and science. The third category of activities is related to
teachers’ professional growth, such as classroom visits and in-service training.
In addition to this formal distribution of leadership, leadership is distributed
informally among school members through collaboration, interpersonal synergies and
structural activities in the workplace (Gronn, 2002a). In contrast to teachers in the United
States who often are isolated inside classrooms ( Firestone & Pennell, 1993), in Kuwait,
teachers with the same specialization share a room and office space with the head
teacher. This organizational structure minimizes teacher isolation and strengthens social
and work relationships. Additionally, sharing the same room facilitates spontaneous
cooperation and conversation about academic pedagogy and classroom difficulties.
Moreover, these intensive daily interactions among teachers contribute to building their
professional identities, which in turn shape the team’s identity. Teachers define
themselves according to their subjects, as science teachers, math teachers, etc (Al-Qattan,
2008). These interactions among teachers are an informal type of leadership influence
distribution.
As seen among teachers in Kuwait, leadership behaviors can be nurtured in
professional learning communities when teachers gather to discuss problems and
solutions, resolve curriculum issues, and learn from one another (Osborn, 2008). In
addition to spontaneous collaboration, distributed leadership is enacted through close
working relationships among workers and structural and institutional arrangements that
regulate the distributed actions (Gronn, 2002a), such as weekly faculty meetings in which
department heads and teachers discuss curriculum and management issues.
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Leadership influence also is distributed through interpersonal synergies (Gronn,
2002a). Kuwaiti society is characterized by strong cultural ties between family members,
neighbors and friends who maintain close relationships (Kuwait Government website ,
n,d ). Therefore, leadership in Kuwait is distributed culturally, in which teamwork,
leading practices, and caring for others are reflections of cultural norms, traditions, and
values. According to Macbeath (2009), leadership practices and interactions are shaped
by “the way we do things around here” (p. 52). In this cultural distribution of leadership,
members exhibit leadership through collaborative and spontaneous interaction. Evidence
from studies such as Al-Rasheedi and Al-Salehi's (2005) study of secondary schools in
Kuwait supports this cooperative climate vision. Data collected from 3,887 teachers
revealed that Kuwaiti schools have a moderately cooperative climate between the
teachers and the school administration from the teachers’ perspective.
However, in reality, a cooperative cultural climate does not exist in every school
in Kuwait. Conflicts between school members, and power struggles between the principal
and head teachers, and between head teachers and teachers are not unusual. In most
cases, these tensions can be traced to “conflicting priorities, targets and time-frames;
boundaries of responsibility; and competing leadership styles” (Storey, 2004, p. 257).
Conflicts in Kuwaiti schools may create an uncooperative school climate, and teachers
may feel that they are being evaluated unfairly (e.g., Bondoq, 2011a; Shaban, 2013).
School conflicts can escalate organizationally within a school district and publically
through newspapers (e.g., Bondoq, 2011a). Distributed leadership cannot be effectively
fostered in a stressed school culture; autocratic leadership and strictly controlled strategy
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reforms create a school environment characterized by contrived collegiality instead of
professional engagement (Hargreaves, 1991; Osborn, 2008).
Studies in Kuwait revealed mixed results about how schools are led. Al-Hamdan
and Al-Fadli’s (2008) results showed that in situational theory terminology, the dominant
leadership style for school principals is the participating style (34.5%), followed by the
informing leadership style (23.8%) and the empowerment style (22.4%), indicating that
leadership practices vary according to many factors. Moreover, Al Rasheedi (2010)
revealed that the most dominant leadership style in middle schools is the democratic
style, which is correlated with a high level of teacher commitment to a school. However,
most (if not all) studies concentrated on the formal role of school leaders such as school
principals and department heads. To the best of my knowledge, no studies have been
conducted in Kuwait that measure the distribution of leadership in the school context.
Decision making in Kuwaiti schools. The Ministry of Education has adopted
centralized mechanisms for planning, supervising, and controlling the development of
education, and decentralized mechanisms (education zones) for implementing executive
directives in their schools and supervising and assessing performance (United Nations
Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization & International Bureau of Education,
2011). Thus, teachers in Kuwait are prevented from participating in major decisions
(Alazmi, 2010; Al-hadhood , 1996, Hasan, 2008). Curriculum content, education goals,
curriculum plans, and tests are designed either by the MoE or the districts. Thus, the MoE
has a control-based strategy for educational reform and decision-making processes.
K. Alanezi’s (2011) study on educational policy in Kuwait revealed that decisions
are made by educational committees that include MoE and education council members at
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the top of the MoE power structure. School districts and the teachers’ union (the only
social organization representing teachers) make suggestions and recommendations;
however, their recommendations are not necessary followed by MoE leaders (e.g.,
Alfadli, 2013a). Future decisions and educational plans are published in the national
newspaper and discussed with formal positional leaders.
When decisions are made, consolidated daily reports are published with
instructions that schools must follow regarding new policies about school holidays,
testing guidelines, regulations, etc. In fact, some MoE decisions not only affect the
schools, but also teachers’ and leaders’ professional and personal lives. Examples of
these decisions include separating teachers from their children who study at the same
school (Al-Khaldi, 2012a), mandatory transfers (Al-Khaldi, 2012b), and mandatory
retirement after 30 years of service (Alterki, 2013b; Officials ‘stunned’, 2013). According
to this cultural reality, teachers in Kuwait have the authority to make decisions related
only to lesson plans, department activities, and student discipline. Increased teacher
participation could improve school leadership practices and school climates, which vary
among schools.
Teacher commitment in Kuwait. Little information is known about teachers’
organizational commitment in Kuwait. Looking at some work conditions that may
influence their commitment (Firestone & Pennell, 1993), Kuwaiti teachers have relatively
high salaries compared to other professionals in the country beside excellent performance
bonuses, which is an external motivator ( Hackman & Oldham, 1980 as cited in
Firestone, 2013) . Most school resources are provided by the MoE, including buildings,
learning resources and textbooks. Teachers’ experiences with school leadership vary
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based on school culture, student discipline behavior, collegial support and other
organizational factors, as well as personality factors. However, the MoE applies
consistent standards for student testing, curriculum, school structure, student discipline,
and job descriptions which likely affect teachers’ behaviors by specifying job duties and
shaping teachers’ role expectations. Teachers in every school in Kuwait are given similar
instructions and have similar role expectations.
Few studies in Kuwait have measured organizational commitment among
teachers. In a study that concentrated on the relationship between leadership style and
teachers’ organizational commitment, Al Rasheedi (2010) found that teacher commitment
is high in Kuwaiti middle schools. In addition, A. Alanezi (2011) found a significant
relationship between teacher commitment and communication. However, no previous
studies have been conducted in Kuwait that measure organizational commitment among
secondary educators.
Additionally, the two studies that have examined organizational commitment in
Kuwait’s schools (Al Rasheedi, 2010; A. Alanezi, 2011) used instruments developed and
used primarily in Western cultures, where schools have more authority and belong to a
decentralized system. Most studies have measured the commitment of schools. However,
in Kuwait’s cultural setting, beyond MoE decisions at the national level, educational
zones (districts) still exercise a tremendous amount of authority over educational
decisions in schools (Hasan, 2008). In order to fill this gap in the literature, in the current
study I consider the influence of commitment to the MoE.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

The purpose of this research is to describe teachers’ perspectives on leadership
distribution and their degree of participation in the MoE decision making process in
secondary schools in Kuwait. I explore how these perspectives affect teachers’
organizational commitment, both to schools and to the Ministry of Education as the
central organization in Kuwait responsible for education.
Research Questions
This study is motivated by several research questions:
R1: To what degree do teachers perceive leadership practices to be distributed in
secondary schools in Kuwait?
R2: To what degree do teachers feel they participate in MoE decision making in
secondary schools in Kuwait?
R3: How do teachers describe their level of organizational commitment to the
school and to the Ministry of Education?
R4: To what extent is teachers’ organizational commitment influenced by
leadership distribution and participation in MoE educational decisions in secondary
schools in Kuwait?
Research Design
Employing a quantitative approach, I tested specific theories by examining the
relationships between measurable variables (Creswell, 2008). Surveys are a way to
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quantify attitudes and perspectives so data may be analyzed statistically. This design was
appropriate for answering the research questions because it enabled statistical exploration
of the relationships between the dependent (i.e., teachers’ commitment) and independent
(i.e., leadership distribution and degree of participation in MoE decision making)
variables (Creswell, 2009). A cross-sectional survey design ensures generalizability,
which is a major criterion for evaluating the quality of quantitative research (Polit and
Beck, 2008). In addition, such a design requires minimal time and financial investment,
which is appropriate given my limitations as a graduate student (Creswell, 2009).
In Kuwait’s cultural setting, surveys are appropriate tools for collecting personal
data about school leaders, such as school principals, assistant principals, and department
heads. The Kuwaiti people live in a conservative and close-knit society and have strong
social ties. Therefore, truthful, objective responses about school leaders are more likely to
be provided in an anonymous survey format.
Research Variables
The goal of this study is to explore how leadership distribution and degree of
participation in MoE decisions (independent variables) affects teachers’ organizational
commitment (dependent variable). The conceptual foundation for leadership distribution
in this study is based on theories proposed by Spillane (2006) and Gronn (2002a, 2003),
two scholars who are considered to be leading theorists in the field (Hulpia, 2009;
Mayrowetz, 2008; Timperley, 2008). These two theories form a model of leadership
distribution (Hulpia, 2009; Hulpia et al.,2012; Hulpia , Devos & Van Keer, 2009, 2012)
with four dimensions: distribution of leadership functions among formal leaders (vision
and support), cooperative formal team members, maximum leadership in school, and
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participation in decision making in school. In this study, I added the dimension of teacher
cooperation to address a school structure organized by subject/department. These
dimensions were used to validate the leadership distribution model in order to answer R1
and R4.
The second independent variable is teachers’ degree of participation in MoE
decisions. One goal in this study is to examine actual versus desired levels of
participation in decision making. Despite the Ministry of Education’s shift toward a more
decentralized structure, decisions related to curricula, budgets, staff development and
policies are usually made at the top level of the government hierarchy. Thus, this variable
measures teachers’ perceptions of the actual and desired levels of participation in
decisions related to teachers’ classroom tasks—namely, curricula, content, student test
scores, student discipline, and staff development.
The dependent variable, organizational commitment, consists of two factors:
commitment to the school and commitment to the Ministry of Education. Porter et al.
(1974) defined organizational commitment as “the relative strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particular organization” (p. 226). In this study,
organizational commitment consists of three components: a strong belief in
organizational goals, a readiness to exert more effort in the organization, and a desire to
maintain membership in the organization (Nguni et al., 2006).
Research Instrument
I administered one survey to measure the dependent and independent variables.
The survey assessed multiple dimensions using three instruments: the Distributed
Leadership Inventory (DLI) (Hulpia et al., 2011), the Shared Educational Decisions
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Survey–Revised (Ferrara, 1994), and the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire
(Mowday et al., 1979).
Distributed leadership. Distributed leadership was measured using the DLI
(Hulpia, 2009), which has been used successfully in several studies ( Hulpia, Devos, &
Rosseel, 2009; Hulpia et al., 2012; 2011). Respondents answered questions using a 5point Likert scale. This instrument has been found to have good reliability ranging
between 0.79 and 0.93, and has been validated in several empirical research studies
(Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009; Hulpia et al., 2012; 2011). The DLI assesses five
dimensions (Hulpia, 2009):
Cooperation within the formal leadership team: This dimension includes eight
items based on group cohesion (Litwin & Stringer, 1968), role ambiguity (Rizzo, House,
& Lirtzman, 1970), and goal orientedness (Staessens, 1990).
Participative decision making in schools: This dimension includes four items to
assess structural factors that foster participation in school decisions (Leithwood & Jantzi,
1999).
Distribution of leadership functions: This dimension measures teachers’
perceptions of leadership behaviors exhibited by school principals, assistant principals,
and department heads. Originally based on an instrument developed by Hulpia et al.
(2009), it includes 13 items based on previous studies, including strength of vision (De
Maeyer, Rymenans, Van Petegem, van den Bergh, & Rijlaarsdam, 2007), supportive
behavior (Hoy & Tarter, 1997), provision of instructional support and provision of
intellectual stimulation (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). To be suitable to the cultural setting
in Kuwait, the DLI was modified. Supervision in Kuwait is formally distributed among
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the school principal, department head, and school area (district) supervisor; thus, three
items were removed from the supervision part of the DLI based on cultural and
organizational considerations. Later, the number of items was reduced to 9 due to cultural
considerations. The eliminated items pertained to the participation of leaders in the
formal evaluation process, which is already a MoE requirement.
Maximum leadership support: This dimension was computed based on teachers’
perceptions of formal leadership support, specifically from the school principal, assistant
principal, and department head. The maximum score was selected from among those
given for the three formal school leaders.
Teachers’ cooperation: Based on supporting theoretical evidence (Bush & Derek,
2012; Gronn, 2002a), I added this dimension to the instrument using two items.
Degree of participation in MoE decision making. The degree of actual and
desired participation in MoE decision-making was conceptualized based on instruments
created by Alutto & Belasco (1974) and Ferrara (1994). Many scholars have measured
actual and desired degree of participation in decision making (Alutto & Belasco,1973;
Bat-Erdene, 2006; Gunal, 2005; Keung, 2008; Rector, 2004). For instance, Alutto and
Belasco (1973) classified the degree of participation in decision making as deprivation,
saturation, or equilibrium. In this study, I used 12 items to measure the actual and desired
degree of participation in decisions related to the grading system, curriculum content and
distribution, staff development programs, testing, and student discipline. Items were
adopted from Gunal’s (2005) study, which was based on Shared education decision
survey for Ferrara’s (1994).
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Organizational commitment. In Mowday et al.’s (1979) Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire, items were designed to measure the desire to stay in the
organization, acceptance of goals and organizational values, and willingness to put in
extra effort to help the organization succeed (Mowday et al., 1979). This variable
includes two dimensions:
Organizational commitment to the school: This dimension was measured using
six items related to desire to stay in the school, belief in school goals, and effort made in
the school. These items were also mentioned in the DLI (Hulpia et al., 2011) and
originally appeared in a study by Mowday et al. (1979).
Organizational commitment to the Ministry of Education: Researchers who
previously examined organizational commitment in Kuwait’s schools (Al Rasheedi,
2010; A. Alanezi, 2011) used instruments developed primarily for Western cultures,
where schools have more authority and belong to a decentralized system. However, in
Kuwait’s cultural setting, the educational zones (districts) still enforce a high degree of
authority over educational decisions in schools (Hasan, 2008). Therefore, in this study, I
consider commitment to the Ministry of Education as part of teachers’ organizational
commitment. Commitment to the Ministry of Education is based on Mowday et al.’s
(1974) definition, which consists of three elements: a strong belief in the Ministry of
Education’s goals, a readiness to exert more effort to achieve them, and a desire to
maintain membership and work in the Ministry of Education. This dimension was
measured with six items.
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Validity
Despite the fact that all previous studies demonstrated validity and acceptable
reliability for both instruments, they had been developed and primarily used in Western
cultural settings. I requested formal permission from SAGE to use and translate the DLI,
which was originally published in English (Hulpia et al., 2011). All original survey items
selected from instruments published in Gunal (2005), Hulpia et al. (2011) and Mowday et
al. (1979) were translated into Arabic. Since the 44 items were originally created by
various scholars and I added four additional items, the two versions were revised by four
education professors who are fluent in both languages. They chose the best translation
and provided input to ensure meaning equivalence across the two cultures (Zeinabadi,
2010).
It was imperative to re-measure the reliability and validity of the Arabic version
of the scales in order to ensure equivalence within the Kuwaiti cultural context. To ensure
the instrument’s content validity, preliminary questionnaires were reviewed by a panel of
experts in the field: university professors in Kuwait, two school principals, and four
experienced Kuwaiti teachers. Additionally, a measurement model based on confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was used to estimate the relationships between each of the
variables and a common construct to determine convergence validity (Trochim, 2006).
Pilot Study
After receiving approval for this study proposal from the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) at Penn State University, I contacted the Research and Curricula department
of the Kuwait Ministry of Education to seek official permission to apply the study’s
survey to secondary schools in Kuwait. After receiving authorization, pilot surveys were
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administered to a sample of secondary school teachers in Kuwait in order to measure the
reliability of the final primary survey after its translation into Arabic. The pilot study was
administered electronically using online survey services. The survey link was distributed
through the researcher’s personal connections to teachers working in secondary schools
in Kuwait via email, text messages, and Twitter. In total, 100 teachers responded to the
survey, but only 51 respondents answered all of the questions.
Reliability of pilot study results. Internal consistency was measured using
Cronbach’s alpha. The results revealed good reliability for the subscales between 0.760
and 0.963, which was appropriate. The Likert-type response items were examined after
combining them into a summated subscale score.
Table 3.1
Pilot Study Reliability Statistics (N = 51)
Study variables
Distributed leadership
Distribution of leadership functions (computed variable)
Support of principal
Support of assistant principal
Support of head department
Maximum leadership support (computed variable)
Participative decision making in schools
Cooperation within the leadership team
Teacher cooperation
Degree of participation of decision making
Actual degree of participation in decisions
Desired degree of participation in decisions
Organizational commitment
Organizational commitment to the school
Organizational commitment to the Ministry of Education

Cronbach’s alpha
0.882
0.915
0.941
0.963
0.933
0.934
0.836
0.851
0.782
0.885
0.936
0.854
0.791
0.760
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Population and Sample
I collected data for this study using a cross-sectional survey. The target population
was 12,730 teachers who worked in public secondary schools in Kuwait. According to
the Ministry of Education’s yearly statistical report, the 137 secondary schools in Kuwait
are distributed in six educational zones (Ministry of Education, 2012). Cluster sampling
was used to randomly select two schools in each educational zone, taking into
consideration that boys and girls attend separate schools in Kuwait. In each educational
zone, two schools for boys and two schools for girls were randomly selected, for a total
sample of 24 public secondary schools. The cluster sampling method is appropriate when
selected units—in this case, schools—are scattered over a large distance. Cluster
sampling is also beneficial for completing sampling frames. Given these advantages,
cluster sampling is widely used by researchers since traveling and comprehensive
sampling can be costly (Krathwohl, 2009).
After selecting schools using the cluster sampling method, I visited the schools to
request permission from school principals to administer the surveys and to ask teachers in
the selected schools to participate. Only four principals refused to participate in the study.
The final study sample included 1,003 teachers; of those, 839 returned questionnaires
(83.64% response rate). Unfortunately, data from 62 questionnaires could not be included
in the study because responses were incomplete. The total number of valid surveys was
777.
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Table 3.2
Demographic Information for the Study Sample (N = 777)
Demographic information
Gender
Male
Female
Years of Experience
< 5 years
5-10 years
10-15 years
> 15 years
Education
Bachelor degree
Graduate degree
District
Alaasema
Hawalli
Alfarwaniyah
Alahmidi
Mobarak Alkabeer
Aljahra

n

%

Valid %

292
485

37.5
62.3

37.6
62.4

216
207
150
201

27.8
26.6
19.3
25.8

27.9
26.7
19.4
26.0

712
64

91.5
8.2

91.8
8.2

114
156
160
117
102
128

14.7
20.1
20.6
15.0
13.1
16.5

14.7
20.1
20.6
15.1
13.1
16.5

Chapter 4

Data Analysis and Results

The purpose of this study was to examine how leadership distribution and participation
in Ministry of Education decisions affects teachers’ organizational commitment in secondary
schools in Kuwait. In this chapter, I present statistical data analysis results in order to answer
the four research questions that guided this study.
Analysis for Research Question One
The objective of R1 was to examine the degree to which leadership is distributed
among teachers in secondary schools in Kuwait. To answer this research question, I calculated
descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and percentages to analyze
responses to items from the Distributed Leadership Inventory (Hulpia el at., 2011). As shown
in Table 4.1, teachers agreed to items related to cooperation within the formal leadership
teams in their schools. The lowest mean scores and the lowest proportion of respondents who
strongly agreed and agreed are associated with the statements “All members of the leadership
team work together on the school’s core objectives;” and “In our school, the right person is
doing the right job, based on his or her competencies.” In addition, a low proportion of
respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement, “Members of the leadership
team divide their time properly.”

57

Table 4.1
Cooperation within the Formal Leadership Team Dimension (N = 777)
Response Distribution (%)
Item
There is a wellfunctioning leadership
team.

M
3.81

SD
1.09

Strongly
Disagree
5.5

The leadership team
tries to behave as well
as possible.

3.93

0.99

2.6

7.7

13.9

44.5

30.8

The leadership team
supports the goals we
would like to attain in
our school.

3.82

1.02

3.2

8.2

18.6

42.3

27.1

All members of the
leadership team work
together on the
school’s core
objectives.

3.46

1.11

5.3

16.1

21.6

38.9

17.0

In our school, the right
person is doing the
right job, based on his
or her competencies.

3.46

1.09

5.3

13.6

28.0

34.4

17.9

Members of the
leadership team divide
their time properly.

3.53

1.02

4.6

9.5

29.3

38.9

16.6

Members of the
leadership team have
clear goals.

3.67

1.02

4.0

9.6

21.1

45.1

19.7

Members of the
leadership team know
what tasks they must
perform.

3.75

1.01

4.4

6.4

21.1

45.2

22.4

Members of the
leadership team are
willing to execute
good ideas.

3.74

1.07

5.3

7.1

18.8

42.4

23.8

Disagree
7.6

Neutral
14.1

Agree
44.7

Strongly
Agree
27.5
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Table 4.2 shows the results for teachers’ responses to items on the DLI related to their
level of participation in school decisions. The lowest mean scores are associated with “There
is an effective committee structure for decision making;” (M = 3.14) and “We have adequate
involvement in decision making in the school” (M = 3.20).
Table 4.2
Participative School Decision Making Dimension (N = 777)
Response Distribution (%)
Strongly
Disagree
4.6

Agree
41.8

Strongly
Agree
16.7

24.8

40.2

13.2

19.2

23.0

33.0

13.2

21.3

23.0

31.9

12.3

Item
Leadership is delegated
for activities, which is
critical to achieving
school goals.

M
3.55

SD
1.04

Disagree Neutral
10.8
24.9

Leadership is broadly
distributed among the
staff.

3.42

1.04

4.2

15.9

We have adequate
involvement in
decision making in the
school.

3.20

1.19

10.2

There is an effective
committee structure for
decision making.

3.14

1.20

10.5

	
  

As shown Table 4.2, about 25% of the participants responded neutral to items
regarding decision making in schools, which can indicate uncertainty. A total of 44.2% of
respondents agreed with the item, “There is an effective committee structure for decision
making,” and 31.8% disagreed. The second-lowest percentage of agreement (46.2%) was for
the item, “We have adequate involvement in decision making in the school,” and 29.4%
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disagreed. Most respondents agreed or strongly agreed that leadership is delegated for
activities (58.5%), but the item also had the highest percentage of neutral responses (24.9%).
Teachers’ responses indicate a high level of cooperation among teachers. Table 4.3
shows high mean scores (4.01 and 4.07) and high levels of agreement (76.8% and 80.1%) for
both items.
Table 4.3
Cooperation among Teachers Dimension (N = 777)
Response Distribution (%)
Item
Teachers in our department
are cooperative.

M
4.01

SD
1.04

Teachers discuss lesson
plans and share knowledge
together.

4.07

1.02

Strongly
Disagree
3.5
3.7

Disagree
6.9
5.5

Neutral
12.1

Agree
38.9

10.0

40.0

Strongly
Agree
37.9
40.1

The leadership distribution process is an important element in distributed leadership
theory. Table 4.4 shows results for teachers’ responses to items related to leadership
distribution among principals, assistant principals and department heads. Mean scores are
generally highest for department heads, followed by school principals, then assistant
principals.
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Table 4.4
Teachers Perspectives on Leadership Distribution Dimension by Position (N = 777)

Item
Debates the school vision.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Compliments teachers.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Helps teachers.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Explains reasons for criticism to teachers.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Is available after school to help teachers.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Looks out for the personal welfare of teachers.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Encourages me to pursue my own professional
learning goals.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Encourages me to try new practices consistent
with my own interests.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads
Provides support for teacher interaction.
Principals
Assistant Principals
Department Heads

M

SD

Response Distribution (%)
Very
Very
Low Low Medium High High

4.00 1.07
3.71 1.15
4.03 1.10

4.0
5.7
4.6

4.6
8.6
5.0

18.9
22.8
14.9

30.5 40.2
31.6 28.9
31.0 42.5

3.87 1.14
3.79 1.10
4.13 1.07

4.6
4.1
4.0

7.7
7.6
4.9

20.6
23.9
12.2

32.9 31.4
30.5 31.5
28.8 47.4

3.63 1.18
3.55 1.18
4.11 1.07

6.0 11.3
6.8 11.6
3.9 5.3

23.3
24.8
13.0

29.9 27.8
30.3 24.7
29.7 46.0

3.80 1.11
3.58 1.15
4.08 1.05

4.6 7.7
6.3 10.0
3.5 5.0

20.6
25.4
14.7

32.9 31.4
31.2 23.9
30.5 34.6

3.34 1.34 13.2 12.6
3.30 1.30 12.6 13.4
3.79 1.25 7.7 7.5

23.3
24.6
19.4

23.9 24.3
25.6 21.2
25.3 37.7

3.80 1.18
3.76 1.13
4.15 1.13

6.8
5.3
5.3

6.6
8.4
4.2

20.3
21.1
11.8

30.1 34.7
33.4 30.1
25.2 51.7

3.83 1.11
3.67 1.11
4.07 1.10

4.6 7.1
4.8 10.0
4.8 4.8

21.1
23.1
13.5

31.7 33.3
33.8 26.0
29.9 45.0

3.95 1.08
3.66 1.16
4.17 1.06

3.9 6.7
5.8 10.5
3.9 5.0

17.5
22.1
10.4

32.8 37.8
31.4 27.6
30.1 49.2

3.91 1.13
3.72 1.15
4.03 1.10

5.4
6.0
5.0

17.5
20.6
11.1

31.9 37.9
31.4 30.5
28.7 48.8

6.2
9.3
4.8

61

I calculated quality of support based on the maximum scores given for leadership
support from formal leaders in school. I took the scores for the highest rated member of each
respondent’s leadership team (i.e., principal, assistant principal, or department head) in terms
of leadership support (Hulpia et al., 2012) and calculated the average of maximum support for
all school leaders based on all responses. Based on a possible high score of 5, the mean score
for quality of leadership support was 4.34 (n = 746, SD = 0.72). Thus, respondents felt high
levels of support from one or more leadership team members (i.e., principals, assistant
principals, and/or department heads). However, deeper analysis of the responses reveals that a
large number of teacher responses (n = 299, 40%) were lower than the mean score for
leadership support, indicating that a significant number of teachers experienced low levels of
leadership support in their schools.
The results also reveal that leadership support was distributed among the different
members of the leadership teams. I calculated leadership distribution by dividing the sum of
the leadership function scores for principals, assistant principals, and department heads by the
quality score for that leadership function (see Table 4.5). The scores range from 1.40
(centralized) to 3.0 (decentralized), with a mean score of 2.60, which indicates a more
decentralized leadership function overall. However, based on the response frequencies, 252
(37%) of the 679 total responses were lower than the mean. Thus, teachers’ opinions about
leadership distribution varied based on different school practices. .
Overall, the results reveal a moderate level of leadership distribution. As shown in
Table 4.5, the lowest mean score for leadership distribution is associated with participative
decision making (M = 3.33), followed by support from assistant principals (M = 3.65) , then
cooperation among members of the leadership team(M = 3.70). Support from department
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heads (M = 4.09) and cooperation among teachers in a single department (M = 4.05) have the
highest mean scores. The results reveal that horizontal and top-down interactions in Kuwaiti
schools are more common than interactions initiated from the bottom-up, which is a
characteristic of centralized organizations.
Table 4.5
Summary of Results for Leadership Distribution
Aspect of Leadership Distribution
M
Cooperation within the leadership team
3.70
Participative decision making in school
3.33
Cooperation within departments
4.05
Maximum leadership support**
4.34
**,#
Leadership distribution
2.66
Support of principal
3.79
Support of assistant principal
3.65
Support of department head
4.09
**
#
Note: - computed variable, - range of mean is 1.40 to 3.0

SD
0.86
0.91
0.94
0.72
0.30
0.93
0.98
0.96

Analysis for Research Question Two
The aim of R2 was to examine the degree of teacher participation in decision making
with the Ministry of Education in Kuwait. I asked teachers about their actual participation in
decisions related to curriculum, staff development, student discipline, and exams, and their
desire to participate in such decisions.
As shown in Table 4.6, teachers indicated that their actual participation in MoE
decisions was lowest for those related to curriculum, followed by decisions related to staff
professional development. Teachers indicated that they participate most in decisions related to
exam content and student discipline. For all types of decisions, teachers indicated that they
desire to participate more in MoE decisions, especially in decisions related to student
discipline (M = 4.20), and staff development (M = 3.89).
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Table 4.6
Actual vs. Desired Participation in MoE Decisions
MoE Decision
Curriculum content
Actual participation
Desired participation
Curriculum distribution timeline
Actual participation
Desired participation
Staff professional development
courses
Actual participation
Desired participation
Student discipline
Actual participation
Desired participation
Student testing guidelines and
grading practices
Actual participation
Desired participation
Exam content
Actual participation
Desired participation

M

SD

Response Distribution (%)
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always

1.807 1.270
3.790 1.210

63.1
5.7

7.2
7.5

12.7
5.1

6.7
17.5

6.2
29.8

1.933 1.321
3.850 1.150

56.7
5.4

9.3
6.4

12.9
15.3

8.7
32.3

6.7
32.3

2.272 1.382
3.890 1.180

43.3
5.7

11.3
6.3

18.9
14.7

12.7
28.7

8.2
34.2

3.323 1.539
4.200 1.020

21.6
3.2

7.5
2.7

14.8
12.5

21.5
26.3

29.9
45.8

2.304 1.550
3.880 1.220

48.8
7.1

8.6
3.9

11.3
18.6

11.6
24.0

14.4
36.5

3.333 1.570
3.830 1.250

22.9
8.0

5.7
4.5

15.4
17.6

19.0
24.3

32.0
35.6

Teachers participate least in curriculum content decisions; 63.1% of teachers in the
sample said that they never participate in such decisions. Relatively more teachers participate
in decisions related to student discipline (29.9%) and exam content (32.0%). Overall, the
response distribution in Table 4.6 shows that teachers desire to participate more in MoE
decisions.
Analysis for Research Question Three
The objective of R3 was to examine secondary teachers’ organizational commitment
to their schools and to the Ministry of Education in Kuwait. In Table 4.7, I provide descriptive
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statistics for teachers’ responses to items related to organizational commitment. The response
distribution data reveal different levels of teacher commitment to schools and to the MoE.
Table 4.7
Teachers’ Organizational Commitment (N = 777)
Response Distribution (%)
Item
Commitment to school
I am proud to be part of this school
team.
My school inspires me to do the best
I can.
I am really unhappy that I chose to
work for this school.
My values and the organization’s
values are very similar.
I have a deep desire to stay at this
school.
I participate in solving school
problems.
Commitment to MoE
The MoE makes decisions without
prior study.
I believe that the MoE’s decisions
are good for all students and
teachers.
I feel that my experience is
appreciated as a professional teacher
in the MoE organization.
I believe that the goal of MoE
reforms is to improve the field of
education.
If I had a chance, I would move
from education to another
occupation.
I do the best I can to achieve MoE
goals.

M

Strongly
Strongly
SD Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

4.25

0.97

3.9

3.1

5.1

40.0

47.8

4.35

0.86

1.4

4.0

5.0

37.7

51.7

2.19

1.27

38.9

28.1

13.9

10.4

7.6

3.66

1.07

4.6

9.3

23.0

38.7

22.5

3.97

1.15

5.8

6.8

11.8

35.1

39.5

3.93

0.88

1.8

3.6

19.8

47.4

25.7

3.53

1.20

6.7

12.9

26.1

26.9

25.7

3.06

1.17

10.9

22.2

25.7

30.5

10.0

3.42

1.25

10.2

14.1

19.5

34.7

20.4

3.47

1.07

5.7

13.8

21.2

44.5

13.8

2.78

1.44

24.9

24.4

15.7

16.8

17.6

4.09

0.87

2.2

3.5

10.2

50.9

32.8

65

Responses reveal low overall commitment to the MoE. For example, 52% of the
sample agreed that the MoE makes decisions without previous study; just 40% agreed that
MoE decisions are good, while 25.7% felt neutral and 33.1% disagreed. In terms of feeling
appreciated, 19.5% of teachers felt neutral and 24.4% indicated that they do not feel
appreciated. Finally, 49.4% expressed their desire to stay in the MoE, while 34.4% said they
would leave the MoE if they had a chance. Nevertheless, a majority of participants (58.3%)
agreed with MoE goals and reforms. Additionally, the number of neutral responses indicates
that the MoE vision and educational goals may be ambiguous. In general, the means for
teachers’ organizational commitment are moderately-high, with higher organizational
commitment to schools than to the MoE (see Table 4.8).
Table 4.8
Overall Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment
School
MoE

M
3.99
3.29

SD
0.695
0.696

Analysis for Research Question Four
The objective of R4 was to determine the extent to which teachers’ organizational
commitment is influenced by leadership distribution in schools and the degree of teacher
participation in MoE educational decisions in Kuwait.
I calculated descriptive statistics using SPSS v. 21.0 and tested a path regression
model using AMOS v. 20.0. To ensure data integrity, I eliminated cases with more than four
missing values for any of the variables; of the remaining cases, 63 had between one and four
missing values, which I substituted with means. The total number of cases analyzed for this
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research question was 695. I examined variables for normality using skewness values, and
values for all dependent and independent variables were within an acceptable statistical range
(+/- 1.5) (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004, p. 63).
Measurement Model Using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
Hulpia’s (2012) original model of distributed leadership is composed of four factors:
cooperation within the formal leadership team, participative decision making in schools,
maximum leadership support, and distribution of leadership support. This model has been
validated in several studies in Belgium (Hulpia et al., 2012); however, it has not been
validated in other cultures, such as Kuwait. I made slight modifications to tailor the model to
the new cultural setting by adding a teacher cooperation dimension. I used confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) to estimate the relationships between each of the latent variables, considering
the factor loadings between maximum support and leadership distribution based on Hulpia et
al.’s (2012) results, since both variables are computed from the same items (items 30-39 on
the survey).
The model indicates an acceptable fit for four indices (X² [407], p < 0.001; NFI =
0.939, CFI = 0.959; RMSEA = 0.053) as per the guidelines suggested by Byrne (2001).
Moreover, all items are statistically significant on their respective factors at the 0.001 level.
Table 4.9 shows the result of factor loading for the distributed leadership model. Additionally,
all latent variables in the distributed leadership model are significantly correlated with each
other (range: 0.438 to 0.861). The Pearson correlation results are shown in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.9
Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Distributed Leadership Model
Factor
Cooperation within the formal leadership team
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20
Q21
Participative decision making
Q23
Q24
Q25
Q26
Maximum leadership support
*max30
*max31
*max32
*max33
*max34
*max35
*max36
*max37
Leadership distribution
*d30
*d31
*d32
*d33
*d34
*d35
*d36
*d37
Teacher cooperation
*Q28_1
*Q27_1
*Variables computed from items 30-39

Estimate
0.710
0.745
0.754
0.710
0.787
0.825
0.833
0.806
0.677
0.676
0.781
0.666
0.657
0.686
0.766
0.811
0.799
0.662
0.757
0.837
0.817
0.776
0.836
0.874
0.818
0.712
0.810
0.885
0.845
0.763
0.842
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Table 4.10
Pearson Correlations between Latent Variables in the Distributed Leadership Model
Variable
Cooperation within the formal leadership team
Participative decision making
Maximum leadership support
Leadership distribution
Teacher cooperation

1
1.000
0.861
0.525
0.717
0.438

2

3

4

5

1.000
0.521 1.000
0.721 0.838 1.000
0.534 0.549 0.484 1.000

After conducting a confirmatory factor analysis for the distributed leadership model, I
developed regression and correlation models to investigate whether leadership distribution
(Hulpia, Devos, Rosseel, & Vlerick, 2012; Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2009) and
participation in educational decisions (Ferrara, 1994) predict teachers’ organizational
commitment.
I built a regression model using teachers’ organizational commitment items as
dependent factors that shape overall organizational commitment to schools and to the MoE.
The regression model contains independent dimensions intended to measure leadership
distribution: (a) distribution of leadership functions among formal leaders (vision and
support), (b) cooperation within the formal leadership team, (c) maximum leadership support
in school, (d) participative decision making, and (e) teacher cooperation. Additionally, the
model contains two dimensions to measure level of participation of MoE decisions: (a) actual
participation in MoE decisions, (b) and desired participation in MoE decisions.
Regression Results
I followed the regression steps outlined in the AMOS 20 User’s Guide (Arbuckle,
2011) for specifying and identifying the model and viewing and interpreting the output
results. Model specification involves using theory and previous research to develop a
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theoretical model. Past research may be used as a basis to develop or identify variable(s) that
should be included in the model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In the path regression model
for this study, I used distributed leadership variables based on Hulpia et al. (2009, 2012) and
made small modifications to make the model more suitable for the cultural setting in Kuwait.
In this phase, using AMOS software, I created a primary regression model for the dependent
variable, teachers’ organizational commitment, based on independent variables including the
five dimensions of distributed leadership and the two dimensions of participation in MoE
decisions (see Figure 4.1).

Maximum leadership support

Distributed support

Participative school decision
Team leaders’ cooperation

Teachers’
commitment

Teachers’ cooperation
MoE decision actual participation

MoE decision desired participation

Figure 4.1. Primary regression model.
After completing the model specification process, I identified the model by fixing the
regression weight applied to the error in predicting teachers’ organizational commitment to a
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value of 1 (Arbuckle, 2011). The results are presented in Table 4.11, and show that
organizational commitment is influenced by main distributed leadership factors: cooperation
within the leadership team, teacher cooperation, and desired level of participation in MoE
decisions.
Table 4.11
Regression Weights for Predictors of Teachers’ Organizational Commitment
Factor
Distributed support

Estimate
0.150

SE
0.047

CR
3.175

p
0.001*

Maximum leadership support

-0.080

0.046

-1.721

0.085

Participative decision making

0.054

0.027

1.954

0.051

Cooperation within the formal leadership team

0.264

0.031

8.446

<0.001*

Teacher cooperation

0.092

0.022

4.245

<0.001*

Actual participation in MoE decisions

0.037

0.017

2.109

0.035*

Desired participation in MoE decisions
Note: * - significant p-value

0.078

0.019

4.102

<0.001*

In order to answer the research question, I calculated standardized regression weights
to measure the relative contribution of every predictor to teachers’ commitment as the
dependent variable. As shown in Table 4.12, cooperation within the formal leadership team (β
= 0.381, p < 0.001), leadership distribution (β = 0.207, p = 0.001), teacher cooperation (β =
0.146, p < 0.001), desired participation in MoE decisions (β = 0.123, p < 0.001), and actual
participation in MoE decisions (β = 0.064, p = 0.035) predict teachers’ organizational
commitment.
Squared multiple correlation is a measurement of the total contribution of all
predictors combined. Collectively, all seven predictors account for about 44% of the variance
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in teachers’ organizational commitment (R2 = 0.44). Figure 4.2 summarizes the final results of
the standardized regression model.

Table 4.12
Standardized Regression of Predictors of Teachers’ Organizational Commitment
Predictor
Leadership distribution
Maximum leadership support
Participative decision making
Cooperation within the formal leadership team
Teacher cooperation
Actual participation in MoE decisions
Desired participation in MoE decisions

ß
0.207
-0.097
0.084
0.381
0.146
0.064
0.123

-

.0
.3
.1

.0
.1

Figure 4.2. Standardized regression model for teachers’ organizational commitment.
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Significant covariance relationships and correlations exist between model variables, as
shown in Tables 4.13 and 4.14. Covariance relationships between all variables are statistically
significant, except between actual participation in MoE decisions and desired participation in
MoE decisions. This result indicates a gap between teachers’ expectations and reality.
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Table 4.13
Covariance Relationships between Distributed Leadership Dimensions and Degree of
Participation in MoE Decisions
Factor 1

Factor 2

Est.

SE

Participative school decisions

Cooperation of formal leaders

0.526

0.036

14.438

<0.001

Leadership distribution

Cooperation of formal leaders

0.450

0.032

14.218

<0.001

Cooperation of formal leaders

Maximum leadership support

0.294

0.026

11.400

<0.001

Leadership distribution

Participative decision making

0.447

0.034

13.340

<0.001

Participative school decisions

Maximum leadership support

0.287

0.027

10.442

<0.001

Leadership distribution

Maximum leadership support

0.468

0.029

16.404

<0.001

Cooperation of formal leaders

Teacher cooperation

0.305

0.033

9.292

<0.001

Participative school decisions

Teacher cooperation

0.329

0.036

9.243

<0.001

Leadership distribution

Teacher cooperation

0.305

0.031

9.716

<0.001

Maximum leadership support

Teacher cooperation

0.300

0.028

10.698

<0.001

Teacher cooperation

Actual participation in MoE

0.076

0.037

2.050

0.040

Cooperation of formal leaders

Actual participation in MoE

0.167

0.034

4.898

<0.001

Participative school decisions

Actual participation in MoE

0.231

0.037

6.172

<0.001

Leadership distribution

Actual participation in MoE

0.169

0.032

5.211

<0.001

Maximum leadership support

Actual participation in MoE

0.124

0.028

4.391

<0.001

Actual participation in MoE

Desired participation in MoE

0.030

0.036

0.827

0.408

Teacher cooperation

Desired participation in MoE

0.163

0.034

4.830

<0.001

Cooperation of formal leaders

Desired participation in MoE

0.114

0.030

3.765

<0.001

Maximum leadership support

Desired participation in MoE

0.107

0.025

4.227

<0.001

Participative school decisions

Desired participation in MoE

0.068

0.033

2.096

0.036

Leadership distribution

Desired participation in MoE

0.096

0.029

3.328

<0.001

In order to understand the power of the relationships between the variables, I
calculated Pearson correlations, which are presented in Table 4.14.

CR

p
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Table 4.14
Strength of Relationships between Factors (Pearson Correlations)
Factor 1

Factor 2

r

Participative school decisions

Cooperation of formal leaders

0.682

Leadership distribution

Cooperation of formal leaders

0.667

Cooperation of formal leaders

Maximum leadership support

0.497

Leadership distribution

Participative decision making

0.610

Participative school decisions

Maximum leadership support

0.446

Leadership distribution

Maximum leadership support

0.833

Cooperation of formal leaders

Teacher cooperation

0.389

Participative school decisions

Teacher cooperation

0.387

Leadership distribution

Teacher cooperation

0.410

Maximum leadership support

Teacher cooperation

0.459

Teacher cooperation

Actual participation in MoE decisions

0.080

Cooperation of formal leaders

Actual participation in MoE decisions

0.195

Participative school decisions

Actual participation in MoE decisions

0.248

Leadership distribution

Actual participation in MoE decisions

0.208

Maximum leadership support

Actual participation in MoE decisions

0.174

Actual participation in MoE decisions

Desired participation in MoE decisions

0.192

Teacher cooperation

Desired participation in MoE decisions

0.148

Cooperation of formal leaders

Desired participation in MoE decisions

0.167

Maximum leadership support

Desired participation in MoE decisions

0.082

Participative school decisions

Desired participation in MoE decisions

0.131

As shown in Table 4.14, significant, slightly positive relationships exist between
teachers’ perceptions of their level of participation in MoE decisions and the distribution of
leadership in schools (r-values from 0.1 to 0.3). However, relationships between the
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distributed leadership dimensions themselves are moderately to strongly positive based on
Hopkins’ (1997) statistical interpretation of correlation coefficients.
Structural Equation Model
I also used structural equation modeling (SEM) techniques to verify the fit of the
model to the cultural environment of Kuwait. I built the structural model by following the
same steps used for the specification regression model.
I tested SEM assumptions regarding sample size and acceptable degree of normality.
All dependent and independent variables were fairly normal based on skewness values. First, I
found that the model was over-identified. An over-identified model is “one in which the
number of estimable parameters is less than the number of data points (i.e., variance and
covariance of the observed variable)” (Byrne, 2001, p. 35). In the model estimation step, I
estimated the free parameters in the model from the set of observed variables (Hoyle, 1995).
In the model evaluation step, the following primary model result showed that specifications
needed to be modified based on inadequate fit (X² [757] = 5597.86, p < 0.000; NFI = 0.737;
CFI = 0.763; RMSEA = 0.09) (Byrne, 2001).
In the modification stage, large MIs indicated that factor loading was an issue (Byrne,
2001). A review of MIs revealed that nine parameters were indicative of cross-loading,
particularly for the leadership distribution and maximum leadership support variables, which
both are variables computed from items 30-39. In reality, leadership distribution is a complex
task that reflects formal and informal interactions in schools. Due to this theoretical and
practical reality, this complexity may contribute to cross-loading between the two variables.
Additionally, factor loading problems were indicated between items 24 and 25, 25 and
26, and 24 and 26. These items were designed to measure participative decision making. I
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established covariance correlations between these item pairs based on the reasonable
correlation.
After these modifications, the revised distributed leadership model in figure 4.3 shows
an acceptable fit (X² [900] = 2319.081, p < 0.000; NFI = 0.905; CFI = 0.939; RMSEA =
0.049), A CFI > 0.90 is acceptable (Bentler, 1990), and a RMSEA < 0.05 indicates good fit
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Therefore, the original distributed leadership models (Hulpia et
al., 2011, 2012) are valid in the Kuwaiti school context based on the results presented in this
chapter.

Figure 4.3: Structural equation modeling for teachers’ organizational commitment.

Chapter 5

Discussion

In this chapter, I discuss the results and limitations of this study and make
recommendations for scholars and practitioners. Specifically, I discuss implications for
policy makers, school leaders and professional development programs, and suggest possible
areas for future research.
For the purpose of discussion research questions, results cannot be analyzed away
from the complexity of social and political context. This study was conducted in Kuwait
during a time of political and economic uncertainty. The resulting political tensions
(Freedom House website, 2009) caused six dissolutions of parliament between 2006 and
2013. Likewise, the Minister of Education was replaced six times in 8 years (Ministry of
Education website, n.d.); educational visions and reforms were barely implemented before
new ones were established. Constant reform impacts not only teachers, students, and
parents, but also school leadership and school performance. At the societal level, public
education is now seen as a failing field (Alterki, 2013a) and educators and communities can
do nothing about it.
Leadership Distribution in Secondary Schools in Kuwait
Research question one focused on teachers’ perceptions of the degree of leadership
distribution in secondary schools in Kuwait. The results of this study confirm findings from
previous studies ( Hulpia, 2009; Hulpia , Devos & Rosseel, 2009; Hulpia et al. , 2011, 2012)
that leadership distribution has several different dimensions. From the teachers’ perspective,
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leadership is distributed in Kuwaiti schools in ways that are structurally and culturally
embedded. In this study, I specifically measured cooperation within the formal leadership
team, leadership distribution, maximum leadership support, teacher cooperation, and
participative decision-making in school.
Leadership is enacted in secondary schools in Kuwait through cooperation within the
formal leadership team. The results of this study reveal the existence of cooperative formal
leadership teams that are well-functioning and professional, with clear goals and tasks. One
form of leadership distribution is through formal structural practices (Gronn, 2002a;
MacBeath, 2009). In this study, 75% of Kuwaiti teachers surveyed believed that their
schools had well-functioning formal leadership teams of principals, assistant principals, and
department heads who put forth their best effort.
This result confirms a finding from another study that teachers prefer leadership
team members who work cooperatively to reach educational goals (Hulpia et al., 2012).
Focusing on formally designated leadership positions, findings suggest that in addition to
principals and assistant principals, other formally designated leaders take responsibility for
leadership and management work (Camburn, Rowan, & Taylor, 2003; Spillane el at. , 2009;
Spillane & Diamond, 2007). Leadership distribution, the second dimension of distributed
leadership, occurs when courageous collaborative leaders create a climate of power sharing
(Angelle, 2010; Harris, 2004, Harris and Chapman, 2002). MacBeath’s (2009) research
indicated that this kind of formal leadership distribution based on position is important,
because clear roles and tasks make staff members feel secure. Additionally, a clear
positional hierarchy helps parents approach the appropriate person when problems arise.
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Surprisingly, the study results show that a majority of teachers feel that department
heads provide more leadership support in secondary schools in Kuwait than principals or
assistant principals. In the Kuwaiti school context, department heads are the formal leaders
who are closest to actual classroom teaching practices, because they have knowledge and
experience in the subject (Al-Mhelby & Al-jaber, 2002). This result contradicts those of
many other studies indicating that principals serve as the main sources of leadership support
in schools (i.e., Chamberland, 2009; Hulpia, 2009; Hulpia et al., 2011, 2012; Leithwood
and Jantzi, 1999).
It is likely that teachers feel more supported by department heads in Kuwait because
they have more frequent daily interactions during faculty meetings, classroom evaluations,
and breaks in the teachers’ lounge. During daily interactions, mutual relationships between
team leaders and teachers are created. These relationships can be explained by leadermember exchange (LMX) theory, which focuses on the relationship between a leader and a
follower (Cogliser & Schriesheim, 2000). LMX suggests that the quality of leadership is
determined by the relationship between a leader and group members (Bowler, 2001). By
developing effective relationships, mutual leadership influences occur (Uhl-Bien, 2006).
Thus, teachers in Kuwait view department heads as supportive leaders based on the close
supervisory relationships that are developed between them. Through work interactions,
perspectives are formed and judgments are made about the leader and the team members
(Bowler, 2001).
The third dimension of distributed leadership in this study was the quality of
leadership support expressed as the maximum leadership support that teachers received.
Most teachers received high support from at least one formal leader. However, many
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teachers expressed that they have low to medium levels of leadership support. Although the
results seem to reveal an even distribution of leadership among formal leaders, the responses
of 40% of teachers indicate a centralized management structure. This variation seen among
teachers’ responses is related to the dynamics of schools as living systems (Senge,
Cambron-McCabe, Lucas, Smith, Dutton, and Kleiner, 2012), where various aspects of
human life, such as behavior, thinking, perceptions, and attitudes are influenced by a
significant factor: culture (Abd Razak, Darmawan, & Keeves, 2010). These aspects
contribute to shaping school cultures, which makes every school a special unit of analysis.
This result also may have been influenced by the strict nature of the tasks required of every
formal leader based on MoE work guidelines and job descriptions, artifacts that shape the
nature of centralized schools.
In Kuwait, schools are organized by subject into departments (e.g., science, math,
etc.). Within this structure, teachers function as a coherent team, which influences leadership
effectiveness (Day, Gronn, & Salas, 2004). Therefore, cooperation among teachers in the
same department was measured as the fourth dimension of distributed leadership. The
results show that teachers’ professional identities are as members of cooperative teams of
specialists. Among participants in this study, 76.8% of teachers stated that their departments
are cooperative, while 80.1% of teachers said that teachers in the same department share
lesson plans, discuss course material, and plan department activities. This result is supported
by a finding in another study (Alhosini el at., 2011) about the cooperative nature of teams in
schools.
Cooperation between teachers and department heads, who are the main influential
leaders, contributes significantly to teaching practice by improving lessons and enabling
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teacher specialization. Secondary teachers in Kuwait are accountable for achieving
standards that are covered by the national curriculum textbook. Teachers discuss how to
achieve educational goals and the best ways to teach curriculum concepts.
This result supports findings of recent studies that outlined the role of team
leadership in facilitating outcomes such as teamwork and team learning (Bush & Derek,
2012; Day et al., 2004). Relationships built on trust, caring, and professionalism among
school members have been found to be fundamental in other distributed leadership studies
(Angelle, 2010; Bush & Derek, 2012; Buttram & Pizzini, 2009; Chamberland, 2009). These
school relationships lie at the heart of knowledge creation and shared understanding (Harris,
2008).
For the fifth dimension of distributed leadership, participation in school decisions
had the lowest mean score, which reflects the reality of the controlling influence of the MoE.
Only 43.2% of teachers agreed that they have an effective committee structure for decision
making in their schools. Additionally, only 46% of teachers agreed that they have adequate
involvement in decision making in their schools.
This result contrasts with the essential purpose of distributed leadership, which is to
empower teachers to have more influence in the decision making process at school.
Effective distributed leadership should impact the core of what teachers do on a daily basis
(Clutter-Shield, 2011). Additionally, Harris (2008) described this aspect of leadership as
“consultative distribution,” which is “participation of key staff in providing information and
advice on school-wide decisions” (p. 118).
Limited participation in decisions is one of the main obstacles to leadership
distribution in Kuwaiti schools. In many Western studies, scholars have emphasized the
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importance of shared decision making, which is related to effective classroom practice and
high school performance (e.g., Clutter-Shield, 2011; Gronn, 2000; Gunal, 2005; Rutherford,
2006). However, other studies conducted in Kuwait revealed the same result: school
principals and teachers have limited authority (Al-hadhood, 1996; Alhosini et al., 2011; AlMhelby, Al-Muqate, & Al-Dhafiri, 2004; Alqina’ai, 2007). Al-hadhood’s (1996) study
revealed that an autocratic system and a lack of MoE regulations to organize decision
making processes are the main obstacles to teacher participation in school decision making
processes.
In general, the results reveal that school leadership was distributed mostly through a
hierarchal system among formal leaders. Additionally, teacher cooperation influenced the
teamwork structure related to leadership distribution. Since leadership is culturally and
structurally embedded in school contexts, leadership is severely limited in the absence of a
two-way flow in decision making processes and participation in MoE vision and reforms.
Perspectives about Participation in MoE Decision Making
The results related to research question two reveal that school decisions in Kuwait
are highly influenced by the politics of the Ministry of Education. The results of this study
show that teachers believe they have limited autonomy regarding curriculum content and
distribution, staff development needs, and student testing guidelines. Additionally,
secondary teachers in Kuwait desire to participate more in MoE decisions, especially those
related to student discipline, curriculum distribution, and testing. In general, teachers’ desire
to participate in decisions exceeds their actual participation in decisions.
According to Alutto and Belasco (1973), decision deprivation happens when desired
participation (DP) in decision making exceeds actual participation (AP) in decision making
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(AP –DP < 0). In Kuwaiti schools, our results indicate a state of decision deprivation for all
items measured, which includes curriculum, staff development, student discipline, and
testing guidelines. Teacher described themselves far away from participation in major
educational decisions that are directly influence their classroom teaching.
This result was expected. A high degree of hierarchical authority and limited
participation in decisions about policies and resources shape a centralized core of an
organization (Andrews et al., 2009), which explains the nature of the centralized structure of
the MoE over schools and districts. As institutions, schools are deeply connected and framed
by societal norms, including the democratic practice of participation in decision making
processes. Social, cultural, and political factors influence the nature of democratic practice
in schools and in society in general (Moos, 2010).
Regardless of the fact that no structures or regulations are available to organize the
participation of educators or citizens in education (Al-hadhood, 1996, 2006), this study
result confirms teachers’ desire for more autonomy as professionals. Additionally, this result
indicates that a majority of teachers are ready to implement democratic practices in schools,
which is a fundamental aspect of leadership distribution. This result is in line with findings
of many Western studies that teachers are willing and ready to participate in educational
decisions through a shared leadership vision (MacPherson, 2009; Smylie, 1992; Villiers &
Pretorius, 2011) . This result also mirrors demands from the teachers’ union to participate in
MoE decisions as a representative of teachers’ perspectives (Alfadli, 2013a).
Other studies conducted in Kuwait revealed the same finding about limited
participation in MoE reforms. Hussein (1992) revealed that educational reforms in Kuwait
depended on personal expert judgments with limited feedback from educators. In addition,
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other studies in Kuwait recommended moving toward a more decentralized structure by
giving more authority to school principals and educators (Al-Hamdan, 1986; Almeseliem,
2012).
The results of this study reveal that a bureaucratic structure that limits teacher
autonomy and involvement in decisions has dysfunctional consequences for student learning
and school performance. In terms of curriculum, course content is determined by textbooks,
curriculum guides, materials, and curriculum distribution guides which are written at the
national and district levels. Content decisions that shape the main core of teachers’ work is
controlled completely by higher management influences. Teachers in Kuwait cannot select
course content even though they are the ones who directly influence student achievement on
a daily basis. Teachers do not have the authority to choose content based on student ability
levels or to spend extra time on particular topics, because they are under extreme pressure to
meet testing and curriculum deadlines. As a result, many students must resort to private
tutoring to keep up with the intense curriculum (Alshatti & Alsabti, 2013 as cited in
Almosawi, 2013).
It widely accepted that quality of teaching influences student learning (Dinham,
2013). Many studies have provided evidence about the influence of teacher empowerment
on teaching quality by improving school instructions and leadership (Marks & Louis, 1997;
Rutherford, 2006). Additionally, increasing teacher involvement in educational decisions
related to classroom practice increases their sense of professionalism and efficacy which
supports student learning (Ingersoll, 2003).
On a daily basis, teachers face many situations in which they must make their best
judgments regarding class instructions. They desire to have the autonomy to help students
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use their maximum ability (LaCoe III, 2006). However, when strict curriculum requirements
exist (such as in Kuwait), students can be isolated from social life and exposure to
innovative ideas. In such an environment, students are defined as “the product rather than
the creators of knowledge” (Senge et al., 2012, p. 36). Additionally, a traditional curriculum
focused on memorization and testing that shapes 70% of students’ scores in Kuwaiti public
schools (Watfa, 2008) is a challenge that must be overcome in a world where the focus of
teaching has shifted toward student-centered learning (Senge et al., 2012), creativity, critical
thinking (Chabrak & Craig, 2013; Dinham, 2013; Geissler, Edison, & Wayland, 2012), and
building the social and political values of democracy (Lovat, Dally, Clement, & Toomey,
2011).
As a requirement for autonomy, teacher preparation plays a fundamental role in
building teachers’ knowledge and expertise. Zajano and Mitchell (2001) stated that actual
autonomy occurs when academic decisions are made based on the professional preparation
of teachers in terms of both content and deep understanding of students’ cultural contexts (as
cited in LaCoe III, 2006). However, teachers in Kuwait have limited participation in
decisions related to staff development opportunities, even though formal staff development
programs are required by district policy. In Kuwait, teachers’ various levels of experience
and preparation are not considered when decisions are made about district in-service
programs. Additionally, effective staff development programs must be designed based on
real needs rooted in student achievement (Easton, 2008), which is nearly impossible in
Kuwait, where teachers have limited involvement in decisions related to staff development.
Professional autonomy for teachers is necessary, not only to improve the quality of
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education, but also to build students’ skills for social and political engagement in a
democratic society (Hyslop-Margison & Sears, 2010).
Organizational Commitment
For items related to research question three, teachers expressed moderately high
commitment to their schools, indicating that the majority of teachers are happy, feel
appreciated, and support school goals. This result confirms a previous finding that in
centralized organizations with control-based structures, there is higher commitment to
school leaders (Rown, 1990). Despite high levels of commitment to their schools, teacher
responses revealed much lower levels of commitment to the MoE (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8).
For example, 52% of the sample agreed that decisions are made without previous study in
MoE, 34.4% said they would leave the MoE if they had a chance, and 41.7% felt neutral or
disagreed with the MoE vision and the purpose of educational reforms.
The number of neutral responses to items related to MoE reforms and goals indicates
that the MoE vision is unclear to teachers. Studies have revealed that a shared school vision
is an important aspect of effective leadership that builds sense of purpose for the
organization (Angelle, 2010; Leithwood, 2005; Lithwood & Riehl, 2005). However, in
Kuwaiti schools, recent changes and reforms implemented by the MoE at all education
levels have left many teachers feeling uncertain (Alfadli, 2013b), especially since their
participation in decisions is limited. The absence of a clear and shared vision may explain
their lower commitment to the MoE.
Bureaucratic control over input, behavior, curricula, and student outputs is a
“control-based strategy” in education (Rown ,1990, p. 354). Strategic planning for
educational reforms is still the responsibility of higher committees within the MoE.
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Recently, many new decisions were made, published in the daily newspaper, and handed
down to schools for implementation; however, secondary school principals felt that the new
education guidelines were ambiguous (Al-fadli, 2013b).
Recent studies have shown that instead of controlling educational vision and reforms
at the bureaucratic level, building a school vision through collaboration among school
leaders and educators is an essential component of effective leadership (Fawcett, 2004;
Leithwood, 2005; Spillane & Camburn, 2006; Timperley, 2005). In their study, Barnett and
McCormick (2003) concluded that building a shared vision “helped to bind people together
and establish group ownership,” which influenced commitment to school vision (p. 68).
Thus, shared vision is considered to have motivational value in schools ( Leithwood, Day,
Sammons, Harris, & Hopkins, 2006). Based on evidence from Western studies (e.g., ClutterShield, 2011; Gronn, 2000; Gunal, 2005; Rutherford, 2006) and recommendations from
Arabic studies (Al-hadhood, 1996, 2006), democratic participation in building an
educational vision is necessary in order to increase teachers’ commitment to the MoE in
Kuwait.
Leadership Distribution, Participation in MoE Decisions, and Organizational
Commitment
In answering research question four, the result of the regression model revealed that
both leadership distribution in schools and participation in MoE decisions have a remarkable
influence on teachers’ organizational commitment, explaining 44% of teachers’
organizational commitment overall. The results of the regression and linear equation models
revealed some specific factors affecting teachers’ organizational commitment in Kuwait.
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Leadership distribution. Inside schools, leadership distribution dimensions were
defined by complex relationships among factors with significant covariance. Cooperation
within the leadership team, participative decision making , distributed leadership support
among principals, assistant principals and department heads, maximum leadership support,
and teacher cooperation are significantly related to each other. These dimensions support
each other and create a flow of leadership influence among school members. This result
supports one aspect of distributed leadership theory: interactions between formal and
informal school leaders contribute to leadership practice (Harris, 2008; Spillane, 2005;
Spillane et al., 2007 ; Spillane et al., 2009).
These distributed leadership dimensions influence secondary teachers’ organizational
commitment in Kuwait in several important ways. First, teachers who have cooperative
leaders who work efficiently toward shared goals report more organizational commitment,
confirming previous findings (Hulpia , 2009; Hulpia , Devos & Rosseel., 2009; Hulpia et al.,
2012).
Second, the results show that teachers who receive support from all formal leaders
are more committed to the organization. The distribution of leadership support among
school leaders influences teachers’ commitment. This result confirms Hulpia (2009), Hulpia,
Devos & Rosseel (2009), and Hulpia et al.’s (2011, 2012) findings. In addition, the results
show that leadership is distributed among multiple parties, as found in other studies
(Spillane, 2006; Spillane et al., 2007; Spillane , Diamond& Jita, 2003).
Third, teachers on cooperative teams are likely to have more organizational
commitment. This result confirms a finding from Dee et al. (2006) indicating that
participating on a team for both teaching and curriculum development activities was related
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to higher levels of communication openness, which in turn generated higher levels of
organizational commitment. Other studies also revealed that teamwork is related to workers’
attitudes (Richter, Dawson, & West, 2011), and is an essential element for school success
(Ray & Kochan, 2012).
Fourth, there was not a significant relationship between teachers’ organizational
commitment and participative decision making and maximum leadership support. This result
reflects an ambiguous decision making structure and a failure to regulate teachers’
participation in school decisions in Kuwait (Al-hadhood, 1996). Maximum leadership
support also had no influence on teachers’ commitment. The maximum leadership support
score was the highest support score given to one of a teacher’s formal leaders (school
principal, assistant principal, or department head). Based on this result, it is clear that
support from only one leader is not enough to influence teacher commitment. Each leader
has an important role to play in supporting teachers. Indeed, many other research studies
have noted the need for support from all leadership levels (Gronn, 2002a, 2002b; Spillane,
2005; Spillane, Diamond, & Jita, 2003; Spillane & Diamond, 2007).
The results reveal that two formal dimensions of leadership distribution influence
teachers’ organizational commitment: cooperation within the formal leadership team, and
distribution of leadership support among formal leaders. Additionally, one informal
dimension, teacher cooperation, influences teachers’ organizational commitment.
Participation in MoE decisions. The results reveal the influence of teachers’ actual
and desired level of participation in MoE decisions on their organizational commitment.
Teachers’ desire to participate in MoE decisions influences their own sense of commitment.
In fact, the teachers who expressed more desire to participate in decisions were also those
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who expressed more organizational commitment. Even though they are deprived of any true
decision making ability, teachers desire to change education by participating in MoE
decisions, which influences their organizational commitment. Based on this result, teachers’
commitment in Kuwait may be increased if teachers are given the opportunity to participate
in MoE decisions. This result confirms previous findings (Firestone and Penell, 1993; Rown,
1990) suggesting that the opportunity to participate in decision making affects psychological
states in terms of the meaning attributed to work or a felt sense of responsibility. These
psychological states in some way mediate between work elements and commitment.
Additionally, Leithwood, Mascall, and Strauss (2009) explained that self-determination and
involvement in decisions most likely increases organizational commitment.
Current limitations notwithstanding, actual participation in MoE decisions has a
significantly positive influence on teachers’ commitment. There are two possible
explanations for this result. First, teachers believe that authority over decisions is part of the
MoE’s mandate to improve education. Second, teachers are under legal obligation to
implement MoE policies. Cohen and Caspary’s (2010) study revealed that commitment to
educational reforms—especially in top down organizations—is related to values of tradition,
conservation, and conformity. Therefore, even limited participation in decisions impacts
teachers’ organizational commitment, since teachers are accountable for implementing
decisions made by the MoE.
This result contradicts Western studies that highlighted the positive relationship
between higher levels of participation in decisions and teachers’ commitment (e.g., Bogler
& Somech, 2004). For example, in a study in the United States, Gantt (2012) examined the
impact of performance-based accountability on teachers’ sense of efficacy, and revealed that
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teachers believe that performance-based accountability increases stress and frustration. This
cultural difference shapes a different organizational structure for education in Kuwait. The
results imply that although teachers recognize the MoE as the central organization
responsible for educational decisions, they would like to be involved in decisions related to
their daily teaching tasks.
The relationship between actual and desired levels of participation in MoE decisions
is insignificant. This result reveals that teachers’ actual level of participation in MoE
decisions falls short of their expectations, and that they desire more autonomy.
The regression result showed a positive, but weak relationship between leadership
distribution and level of participation in MoE decisions. This slightly positive relationship
may reflect the educational structure in Kuwait, in which the MoE is the central controlling
organization. This result confirms previous research findings that policy influences the
leadership distribution in schools (Hallinger & Heck, 2009; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005).
Implications and Recommendations
Although the focus of many recent studies has been leadership distribution in
schools, most of the research has been conducted in Western cultural settings. This research
study is one of the first to explore teachers’ perspectives on leadership distribution in
Kuwaiti schools while considering the organizational structure of the MoE.
Prior literature related to educational leadership revealed that successful leadership
practices include building a collaborative school culture, encouraging participation in
decision making, and building effective relationships with the community, all of which can
be accomplished by distributing leadership responsibility (Leithwood & Riehl, 2005).
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Currently, the main challenge for school leadership in Kuwait is to move from a
management-oriented to a leadership-oriented path that focuses more on improving student
learning. This task is not easy, since the MoE holds sole responsibility for educational
improvement. The centralized nature of the MoE creates a structure in which school
principals have limited authority and teachers have no autonomy. The results of this study
reveal teachers’ readiness to share responsibility for improving education by participating in
decisions related to their profession. Results show that various aspects of leadership
distribution and level of participation in MoE decisions shaped 44% of teachers’
organizational commitment, including commitment to achieving educational goals and
supporting educational improvement. In the cultural setting of Kuwait, the study results
reveal that more institutional and cultural support are needed. This support can be provided
by policy makers, school leaders, staff development programs, and educators.
Policymakers. The results of this research study have potential implications for
MoE policymakers. Results show that teachers feel that the current educational vision is
ambiguous as a result of the many reforms currently being implemented in Kuwaiti public
schools. Published goals and mandates do not provide educators with the understanding or
skills necessary to implement reforms effectively. As such, many approved reforms fail in
practice. Despite many requests from teachers and citizens through newspaper articles and
social media conversations to create a shared decision making structure and provide more
autonomy, the MoE has failed to foster formal regulations for democratic practice in schools
that include all workers, including those in outlying communities.
This lack of understanding of the importance of sharing decision making powers
might result in educators choosing to refrain from thinking reflectively about teaching
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practices and exerting minimum effort toward improving education. If the MoE continues to
assume most responsibilities and control over educational change, school principals could
continue to have limited authority to make decisions about daily events that influence
student learning, such as inefficient teachers, poor curricula, etc. Additionally, depriving
educators of the ability to participate in decisions may lead to gaps in expectations between
MoE leaders and educators, which could impact educational practices in schools. At the
same time, granting more autonomy to teachers requires establishing high standards for
hiring and designing in-service training programs based on teachers’ needs and driven by
student data to ensure the provision of high quality education.
Therefore, policy makers are urged to consider the deeper implications associated
with a traditional centralized control strategy and implement a structure based on the
leadership distribution and educator empowerment. Cultural changes that provide more
autonomy to teachers and more authority to school principals are desired and suggested.
However, facilitating such a change will require strategic planning for continuous school
improvement (Halverson, 2007), and clear regulations to ensure that school principals are
aware and accountable if authority is misused. At the same time, giving more autonomy for
teachers requires high standards for teacher preparation. Staff development must be focused
on teachers’ needs to improve teaching instructions (Easton, 2008). Additionally,
educational reforms must be driven by student data and start from classroom practices
(Smylie, 2009).
Since top-down organizational structure change strategy has failed to improve
students learning in long term (Hargreaves & Fink, 2009), moving toward decentralized
structure is also required. Beginning in 1981, the MoE has made a few attempts to flatten the
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organization; however, the process has been quite slow (Alganim, 1990, Hasan, 2008).
Based on the results of this study, policy makers are urged to flatten organizational
structures to foster shared decision making processes. The following serious issues must be
addressed and discussed in detail:
1. Authority must be granted to school leaders to make school-level decisions,
and regulations must ensure accountability for such decisions.
2. Regulations must organize decision making processes in schools, taking into
consideration the involvement of all teachers in voting for school committees,
school vision, school plan, etc.
3. Ethical and qualification standards must be created for selecting MoE leaders,
school principals, and teachers.
4. MoE leaders must be held accountable for achieving community goals by
establishing a two-way accountability structure for politicians, leaders and
teachers.
School leaders. The transition toward more leadership distribution in schools must
be fostered by formal leaders, including school principals, assistant principals and
department heads. Rather than trying to create order or control, school priorities should
focus on creativity and innovation (Harris, 2008). School leaders are required to build school
capacity based on trust, cooperation, and high involvement in decisions related to teaching
and learning programs. Schools can be transformed into true learning organizations by
decreasing unnecessary paperwork and offering more resources, activities and learning
opportunities for students, teachers and leaders that are connected to curriculum goals.
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Redesigning evaluation standards is also essential. Schools in Kuwait are especially
test-oriented. Instead of concentrating solely on test scores, other student data such as
classroom work, daily evaluations, school activities and teachers’ recommendations should
be included in evaluations to provide a more holistic understanding of a student’s progress.
Leadership distribution does not involve delegating management tasks to teachers,
who are busy meeting the demands of teaching. In fact, delegation of administrative tasks is
a main source of pressure for teachers in Kuwait (Alqina’ai, 2007). Grubb and Flessa’s
(2006) study described administrative tasks that are added to teaching responsibilities as
“distributed pain” (p. 535). Rather, a deeper understanding reveals that leadership
distribution centers on the distribution of power and authority to shape democratic practices,
including decision making processes (Grubb & Flessa, 2006; Youngs, n.d.). Teachers’ main
concern is to improve student learning, and they are willing to assume leadership roles
designed to achieve this purpose. Thus, the role of school leaders is to foster the conditions
that enable teachers to serve as instructional leaders (Murphy, Elliott, Goldring, & Porter,
2007). Therefore, a clear structure for decision making must be established in schools to
encourage appropriate teacher participation in leadership.
Fostering distributed leadership under external pressure of MoE standardization is a
challenging task. Therefore, leaders must strike a balance between generating trust
relationships and encouraging risk taking in school, with holding staff accountable through
monitoring and supervision. Increasing the level of trust is important, and this can be
achieved by “providing informal learning opportunities such as peer coaching and collegial
exchange”. Fostering a sense of “trustworthiness “at the individual, leader, and
organizational level is essential in leadership distribution (MacBeath, 2009, p. 56)
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Professional development programs. Professional development programs for
secondary educators should support a new vision based on the distribution of power and
tasks and the influence of leadership. Differences between the traditional autocratic vision,
in which power and influence are concentrated only in formal leadership positions, and the
new democratic vision, in which leadership is distributed and implemented through both
formal and informal interactions, should be addressed. In particular, training content should
include concrete examples of implementation differences in school settings and highlight
research findings related to the influence of leadership distribution on school culture, school
climate, and student achievement.
Generally, teacher training programs should expose teachers to the various forms of
leadership distribution and explain their role as leaders with a concentration on student
learning as a top priority. Teachers should be treated as professionals, and administrators
need to understand their roles and responsibilities in facilitating this transition in culture,
structure, and practice.
Discussion between teachers and administrators must take place in training
workshops to reach a common understanding about how leadership is distributed. Educators
must participate in creating a practical vision that clearly identifies the roles, tasks, and
structures required to foster a cooperative climate and efficient decision making. Each
school is unique, and leadership distribution will be implemented differently in different
environments (Spillane & Diamond, 2007). As Spillane and Diamond (2007) described, the
first step is “examining phenomena of leadership and management” (p. 148). Second, it is
important to reframe relationships between leaders and educators based on distributed
leadership principles that include trust, cooperation and shared power. Lastly, instructions
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must be clear and new organizational routines must be established to initiate the change
(Spillane & Diamond, 2007).
Educators. One of Ministry of Education goals of public education in Kuwait is to
entrench principles of democracy (International Bureau of Education, 2008). As a respond to
this goal, educators are under moral obligation to enhance democratic vision of schooling
inside and outside classrooms practices. The result of this study showed teachers’ desire to
participate in educational decisions. Conversely, the cultural reality of democratic
participation is under teachers’ expectations. Therefore, teachers’ desire should be used as a
motivational device to move for more autonomy. Continuing teachers’ demands for more
autonomy is essential especially that students outcomes are below expectation in
international level (Hussein, 1992) . Instead of applying national curriculum that relied
heavily on students testing and memorization, more teachers’ autonomy is really needed to
foster more creativity and innovations.
Although that MoE is responsible for education reforms, teachers are the main actors
to achieve students learning. Research results revealed that teachers who expressed their
desire to participate in educational decisions are more likely to have more organizational
commitment. Therefore, teachers are required to participate in school leadership activities ,
staff development programs, and professional learning communities to enhance critical
thinking about the best teaching practices. At the same time, teachers must be held
accountable for student learning through monitoring and leaders supervision.
Limitations
This study contributes to the literature by describing the distribution of leadership
among school leaders, identifying the level of teacher participation in decision making, and
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the relationship of these factors to teachers’ organizational commitment to secondary
schools in Kuwait. However, this study has several limitations. First, this study measures
leadership distribution from teachers’ perspectives only. Due to time and resource
constraints, perceptions from other school employees (i.e., principals, assistant principals)
could not be obtained. Thus, the results may not reflect the perceptions of all school
employees. However, teachers’ perceptions are important, because teachers comprise the
majority of school employees and are the farthest from decision makers in the organizational
hierarchy. In addition, teachers are responsible for implementing changes to the curriculum
and school procedures, and for evaluating student achievement. Nevertheless, this research
could be extended to examine leadership distribution from the perspectives of principals and
assistant principals.
A second limitation is that only the relationship between leadership distribution and
participation in decision making was examined as an influence on teachers’ organizational
commitment. This study’s conceptual framework has a theoretical limitation in that it
relates only to these independent variables. Previous researchers have identified several
variables that influence teachers’ commitment, such as work pressure and burn out (Brown
and Roloff , 2011), availability of resources (Heneman,1998), and personal values (Cohen &
Caspary, 2010). However, not all of the potential influential variables could be examined.
Finally, the quantitative method used in this study creates limitations in that other
contextual reasons for this relationship could not be examined. A qualitative approach
generally facilitates a deeper understanding of participant perspectives. In order to examine
the research question in depth, using a qualitative research methodology could be employed.
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Recommendations for Future Research
The results of this study highlight several areas for future research that could further
develop our understanding of distributed leadership theory, organizational commitment, and
shared decision making. First, future research should include a validation study of the
leadership distribution model in several different educational settings, such as private
schools, elementary schools, and universities. In the future, scholars could concentrate on
the influence of organizational factors on leadership distribution, such as organizational
values, school culture, and work relationships. Additionally, researchers should examine the
effect of leadership distribution on other outcomes, such as teacher performance, teacher
satisfaction, and student outcomes.
Second, scholars should focus on redefining teachers’ organizational commitment
based on different organizational structures. In schools with highly centralized control
structures, organizational commitment can have different meanings. For example, the desire
to improve the current status may signal commitment to the main goal of an organization.
Additionally, future studies in Kuwait could examine other possible indicators of
organizational commitment, such as student pretesting, teacher absences, and high turnover.
Third, it is necessary to identify the relationship between teachers’ organizational
commitment and internal factors that influence it, such as identity, personal values and
beliefs. Some external factors also may influence teachers’ organizational commitment, such
as salary, leadership, and collegial support.
Fourth, further studies can be conducted to measure organizational commitment
differences based on participant gender, years of experience, or educational level.
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Additionally, school principals’ commitment can be measured and compared with teachers’
organizational commitment in the current study.
Fifth, qualitative research studies on leadership distribution and organizational
commitment in Kuwait and/or other Arab countries are necessary; none have been
conducted thus far, while many qualitative studies have been conducted in the United States
(e.g., Coldren, 2007; Diamond, 2007; Halverson, 2007; Sherer, 2007). Quantitative research
provides a deep understanding of the distributed nature of leadership, which is influenced by
power, school norms, and democratic values in the Kuwaiti school context. Qualitative
research based on face-to-face interviews will provide a deeper understanding of all of these
factors.
Lastly, future research is required on the decision making process in schools in
Kuwait. Little is known about decision making procedures, because no clear structure exists
in many schools. Qualitative studies also can be conducted to investigate the attitudes of
MoE leaders toward granting more authority to schools as a step toward decentralization.

102

References
Abd Razak, N., Darmawan, I. G. N., & Keeves, J. P. (2010). The influence of culture on
teacher commitment. Social Psychology of Education, 13(2), 185–205.
doi:10.1007/s11218-009-9109-z
Alanezi, A. (2011). Communication Satisfaction and its Relationship to Organizational
Commitment Among Secondary Teachers in Kuwait. Indiana State University.
(Docotoral dissertation). Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/10484/1644
Alanezi, K. (2011). [ ﺩدﻭوﺭر ﺑﺤﻮﺙث ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻨﻊ ﺍاﻟﺴﻴﯿﺎﺳﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖThe role of
educational administration studies in making political education in Kuwait.
(Unpublished masters thesis). Kuwait: Kuwait University.
Alazmi, M. (2010). ﺍاﻟﺘﻤﻜﻴﯿﻦ ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﻱي ﻟﺪﻯى ﻣﺪﻳﯾﺮﻱي ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ ﻭوﺃأﺑﺮﺯز ﻣﻌﻮﻗﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻓﻲ ﺿﻮء ﺍاﻟﻔﻜﺮ ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﻱي ﺍاﻟﺤﺪﻳﯾﺚ
[Administrative empowerment for public school principals in Kuwait and the main
obstacles in the light of recent philosophy]. (Unpublished masters thesis). Kuwait:
Kuwait University.
Aldaway, K. (2011, November 27). [ ﺷﻜﺎﻭوﻱي ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻻ ﻁطﺒﻨﺎ ﻭوﻻ ﻏﺪﺍا ﺍاﻟﺸﺮMinistry of education
problems without solutions]. Alwatan Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://alwatan.kuwait.tt/articledetails.aspx?Id=154235&YearQuarter=20114
Alenizi , M., & Alfadli, A. (2012, February 16). [ ﺗﻌﺪﻳﯾﻞ ﺩدﺭرﺟﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔChanging the grading
system of students]. Alwatan Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://alwatan.kuwait.tt/articledetails.aspx?Id=173362
Alfadli, A. (2010, July 13). New English curriculum in twelfth grade. Alwatan Newspaper.
Retrieved from http://alwatan.kuwait.tt/articledetails.aspx?Id=159289
Alfadli, A. (2011, June 8). [ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻤﻮﺣﺪ ﺗﻄﻮﻳﯾﺮ ﺃأﻡم ﺗﺪﻣﻴﯿﺮ؟New standards education: Is it
development or destruction?]. Alwatan Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://kuwait.tt/ArticleDetails.aspx?Id=116987
Alfadli, A (2013a, June 11).  ﺍاﻟﺤﺠﺮﻑف ﻳﯾﻘﺼﻴﯿﻨﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺍاﻟﻘﺮﺍاﺭر ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻮﻱي:[ ﺟﻤﻌﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦKuwait Teachers
Association: The minister deprived us from participation in educational decisions].
Alwatan Newspaper. Retrieved from http://kuwait.tt/articledetails.aspx?Id=282201
Alfadli, A. (2013b, November 11). [ ﻭوﺛﻴﯿﻘﺔ ﺍاﻟﺜﺎﻧﻮﻱي ﺗﺮﺑﻚ ﻣﻮﻅظﻔﻲ ﺍاﻟﺪﻭوﻟﺔSecondary guidelines report
confused workers]. Alwatan Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://alwatan.kuwait.tt/articledetails.aspx?Id=316594

103

Alganim, A. (1990). [ ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺳﻴﯿﺔ ﻭوﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﮭﺎ ﺑﺎﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻮﻳﯾﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖThe relationship between
school administration and educational administration in the State of Kuwait].
Educational Studies, 5(25), 214-246.
Alganim, W. (2013, February 1). [ ﺑﻴﯿﻦ ﺷﺎﺭرﻉع ﺍاﻟﻐﺰﺍاﻟﻲ ﻭوﺍاﻟﻔﻼﺵش ﻣﻴﯿﻤﻮﺭرﻱي ﺗﺨﺒﻄﻜﻢ ﻗﺎﺗﻞImpulsive
decisions]. Alanba Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alqabas.com.kw/node/736102
Alhosini, M., Alajmi, H., & Alghasab, A. (2011). ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻱي ﺍاﻟﻤﻨﺎﺥخ ﺍاﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﯿﻤﻲ ﻟﺪﻱي ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺍاﻻﺑﺘﺪﺍاﺋﻴﯿﺔ ﻣﻦ
 [ ﻭوﺟﻬﮭﺔ ﻧﻈﺮ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻭوﺯزﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺑﺪﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖThe level of organizational climate in
elementary schools in Kuwait]. ◌Educational
and Social Studies Journal, 17(2).159ِ
210.
Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of effective,
continuance and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of
Occupational Psychology, 63(1), 1-18.
Alotibi, K. (2012). [ ﺍاﻟﺪﻟﻴﯿﻞ ﺍاﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪ ﻻﺟﺘﻴﯿﺎﺯز ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﻮﻅظﺎﺋﻒ ﺍاﻹﺷﺮﺍاﻓﻴﯿﺔGuidelines for passing promotion
interviews.] Retrieved from http://forum.moalem.net/showthread.php?6609
Al Rasheedi, A. (2010). ﺍاﻷﻧﻤﺎﻁط ﺍاﻟﻘﻴﯿﺎﺩدﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺳﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺘﻮﺳﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ ﻭوﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﮭﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻮﻻء
[ ﺍاﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﯿﻤﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻭوﺟﻬﮭﺔ ﻧﻈﺮﻫﮬﮪھﻢSchool leadership styles in Kuwaiti middle schools
and their relationship to teachers' organizational commitment from their view point
perception.] (Unpublished Master thesis). Jordan: Middle East University.
Almeseliem, M. (2012). ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎﺕت ﺗﻤﻜﻴﯿﻦ ﻣﺪﺭرﺍاء ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﻣﻦ ﻭوﺟﻬﮭﺔ ﻧﻈﺮ ﻗﻴﯿﺎﺩدﻱي ﺍاﻟﻤﻨﺎﻁطﻖ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ
[Difficulties facing empowering school principals from the viewpoint of school
leaders]. Educational Journal in Kuwait, 2 (13), 53-87.
Almosawi, M(2013, February 8).  ﻣﻠﻴﯿﻮﻥن ﺩدﻳﯾﻨﺎﺭر ﺗﻜﻠﻔﺔ ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﻭوﺱس ﺍاﻟﺨﺼﻮﺻﻴﯿﺔ ﺳﻨﻮﻳﯾﺎ٣۳٠۰٠۰  [ ﻣﻠﻴﯿﺎﺭر ﻭوOne
Milliard and 300 Million the Kuwaiti dinar is the yearly cost of private tutoring
lessons. Alanba Newspaper. Retrieved from. http://www.alanba.com.kw/ar/kuwaitnews/education/359611/08-02-2013district
Alqina’ai, M. (2007). [ ﺿﻐﻮﻁط ﺍاﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻟﺪﻱي ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻌﺎﻡم ﺑﺪﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖWork pressure for teachers in
public schools in Kuwait. Childhood Studies, July, 217–250.
Alramadan, F.& Alabdullah, H.(2013, June 26). ﺍاﻻﺳﺘﺌﻨﺎﻑف ﺗﺆﻳﯾﺪ ﺇإﻟﻐﺎء ﻓﺼﻞ ﺍاﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﻋﻦ ﻭوﺍاﻟﺪﻩه ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ
[The court cancelled the Ministry decisions about separation of the students from
their teacher guardian].Aljarida Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.aljarida.com/news/index/2012609508/«»ﺍاﻝلﺍاﺱسﺕتﺉئﻥنﺍاﻑف-ﺕتﺅؤﻱيﺩد-ﺇإﻝلﻍغﺍاء-«ﻑفﺹصﻝلﺍاﻝلﻁطﺍاﻝلﺏب-ﻉعﻥن-ﻭوﺍاﻝلﺩدﻩه-»ﺍاﻝلﻡمﻉعﻝلﻡم

104

Alrashid, S. (2013a, February 19). [ ﺍاﻟﻤﺤﻜﻤﺔ ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﻳﯾﺔ ﺗﻠﻐﻲ ﻗﺮﺍاﺭر ﻓﺼﻞ ﺍاﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐAdministrative court
cancels the MoE decision about 'student separation']. Alkuwaitiah Newspaper.
Retrieved from http://www.alkuwaitiah.com/ArticleDetail.aspx?id=31476
Alrashid, S. (2013b, February 26).  [ ﻧﻈﺎﻡم ﺗﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻲ ﺟﺪﻳﯾﺪ ﻟﻠﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﺜﺎﻧﻮﻳﯾﺔNew educational system for
high schools. Alkuwaitiah Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alkuwaitiah.com/ArticleDetail.aspx?id=31995
Alrawashid, F. (2009). [ ﺍاﻟﺮﺿﺎ ﺍاﻟﻮﻅظﻴﯿﻔﻲ ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺘﻮﺳﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖJob satisfaction for
teachers in middle school in Kuwait. Journal of Education College Zagazig
University, 64(2), 253 – 298.
Alsharah, Y., & , (2013, April 2).  ﺍاﻟﻮﺍاﻗﻊ ﺍاﻟﻤﺰﺭرﻱي ﻟﻠﻐﺔ ﺍاﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ:[ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺧﻄﺮEducation is in
danger : miserable reality for the Arabic language]. Al-seyassah Newspaper.
Retrieved from
http://www.alraimedia.com/Article.aspx?id=425256&date=02042013
Alshanan, A., & Almousawi, M. (2013, March 17). ﺍاﻷﻧﺒﺎء ﺗﻨﺸﺮ ﺷﺮﻭوﻁط ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺷﺢ ﺍاﻟﺠﺪﻳﯾﺪﺓة ﻟﻠﺘﺮﻗﻲ ﻟﻠﻮﻅظﺎﺋﻒ
 [ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻹﺷﺮﺍاﻓﻴﯿﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﯾﺎﺽض ﺍاﻷﻁطﻔﺎﻝل ﻭوﻣﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻌﺎﻡم ﺑﻌﺪ ﺇإﻗﺮﺍاﺭرﻩهNew Conditions for
promotions to supervisory positions in preschools and public school. Al-Anba
Newspaper. Retrieved from http://www.alanba.com.kw/ar/kuwaitnews/education/367742/17-03-2013
Alshemiri, A. (2012, December 11).  ﻣﻨﺎﻫﮬﮪھﺞ ﺍاﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﺗﺨﺮﺝج ﻁطﻠﺒﺔ ﺃأﻣﻴﯿﻴﯿﻦ: "ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻮ ﺍاﻟﻠﻐﺔ ﺍاﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻝل" ﺍاﻟﺴﻴﯿﺎﺳﺔ
[Aabic teachers: Arabic curriculum caused weak outcomes]. Al-seyassah Newspaper.
Retrieved from http://www.alseyassah.com/AtricleView/tabid/59/smid/438/ArticleID/221118/reftab/92/Default.as
px
Alterki, A. (2013a, March 31).  ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻳﯾﻌﻜﺲ ﺃأﺯزﻣﺔ ﺃأﻣﺔ ﺗﻨﺤﺪﺭر ﻓﻲ ﻛﻞ ﻣﺠﺎﻻﺗﻬﮭﺎ:[ ﺗﺮﺑﻮﻳﯾﻮﻥنEducators:
Education crisis reflects a nation falling behind in all fields. Alrai Newspaper.
Retrieved from http://www.alraimedia.com/Article.aspx?id=424831
Alterki, A. (2013b, May 28).  ﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻖ " ﺍاﻟﺘﻘﺎﻋﺪ ﺑﺎﻷﻗﺪﻣﻴﯿﺔ" ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﺎﻭوﻥن ﻣﻊ ﺍاﻟﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﯿﺔ: [ ﺍاﻟﻮﺗﻴﯿﺪThe
application of ‘mandatory retirement' by the coordination with social information
department. Alrai Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alraimedia.com/Article.aspx?id=439137
Alutto, J. A., Belasco, J. A. (1973). Patterns of teacher participation in school system
decision making. Educational Administration Quarterly, 9 (1), 27-41.

105

Al-hadhood, D. (2006). ﺍاﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭرﻛﺔ ﺍاﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﯿﺔ ﻭوﺍاﻟﻤﻤﺎﺭرﺳﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺪﻳﯾﻤﻘﺮﺍاﻁطﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻨﻈﺎﻡم ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ
[Public participation & democratic practices in the educational system in the state of
Kuwait. Educational Journal in Kuwait, 21(81), 13–56.
Al-hadhood, D. (1996).  ﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ ﻣﻴﯿﺪﺍاﻧﻴﯿﺔ:[ ﻭوﺍاﻗﻊ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﺗﺨﺎﺫذ ﺍاﻟﻘﺮﺍاﺭر ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻌﺎﻡم ﺑﺪﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖThe
reality of the decision making process in public schools in Kuwait]. Educational
Journal in Kuwait, 11 (41), 95-148.
Al-Hamdan, J. M., & Al-Fadli, K. (2008). ﺍاﻷﻧﻤﺎﻁط ﺍاﻟﻘﻴﯿﺎﺩدﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺴﺎﺋﺪﺓة ﻟﺪﻯى ﻣﺪﻳﯾﺮﻱي ﻣﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻌﺎﻡم ﺑﺪﻭوﻟﺔ
 [ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ ﺣﺴﺐ ﺍاﻟﻨﻈﺮﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﻮﻗﻔﻴﯿﺔleadership styles for Kuwait public school principals
according to situational theory]. King Saud University Journal for Educational and
Islamic Science, 20(2), 606–605.
Al-Hamdan, J. (1986). [ ﻣﺸﻜﻼﺕت ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺳﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻌﺎﻡم ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖSchool
administration problems in public schools in Kuwait]. Journal of Education College
Tanta University, 23, pp 17-53.
Al-Khaldi, M. (2012a, Sep. 03).  ﻓﺼﻞ ﺍاﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﻋﻦ ﻭوﻟﻲ ﺃأﻣﺮﻩه ﻗﺮﺍاﺭر ﺧﺎﻁطﺊ ﻭوﺟﺰء:ﻣﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺗﺮﺑﻮﻳﯾﻮﻥن ﻭوﺃأﻛﺎﺩدﻳﯾﻤﻴﯿﻮﻥن
[ ﻣﻦ ﺍاﻟﻘﺮﺍاﺭرﺍاﺕت ﺍاﻻﺭرﺗﺠﺎﻟﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﺪﻣﺮ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢEducators and academics: Separation of the
students from their teacher guardian is wrong decision and part of the
improvisational decisions that will destroy education. Alanba Newspaper. Retrieved
from http://www.alanba.com.kw/ar/kuwait-news/education/321666/03-09-2012
Al-Kaldi, M. ( September 18, 2012b). ١۱٠۰ ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻮ ﺍاﻟﺠﻬﮭﺮﺍاء ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻳﯾﺸﺘﻜﻮﻥن ﻗﺮﺍاﺭر ﺍاﻟﻨﻘﻞ ﺍاﻹﺟﺒﺎﺭرﻱي ﻟﻤﻦ ﻣﻀﻰ
[ ﺳﻨﻮﺍاﺕت ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺳﺔTeachers in Aljahra district complained about mandatory
transformation decision for teachers who have worked for 10 years in the same
school. Alanba newspaper. Retrieved from: http://www.alanba.com.kw/ar/kuwaitnews/education/325304/18-09-2012
Al-Mhelby, A. Al-jaber, Z. (2002). Examining the Departmental leadership role in Kuwaiti
Public school. The E.R.C Journal, 11 (22), 11-21.
Al-Mhelby, A., Al-Muqate, H.,Al-Dhafiri, M. (2004). The role of school administrators in
promoting student thinking in Kuwait. Social Behavior and Personality: An
International Journal. 32(7), 637-648.
Al-Qattan, A. (2008). An investigation of place of quality management in the leadership role
of head teachers in female intermediate schools in the state of Kuwait. (Doctoral
dissertation). University of Newcastle. Retrieved from
http://hdl.handle.net/10443/848
Al-Rasheedi, G., & Al-Salehi, M. (2005). ﺍاﺗﺠﺎﻫﮬﮪھﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺍاﻟﻤﻨﺎﺥخ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺳﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺍاﺭرﺱس ﺍاﻟﺜﺎﻧﻮﻳﯾﺔ ﺫذﺍاﺕت
[ ﺍاﻟﻔﺼﻠﻴﯿﻦ ﺑﺪﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖTeachers’ attitudes toward school climate in Kuwaiti secondary
schools]. Educational Journal in Kuwait, 19 (74), 11–42.

106

Al Rasheedi, A. (2010). ﺍاﻷﻧﻤﺎﻁط ﺍاﻟﻘﻴﯿﺎﺩدﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺳﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺘﻮﺳﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ ﻭوﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﮭﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻮﻻء
[ﺍاﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﯿﻤﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻭوﺟﻬﮭﺔ ﻧﻈﺮﻫﮬﮪھﻢleadership styles in Kuwaiti middle schools and their
relation to teachers organizational commitment from their view point perception.
(Unpublished master’s thesis). Jordan: Middle East University.
Andrews, R. A., Law, J., & Walker, R. M. (2009). Centralization, organizational strategy,
and public service performance. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 19(1), 57-80. doi:10.1093/jopart/mum039
Angelle, P. S. (2010). An organizational perspective of distributed leadership  : A portrait of
a middle school. RMLE online, 33(5). 1-16. Retrieved from
https://www.amle.org/portals/0/pdf/rmle/rmle_vol33_no5.pdf
Arbuckle, J. L. (2011). IBM® SPSS® Amos TM 20 User’s Guide. Retrieved from
ftp://public.dhe.ibm.com/software/analytics/spss/documentation/amos/20.0/en/Manu
als/IBM_SPSS_Amos_User_Guide.pdf
Ayoob, F. (2012, Aril 5). [ ﺃأﺯزﻣﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻟﻤﺎﺫذﺍا؟ ﻭوﻣﺎ ﺍاﻟﺤﻠﻮﻝل ؟Crisis of education. Why? What
solutions?](6). Alqabas Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alqabas.com.kw/node/64063
Barnett, K., & McCormick, J. (2003). Vision, relationships and teacher motivation: A case
study. Journal of Educational Administration, 41(1), 55–73.
Bat-Erdene, M-A. (2006). Faculty participation in decision-making and their job
satisfaction in Mongolian public universities. (Doctoral dissertation).Available from
dissertation and theses database (UMI No. 3239789). Retrieved from:
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/305269224
Bentler, P.M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological Bulletin,
107(2), 238-246.
Billingsley, B. S., & Cross, L. H. (1992). Predictors of commitment, job satisfaction, and
intent to stay in teaching: A comparison of general and special educators. The
Journal of Special Education, 25(4), 453–471. doi:10.1177/002246699202500404
Black, G. L. (2010). Correlational analysis of servant leadership and school climate. Journal
of Inquiry and Practice,13(4), 437–466.
Bolden, R., & Kirk, P. (2006). From “leaders” to “leadership.” Effective Executive. ICFAI
publication, 8(10), 27-33. Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/10036/33353

107

Bondoq, M. (2011a, September 11).  [ ﺟﺜﺔ ﻣﻌﻠﻤﺔ ﻫﮬﮪھﺎﻣﺪﺓة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻜﺘﺐ ﺍاﻟﻤﻠﻴﯿﻔﻲTeacher sent her
complains for the minister of Education]. Alanba Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alanba.com.kw/ar/kuwait-news/education/225925/11-09-2011
Bondoq , M. (2011b, October 4).  ﺍاﻣﺘﺤﺎﻧﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻔﺘﺮﺗﻴﯿﻦ ﺍاﻷﻭوﻟﻲ ﻭوﺍاﻟﺜﺎﻟﺜﺔ ﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ ﺍاﻟﺜﺎﻧﻮﻱي ﻋﻠﻲ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻯى:ﺍاﻟﻤﻠﻴﯿﻔﻲ
[ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﺍاﺭرﺱسThe minister revealed a new grading system for secondary students]. Alanba
Newspaper. Retrieved from http://www.alanba.com.kw/ar/kuwaitnews/education/231947/04-10-2011
Bowler, B.J. (2001). Teacher-student relationships and leader-member exchange (LMX)
theory: Demographic similarities, LMX quality and instructor performance
evaluations. Nova Southeastern University. (Doctoral dissertation). Available from
dissertation and theses database (UMI No. 3006651). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/304785940/previewP
DF?accountid=13158
Brown, L. A., & Roloff, M. E. (2011). Extra-role time, burnout, and commitment: The
power of promises kept. Business Communication Quarterly, 74(4), 450–474.
doi:10.1177/1080569911424202
Browne, M.W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K. A.
Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models. (pp. 136-162)
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Bush, T., & Derek, G. (2012). Distributed leadership in action: Leading high-performing
leadership teams in English schools. School Leadership and Management, 32(1), 21–
36.
Buttram, J. L.& Pizzini, E.(2009). Distributed leadership in Delaware. Delaware Education
Research & Development Center. University of Delaware. Newark. Retrieved from
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED535264
Bycio, P., Hackett, R. D., & Allen, J. S. (1995). Further assessments of Bass’s (1985)
conceptualization of transactional and transformational leadership. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 8 (4), 468–478. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.80.4.468
Byrne, B. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS basic concepts, application, and
programming. Lawrence Eribaum Associates: New Jersey.
Camburn, E., Rowan, P., & Taylor, J. (2003). Distributed leadership in schools : The case of
elementary schools adapting comprehensive school reform model. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 52 (4), 347-373.

108

Chamberland, L. (2009). Distributed leadership: Developing a new practice - An action
research study. University of California, Santa Cruz. (Doctoral dissertation).
Available from dissertation and theses database (UMI No. 3367708). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/304856820
Clutter-Shield, J. (2011). Does distributed leadership influence the decision making of
teachers in the classroom? Examining content and pedagogy. University of Kansas.
(Docotoral dissertation). Available from dissertation and theses database (UMI No.
3487527). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/913394631
Cohen, A., & Caspary, L. (2010). Individual values, organizational commitment, and
participation in a change: Israeli teachers’ approach to an optional educational
reform. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26 (3), 385–396. doi:10.1007/s10869010-9186-1
Cogliser, C.C., Schriesheim, C. A. (2000). Exploring work unit context and leader-member
exchange: a multi-level perspective. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(5),
487–511.
Coldren, A. F.(2007). Spanning the boundary between school leadership and classroom
instruction at Hillside Elementary School. In J. P. Spillane & J. B. Diamond, J.(Eds),
Distributed Leadership in Practice (pp16-34).New York and London: Columbia
University Teachers College.
Collie, R. J., Shapka, J. D., & Perry, N. E. (2011). Predicting teacher commitment: The
impact of school climate and social—emotional learning. Psychology in the school,
48(10), 1034–1048. doi:10.1002/pits
Creswell, J. (2008). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches. (3rd edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Creswell, J. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Davis, M. (2009). Distributed leadership and school performance. (Doctoral dissertation).
The George Washington University. Available from dissertation and theses database
Proquest (UMI No. 3344534). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/288206281
Day, C., Elliot, B., & Kington, A. (2005). Reform, standards and teacher identity:
Challenges of sustaining commitment. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21(5), 563–
577. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2005.03.001

109

Day, D., Gronn, P., Salas, E. (2004). Leadership capacity in teams. The Leadership
Quarterly, 15(6), pp. 857 - 880 .ISSN 1048-9843
De Maeyer, S., Rymenans, R., Van Petegem, P., van den Bergh, H., & Rijlaarsdam, G.
(2007). Educational leadership and pupil achievement. The choice of a valid
conceptual model to test effects in school effectiveness research. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 18 (2), 125-146.
Dee, J. R., Henkin, a. B., & Singleton, C. a. (2006). Organizational commitment of teachers
in urban schools: Examining the effects of team structures. Urban Education, 41(6),
603–627. doi:10.1177/0042085906292512
Diamond, J. (2007). Cultivating high expectations in an urban elementary school: The case
of Kelly School. In J. P. Spillane & J. B. Diamond, J.(Eds), Distributed Leadership
in Practice (pp63-84). New York and London: Columbia University Teachers
College.
Dinham, S. (2013). Connecting clinical teaching practice with instructional leadership.
Australian Journal of Education, 57(3), 225–236. doi:10.1177/0004944113495503
Easton, L. (2008). Content connecting data, professional learning, and student achievement.
In L. Easton (Ed.), Powerful designs for professional learning (39-50), Oxford,
Ohio: National Staff Development Council.
Educational stages in Kuwait [ ] ﻣﺮﺍاﺣﻞ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ. (n.d.). Retrieved from
http://www.moe.edu.kw/SitePages/kw_his.aspx
Elmore, R. (2000). Building a new structure for school leadership. The Albert Shanker
Institution. Retrieved from
http://www.politicalscience.uncc.edu/godwink/PPOL8687/Wk10 March 22
Accountability/Elmore Building a New Structure for Leadership.pdf
Erickson, F. (1987). Conceptions of school culture: An overview. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 23(4), 11–24.
Farber, B. A.(1991).Crisis in Education: Stress and burn out in the American teacher. San
Francisco, Ca: Jossey-Bass.
Fattahova, F. (2013, September 4). Kuwaiti students dissatisfied with teacher- pupil
interaction: Is teaching a child’s play?. Kuwait Times Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://news.kuwaittimes.net/kuwaiti-students-dissatisfied-teacher-pupil-interactionteaching-childs-play/
Fawcett, G.( 2004).Leading vision. Kappa Delta Pi Record, Spring 40 (3), 112-115.

110

Fawcett, G., Brobeck, D., Andrews, S., & Walker, L. (2014). Principals and beliefs-driven
change. Phi Delta Kappa International, 82(5), 405–410.
Ferrara, D. (1994). Shared education decisions survey-revised. Donna L. Ferrara.
Ferrara@optonline.net.
Firestone, W. (2013, January 2). Teacher evaluation policy and conflicting theories of
motivation. Paper presented at annual meeting of American Educational Research
Association. Graduate School of Education, Rutgers University. San Francisco, USA
Firestone, W., & Pennell, J. (1993). Teacher commitment, working conditions, and
Differential Incentive Policies. Review of Educational Research, 63(4), 489–525.
Flessa, J. (2009). Educational micropolitics and distributed leadership. Peabody Journal of
Education, 84(3), 331–349. doi:10.1080/01619560902973522
Freedom house website, 2009. Retrieved from
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/2009/kuwait#.Uxu0oHmKkpE
Ganrinus, E., Helms-Lorenz, M., Beijaard, D., Buitink, J., & Hofman, A. (2011). Profilling
teachers’ sense of professional identity, Educational Studies, 37(5), 593–608.
Gantt, P. (2012). Teachers’ perceptions of the impact of performance-based accountability
on teacher efficacy. Walden University, (Doctoral dissertation). Available from
dissertation and theses database (UMI No 3545373). Retrieved from:
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/1284157031
Geijsel, F., Sleegers, P., Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2003). Transformational leadership
effects on teachers’ commitment and effort toward school reform. Journal of
Educational Administration, 41(3), 228–256. doi:10.1108/09578230310474403
Geissler, G. L., Edison, S. W. & Wayland, J. P. (2012). Improving students ’ critical
thinking , creativity , and communication skills. Journal of Instructional Pedagogies,
8(7), 1–12.
Ghareeb, N.( 2010). Academic freedom of faculty members at Kuwait University: Issues of
understanding and freedom of research and publishing. (Doctoral dissertation).
University of Cardiff.
Gibb, C.A. (1954) ‘Leadership’, in G. Lindzey (ed.) Handbook of Social Psychology, (Vol.
2) pp. 877–917. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

111

Gronn, P. (2000). Distributed properties: A new architecture for leadership. Educational
Management Administration & Leadership, 28(3), 317–338.
doi:10.1177/0263211X000283006
Gronn, P. (2002a). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. The Leadership Quarterly,
13(4), 423–451. doi:10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00120-0
Gronn, P. (2002b). Distributed leadership. In P. Leithwood, K., Hallinger (Ed.), Second
International Handbook of Educational Leadership and Administration (Vol. 6, pp.
653–696). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer
Gronn, P. (2003). Leadership: Who needs it?. School Leadership & Management, 23(3),
267–290.
Gronn, P. (2009). From Distributed to Hybrid Leadership Practice, In A. Harris (Ed.),
Distributed Leadership Different Perspectives (pp. 197–217). Dordrecht :Springer
Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9
Gronn, P. , Hamilton, A. (2004) 'A bit more life in the leadership': Co-principalship as
distributed leadership practice. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(1), 3-35.
Gunal, Z. (2005). The actual and desired level of shared decision making in public schools
in Cankaya district of Ankara.(Master’s thesis). Middle East Technical University.
Retrieved from http://etd.lib.metu.edu.tr/upload/12606484/index.pdf
Gurr, D., Drysdale, L., & Mulford, B. (2005). Successful principal leadership: Australian
case studies. Journal of Educational Administration, 43(6), 539–551
Grubb, W. N. , Flessa, J. J. (2006). A job too big for one: Multiple principals and other
nontraditional approaches to school leadership. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 42(4), 518-550
Hasan, R. (2008). ( ﻭوﺗﻔﻌﻴﯿﻠﻬﮭﺎ،٬ ﻣﺸﻜﻼﺗﻬﮭﺎ،٬ﺍاﻟﻼﻣﺮﻛﺰﻳﯾﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻈﺎﻡم ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻟﻌﺎﻡم ﺑﺪﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺖ ) ﺩدﺭرﺟﺔ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﻬﮭﺎ
[Decentralization in public education in Kuwait-level of applications and problems].
(Unpublished master’s dissertation). Educational Administration Department.
Kuwait University.
Hallinger , P., & Heck, R. H. (2009). Distributed leadership in schools  : Does system policy
make a difference  ? In A. Harris (Ed.), Distributed Leadership Different Perspectives
(pp. 101–117). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9
Halverson, R. (2007). Systems of practice and professional community: The Adams case. In
J. P. Spillane & J. B. Diamond (Eds), Distributed Leadership in Practice.(pp35-62).
New York and London: Columbia University Teachers College.

112

Hargreaves, A. (1991) Contrived collegiality: The micro-politics of teacher collaboration. In
Bennett et al. (eds.), The politics of life in school, power conflict and cooperation (pp
46-72). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publishing.
Hargreaves, A. (1994). Changing Teachers, Changing Times: Teachers’ Work and Culture
in the Post-modern Age. London: Cassell.
Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2009). Distributed leadership  : Democracy or delivery  .In A.
Harris (Ed.), Distributed Leadership Different Perspectives (pp. 181-193). Dordrecht
:Springer Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9
Harris, A. (2005). Reflections on distributed leadership. Management in Education, 19 (2),
10–12. doi:10.1177/08920206050190020301
Harris, A. & Chapman, C. (2002). Effective leadership in schools facing challenging
circumstances: Final Report. Nottingham: National College of school leadership
(NCSL). Retrieved from:
http://www.canterbury.ac.uk/education/protected/spss/docs/effective-leadership.pdf
Harris, A. (2004). Distributed leadership and school improvement: Leading or misleading?
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 32(1), 11–24.
doi:10.1177/1741143204039297
Harris, A. & Lambert, L. (2003). Building leadership capacity for school improvement.
Milton Keynes: Open University Press.
Harris, A., Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., & Hopkins, D. (2007). Distributed
leadership and organizational change: Reviewing the evidence. Journal of
Educational Change, 8(4), 337–347. doi:10.1007/s10833-007-9048-4
Harris, A.(2008). Distributed school leadership. London and New York: Routledge Taylor
& Francis group.
Harris, A. (2009). Distributed Leadership: What we know. In A. Harris (Ed.), Distributed
Leadership Different Perspectives (pp. 11–21). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.
doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9
Harris, A. (2012). Distributed leadership: Implications for the role of the principal. Journal
of Management Development, 31(1), 7–17. doi:10.1108/02621711211190961
Heneman, H. G. (1998). Assessment of the motivational reactions of teachers to a schoolbased performance award program. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education,
12(1), 43-59.

113

Hill, A. L. (2008). Distributed Leadership in Schools. (Doctoral dissertation). Faculty of
Education. The University of Melbourne. Retrieved from
http://dtl.unimelb.edu.au/R/5QSNRHP4A8A5S5KXPAP34PV6NK1LP6D5AC47LJ
XIJR9BCY45E2-00705?func=dbin-jumpfull&object_id=74688&pds_handle=GUEST
Hopkin W. G. (1997). New view of statistic. Retrieved from
http://www.sportsci.org/resource/stats/effectmag.html
Hoy, W. K., & Tarter, C. J. (1997). The road to open and healthy schools: A handbook or
change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Hoyle, R. H. (1995). Structural equation modeling: Concepts, issues, and applications.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Huber, S. G. (2010). School leadership: International Perspectives. In S. G.Huber, (Ed.),
Studies in Educational Leadership (Vol. 10, pp. v–xi.), London, New York: Springer
Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-90-481-3501-1
Hulpia, H. (2009). Distributed leadership and organizational outcome in secondary schools.
Ghent University. Retrieved from
http://ugent.academia.edu/HesterHulpia/Papers/180244/Distributed_leadership_and_
organizational_outcomes_in_secondary_schools
Hulpia, H., & Devos, G. (2010). How distributed leadership can make a difference in
teachers’ organizational commitment: A qualitative study. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 26(3), 565–575. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2009.08.006
Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & Rosseel, Y. (2009). The relationship between the perception of
distributed leadership in secondary schools and teachers’ and teacher leaders' job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 20(3), 291–317. doi:10.1080/09243450902909840
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 Psychology, 42 (7), 1745–1784.
doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00917
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(1), 40–52. doi:10.1080/00220670903231201
Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & Van Keer, H. (2011). The relation between school leadership from
a distributed perspective and teachers’ organizational commitment: Examining the

114

source of leadership function. Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(5), 728–
771. doi:10.1177/0013161X11402065
Hussein, M. G. (1992). What does Kuwait want to learn from the third International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS)?. Prospect. 22, pp. 463-468.
Hyslop-Margison, E. J., & Sears, A. M. (2010). Enhancing Teacher Performance: The Role
of Professional Autonomy. Interchange, 41(1), 1–15. doi:10.1007/s10780-010-91063
Ingersoll, R. (2001). Teacher turnover and teacher shortages: An organizational analysis.
American Educational Research Journal, 38( 3), 499–534.
Ingersoll, R. M.(2006). Who controls teachers' work?: power and accountability in
America's schools. Cambridge, Mass, London: Harvard University Press
International Bureau of Education, UNISCO Kuwait National Commission for Education
and Science. (2008). The National report development of Education in the State of
Kuwait 2004-2008 (pp. 1–139). Retrieved from
www.ibe.unesco.org/National_Reports/ICE_2008/kuwait_NR08.pdfwww.ibe.unesco
.org/National_Reports/ICE_2008/kuwait_NR08.pdf
Janson, C., Stone, C., & Clark, M. A. (2005). Stretching leadership  : A distributed
perspective for school counselor leaders. ASCA Professional School Counseling, 13
(2), 98-106.
Johnson, B. (2003). Teacher collaboration: Good for some, not so good for others.
Educational Studies, 29(4), 337-350.
Jones, N., & Youngs, P. (2012). Attitudes and affect: Daily emotions and their association
with the commitment and burnout of beginning teachers. Teacher College Record,
114(February), 1–36.
Katz, R.L. and Kahn, D. (1978).The Social Psychology of Organizations, 2nd ed., New
York, NY: Wiley.
Kelly, R., Thornton, B., & Daugherty, R. (2005). Relationships between measures of
leadership and school climate. Education, 126(1), 17–25.
Keung, C. (2008). The effect of shared decision-making on the improvement in teachers’ job
development. New horizons in education (Hong Kong), 56(3), 31–46.
Krathwohl, D. (2009). Methods of educational and social science research: The logic of
methods. IL: Waveland Press

115

Kuwaiti Constitution. (n.d.). Retrieved August 15, 2013 from
http://www.wipo.int/wipolex/en/text.jsp?file_id=181003
Kuwait Edu. Min. cancels separation of students, parent teachers.(2013). Retrieved August
20, 2013 from http://e.gov.kw/News/KUNAMoreNews_Eng.aspx?NewsId=148801
Kuwait Government Website ( n,d ). Customs and tradition in Kuwait. Retrieved from
http://www.e.gov.kw/sites/kgoenglish/portal/pages/visitors/aboutkuwait/cultureandh
eritage_customsandtraditions.aspx
LaCoe III , C. S.(2006). Decomposing teacher autonomy: A study investigating types of
teacher autonomy and how current public school climate affects teacher autonomy .
University of Pennsylvania, (Doctoral dissertation). Available from dissertation and
theses database Proquest (UMI No 3209987). Retrieved from:
http://search.proquest.com/docview/305247761
Lambert, L. (2002). Leading the conversation. In L. Lambert, D. Walker, D. P. Zimmerman,
J. E. Cooper, M. D. Lambert, M E. Gardner, M. Szabo (Eds). The constructivist
Leader (pp. 63-88). New York; Teacher College, Columbia University.
Lashway, L. (2003). Distributed leadership. National Association of Elementary School
Principals, 19(4), 3–6.
Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (1999). Transformational school leadership effects: A
replication. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 10, 451-479.
Leithwood, K. (2005). Understanding successful principal leadership: progress on a broken
front. Journal of Educational Administration, 43(6), 619 – 629
Leithwood , K., Jantzi, D. (2005). A review of transformational school leadership research
1996–2005. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4 (3), 177-199.
Leithwood, K., Riehl, C. (2005), "What we know about successful school leadership", in
Firestone, W., Riehl, C. (Eds), A New Agenda: Directions for Research on
Educational Leadership, (pp.22-47). New York: Teachers College Press.
Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A., Hopkins, D. (2006). Successful School
Leadership: What it is and how to influence pupil learning. Research report for
National College for school leadership. University of Nottingham.. Retrieved from
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130401151715/https://www.education.g
ov.uk/publications/eOrderingDownload/RR800.pdf

116

Leithwood, K., 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(1), 37–67. doi:10.1080/15700760601091267
Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven strong claims about successful
school leadership. School Leadership & Management, 28(1), 27–42.
doi:10.1080/13632430701800060
Leithwood, K., Mascall, B., Strauss, T.(2009). New perspective on an old idea: A short
history of the old idea. In Leithwood, K., Mascall, B., Strauss, T.(Eds), Distributed
leadership according to the evidence (223-251). New York and London: Routledge
Taylor and Francis group.
Leithwood, K., Steinbach, R., & Jantzi, D. (2002). School leadership and teachers’
motivation to implement accountability policies. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 38(1), 94 –119. doi:10.1177/0013161X02381005
Litwin, G. H., & Stringer, R. A. (1968). Motivation and organizational climate. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.
Locke, E. A. (2003). Leadership: Starting at the top. In C. L. Pearce, & J. A. Conger (Eds.),
Shared leadership: Reframing the hows and whys of leadership (pp. 271–284).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Lovat, T., Dally, K.; Clement, N.; Toomey, R. (2011).Values Pedagogy and Student
Achievement: Contemporary Research Evidence. Dordrecht , Heidelberg , London,
New York :Springer publishing
MacBeath, J. (2009). Distributed leadership: Paradigms, policy, and paradox. In Leithwood,
K., Mascall, B., Strauss, T.(Eds). Distributed Leadership according to the evidence
(pp. 41-57). New York and London: Routledge Taylor and Francis Group.
Marks, H. M., & Louis, K. S. (2014). Does Teacher Affect the Classroom  ? Empowerment
The Implications of Teacher for Instructional Practice Empowerment and Student
Academic Performance. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis , 19(3), 245–
275.
Mascall, B., Leithwood, K., Strauss, T., & Sacks, R. (2009). The relationship between
distributed leadership and teachers’ academic optimism. In A. Harris (Ed.),
Distributed Leadership Different Perspectives (Vol. 7, pp. 81–100). Dordrecht:
Springer Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9

117

MacPherson, S.(2009). Teachers' collaborative conversations about culture: Negotiating
decision making in intercultural teaching. Journal of Teacher Education. 61(3), 271286.
Mauseth, K. (2007). The influence of perceived organizational support and school culture
on positive workplace outcomes for teachers in private schools. (Doctoral
dissertation).Seattle Pacific University. Available from ProQuest Dissertation and
theses database. (UMI No. 3313328 ). Retrieve from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/304818597
Mayrowetz, D. (2008). Making sense of distributed leadership: Exploring the multiple
usages of the concept in the field. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(3), 424–
435. doi:10.1177/0013161X07309480
Michelle Renee, E.-S. (2009). The role of distributed leadership in quality educational
organizations. .(Doctorate Dissertation). California State University, Fresno and
University of California. Available from ProQuest Dissertations and theses Database.
(UMI No. 3375537) Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/305160767
Ministry of Education (1999). Guide for job description []ﺩدﻟﻴﯿﻞ ﺍاﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴﯿﻒ ﺍاﻟﻮﻅظﻴﯿﻔﻲ. Development
department in MoE: Kuwait.
Ministry of Education. (2012). Educational statistical group 2012-2013 [ﺍاﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﺍاﻹﺣﺼﺎﺋﻴﯿﻪﮫ
[ﻟﻠﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ. Kuwait City, Kuwait: Ministry of Education.
Ministry of Education Report. (2013). Job description for assistant principals [ﺗﻮﺯزﻳﯾﻊ
[( ﺍاﻻﺧﺘﺼﺎﺻﺎﺕت ﻭوﺍاﻟﻤﻬﮭﺎﻡم ﺑﻴﯿﻦ ﺍاﻟﺰﻣﻴﯿﻠﺘﻴﯿﻦ ﺍاﻟﻤﺪﻳﯾﺮﺗﻴﯿﻦ ﺍاﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻴﯿﻦMoE 29-9-2013). Kuwait City,
Kuwait: Ministry of Education.
Ministry of Education Website (n.d a). Job description to assistants’ principal. Retrieved
from http://www.moe.edu.kw/_layouts/Moe/Forms/schools2/jahra/intermedschools/girls/wara/ayshedara.htm
Ministry of Education Website (n.d b). Historical view about minister of education in
Kuwait. Retrieved from http://www.moe.edu.kw/SitePages/kuwait_hist.aspx
Mo3lmeen (2012, September 12). ﺍاﻫﮬﮪھﻤﺎﻝل ﻭوﺯزﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻟﻤﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﺍاﻟﻤﺴﺘﺤﻘﺔ ﻭوﺗﻮﺟﻪﮫ ﺍاﻟﻮﺯزﺍاﺭرﺓة ﻟﻔﺮﺽض
[ ﺍاﻟﻘﺮﺍاﺭرﺍاﺕت ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﺴﻔﻴﯿﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺷﺄﻧﻬﮭﺎ ﺗﺪﻣﻴﯿﺮ ﺍاﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﯿﻪﮫ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻮﻳﯾﻪﮫ ﺑﺮﻣﺘﻬﮭﺎThe negligence of the Ministry of
Education to the teachers’ demands by the arbitrary decisions will destroy the entire
educational process]. [ twitter post]. Retrieved from
https://twitter.com/Mo3lmeen/status/245225763501125632

118

Møller, J., Eggen, A., Fuglestad, O. L., Langfeldt, G., Presthus, A., Skrøvset, S., et al.
(2005). Successful school leadership: The Norwegian case; The international
successful school principalship project. Journal of Educational Administration,
43(6), 584.
Moos, L. (2010). From successful leadership toward distributed leadership. In S. Huber,
(Ed.). School Leadership - International Perspectives (pp101-123). doi:10.1007/97890-481-3501-1
Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of organizational
commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224–247. doi:10.1016/00018791(79)90072-1
Muijs, D., & Harris, a. (2007). Teacher Leadership in (In)action: Three case studies of
contrasting schools. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 35(1),
111–134. doi:10.1177/1741143207071387
Murphy, J., Elliott, S. N. , Goldring, E., Porter, A. C. (2007). Leadership for learning: A
research-based model and taxonomy of behaviors. School Leadership &
Management, 27(2), 179-201.
Nawab, A. (2011). Exploring leadership practices in rural context of a developing country.
International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 1(3),
181-189. doi:10.6007/ijarbss.v1i2.31
Nguni, S., Sleegers, P., & 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(2), 145–177.
doi:10.1080/09243450600565746
Officials ‘stunned’ as education ministry braces for reshuffle .(2013, July 5). Kuwait Times
Newspaper online. Retrieved from: http://news.kuwaittimes.net/officials-stunned-aseducation-ministry-braces-for-reshuffle/
Osborn, M. (2008). Teacher professional identity under conditions of constraint. In D.
Johnson & R. Maclean (Eds.), Teaching: Professionalization, Development and
Leadership (pp. 67–81). Dordrecht : Springer Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-40208186-6_5
Park, I. (2003). A study of the teacher empowerment effects on teacher commitment and
student achievement. (Doctoral Dissertation). Available from Dissertation and theses
database Proquest (UMI No. 3087651). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/305337856

119

Pearce, C. L., & Conger, J. A. (2003). Shared leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Polit D. & Beck C. (2011) Nursing Research: Generating and Assessing Evidence for
Nursing Practice, 9th edition. Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.
Porter, L. W., Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., & Boulian, P. V. (1974). Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric technicians. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 59(5), 603–609. doi:10.1037/h0037335
Radi, A. (April 1st, 2012). ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺘﻘﺪﻣﻮﻥن ﻟﻠﻮﻅظﺎﺋﻒ ﺍاﻹﺷﺮﺍاﻓﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻳﯾﻬﮭﺪﺩدﻭوﻥن ﺑﺎﻟﻄﻌﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﺍاﻻﺧﺘﻴﯿﺎﺭر
[Applicants for supervisory jobs are threatening to appeal the selection results].
Alnahar Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.annaharkw.com/Annahar/Resources/PdfPages/01-04-2012/P36.pdf
Rajab, J. (September 11, 2012).[ ﻭوﺯزﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻻ ﺗﺜﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪﺭرﺱسMinistry of Education does not
trust teachers]. Alaan online Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alaan.cc/pagedetails.asp?nid=119186&cid=47
Ray, V. Kochan, F. (2012). Factors that facilitated an Alabama school assistance team ' s
success in a low-performing school. International Journal of Educational
Leadership Preparation, 7(1), 1–14.
Rector, L. (2004). Teacher commitment to the Virginia Standards of Learning and their
perceptions of involvement in decision-making. (Doctoral dissertation). Available
from ProQuest Dissertation and Theses Database (UMI No. 3131418) Retrieved
from http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/305110662
Richter, A. W., Dawson, J. F. & West, M. A. (2011). The effectiveness of teams in
organizations: A meta-analysis. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 22(13), 2749-2769.
Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role conflict and ambiguity in complex
organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 15, 150 –163.
Robinson, V. (2008). Forging the links between distributed leadership and educational
outcomes. Journal of Educational Administration, 46(2), 241–256.
doi:10.1108/09578230810863299
Robinson, V. M. J. (2009). Distributed leadership. In A. Harris (Ed.), Distributed
Leadership Different Perspectives (Vol. 7, pp. 219–240). Dordrecht: Springer
Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9
Rosemary, T. (2004). Distributed leadership  : An exploratory study. Florida Atlantic
University. Available from Dissertation and theses database Proquest, UMI

120

Dissertations Publishing (NO. 3159315). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/305176671
Rosenholtz, S. J. (1987). Education reform strategies: Will they increase teacher
commitment? American Journal of Education, 95 (4), 534-562.
Rown, B. (1990). Commitment and control  : Alternative strategies of schools for the
organizational design of schools. Review of Research in Education, 16, 353-389.
Rutherford, C. (2006). Teacher leadership and organizational structure : The implications of
restructured leadership in an Edison school. Journal of Educational Change, 7 (1),
59-76.
Salehi, M., Aghaei, M., Sgakoori, N., Mirzaei, H., & Saeidinia, M. (2011). Organizational
commitment thesis [Compatibility model]. Interdisciplinary Journal of
Contemporary Research in Business, 3(7), 823–852.
Schumacker, Randall E. and Richard G. Lomax (2004). A beginner's guide to structural
equation modeling, second edition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Scribner, J. P., Sawyer, R. K., Watson, S. T., & Myers, V. L. (2007). Teacher teams and
distributed leadership: A study of group discourse and collaboration. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 43(1), 67–100. doi:10.1177/0013161X06293631
Scully, J., Kirkpatrick S. & Locke, E. A. (1995). Locus of knowledge as a determinant of the
effects of participation on performance, affect and perceptions. Organizational
Behavior & Human Decision Processes, 61(3), 276–288.
Senge, P., Cambron-McCabe, N., Lucas, T., Smith, B., Dutton, Kleiner, A. (2012). Schools
that learn: A fifth discipline field book for educators, parents, and everyone who
cares about education. New York: Crown publishing group.
Sezgin, F. (2009). Examining the relationship between teacher organizational commitment
and school health in Turkish primary schools. Educational Research and Evaluation,
15(2), 185–201. doi:10.1080/13803610902820115
Shaban, L. (2013, April 02).  ﺗﺪﺭرﻳﯾﺲ ﺣﺼﺼﻨﺎ ﻭوﺇإﻻ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﯾﺮﻛﻢ ﺿﻌﻴﯿﻒ:[ ﺭرﺅؤﺳﺎء ﺍاﻷﻗﺴﺎﻡم ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﺟﺪﺩدHeads of
departments for new teachers: Teaching our classes , otherwise your evaluation is
weak!]. Alqabas Newspaper. Retrieved from
http://www.alqabas.com.kw/node/753311
Shakir, F., Issa, J., & Mustafa, P. (2011). Perceptions towards distributed leadership in
school improvement. International Journal of Business and Management, 6(10),
256–265. doi:10.5539/ijbm.v6n10p256

121

Shapira-Lishchinsky, O., & Rosenblatt, Z. (2009). Organizational Ethics and Teachers’
Intent to Leave: An Integrative Approach. Educational Administration Quarterly,
45(5), 725–758. doi:10.1177/0013161X09347340
Sherer, J. (2007). The practice of leadership in mathematics and language Arts: The Adams
case. In J. P. Spillane & J. B. Diamond, J.(Eds), Distributed Leadership in Practice
(pp. 106-128). New York and London: Columbia University Teachers College.
Sinden, J., Hoy, W. K., & Sweetland, S. R. (2004). Enabling school structures: Principal
leadership and organizational commitment of teachers. Leadership, 14(2), 195–210.
Singh, K., & Billingsley, B. S. (1998). Professional support and its effects on teachers’
commitment. Journal of Educational Research, 91, 229–239.
Smith, T. M., & Roeley, K. J. (2005). Enhancing commitment or tightening control: The
function of teacher professional development in an era of accountability. Educational
Policy, 19(1), 126–154. doi:10.1177/0895904804270773
Smylie, M. A. (1992). Teacher participation in school decision making: Assessing
willingness to participate. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 14(1), 53–67.
Smylie, M. (2009). Continuous school improvement. Thousand Oaks, California.: Crowin a
Sage company.
Somech, A. (2010). Participative Decision Making in Schools: A Mediating-Moderating
Analytical Framework for Understanding School and Teacher Outcomes.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(2) pp. 174–209.
doi:10.1177/1094670510361745.
Spillane, J. P. (2005). Distributed leadership. The Educational Forum, 69(2), 143–150.
doi:10.1080/00131720508984678
Spillane, J. P. (2006). Distributed leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Spillane, J. P., & Camburn, E. (2006, April). The Practice of Leading and Managing  : The
Distribution of Responsibility for Leadership and Management in the Schoolhouse.
Draft paper for presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, San Francisco, CA.
Spillane, J. P., Camburn, E. M., & Pareja, A. S. (2007). Taking a distributed perspective to
the school principal’s workday. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 6(1), 103–125.
doi:10.1080/15700760601091200

122

Spillane, J. P., Camburn, E. M., Pustejovsky, J., Pareja, A. S., & Lewis, G. (2009). Taking a
distributed perspective in studying school leadership and management: The
challenge of study operation. In A. Harris (Ed.), Distributed Leadership Different
Perspectives (Vol. 7, pp. 47–80). Dordrecht : Springer Netherlands.
doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-9737-9
Spillane, J., Diamond, J. (2007). A distributed perspective on and in practice.in J. P. Spillane
& J. B. Diamond, J.(Eds), Distributed Leadership in Practice (pp. 146-177). New
York and London: Columbia University Teachers College.
Spillane, J. P., Diamond, J.B., Jita, L. (2003). Leading instruction: The distribution of
leadership for instruction. Curriculum Studies, 35(5), 533-543.
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (n.d.). Distributed leadership  : Toward a
theory of school leadership practice, 1–53. Retrieved from
http://www.sesp.northwestern.edu/docs/twdsldrpracticeSPIHALDIA.pdf
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2001). Investigating school leadership
practice: A distributed perspective. Educational Research, 30(3), 23–28.
Staessens, K. (1990). De professionele cultuur van basisscholen in vernieuwing. Een
empirisch onderzoek in V. L. O.-scholen [The professional culture of improving
elementary schools. An empirical research in VLO-schools]. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium.
Storey , A. (2004). The problem of distributed leadership in schools. School Leadership and
Management, 24(3), 249–65.
Taylor, D. L., & Bogotch, I. E. (1994). School-level effects of teachers’ participation in
decision making. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 16(3), 302–319.
doi:10.3102/01623737016003302
Taylor, D. & Tashakkori, A. (1997). Toward an understanding of teachers’ desire for
participation in decision making. Journal of School Leadership, 7 (6), 609-628.
Taylor, M. E. (2010). Teaching efficiency, innovation, school culture and teacher risk
taking. (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Proquest Dissertation and Theses
Database (UMI No. 3415077) Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/613775696
Timperley, H. (2005). Distributed leadership: Developing theory from practice. Journal of
Curriculum Studies, 37(4), 395–420. doi:10.1080/00220270500038545

123

Timperley, H. (2008). A distributed perspective on leadership and enhancing valued
outcomes for students. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 40(6), 821–833.
doi:10.1080/00220270802172208
Timperley, H. S. (2009) Distributing leadership to improve outcomes for students. In
Leithwood K, Mascall B, Strauss T (Eds.) Distributed Leadership According to the
Evidence (pp. 197-233).London: Routledge.
Torrance, D. (2009). Distributed leadership in Scottish schools: Perspectives from
participants recently completing the revised Scottish Qualification for Headship
Programme. Management in Education, 23(2), 63–70.
doi:10.1177/0892020609104813
Toumi, H., & Chief, B. (2010, September 27). Protest sit-in by Kuwaiti teachers postponed.
Gulf News. Retrieved from http://gulfnews.com/news/gulf/kuwait/protest-sit-in-bykuwaiti-teachers-postponed-1.687877
TrbawyQ8. (20012, August 14, 1:23 PM). ﺍاﻻ ﺗﻼﺣﻈﻮﻥن ﺃأﻥن ﺃأﻱي ﻗﺮﺍاﺭر ﻳﯾﺼﺪﺭر ﻣﻦ ﻭوﺯزﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻭوﻳﯾﺪﺧﻞ ﻓﻲ
ﺍاﺧﺘﺼﺎﺹص ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﺗﺤﺪﺙث ﺿﺠﺔ ﻛﺒﻴﯿﺮﺓة ﻭوﻟﻐﺾ ﻭوﺍاﻋﺘﺮﺍاﺽض ﻣﻦ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ !ﺍاﻟﻢ ﺗﻔﻜﺮ ﻭوﺯزﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺍاﺗﺨﺎﺫذﻫﮬﮪھﺎ ﺃأﻱي
[ ﻗﺮﺍاﺭر ﺃأﻥن ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺍاﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﺔ؟Do you notice that every decision from Ministry of Education
causes many disagreement? Why don’t they take teachers perception by a survey?]
http://tl.gd/iremfr [twitter post]. Retrieved from
http://www.twitlonger.com/show/iremfr
TrbawyQ8. (20012, August 14, 1:18 PM). ﺃأﻛﺒﺮ ﻣﺼﻴﯿﺒﺔ ﺁآﻥن ﺍاﻹﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﻛﺰﻳﯾﺔ ﻻ ﺗﺜﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻦ ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﺗﺼﺪﺭر
[ ﺍاﻟﻘﺮﺍاﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻋﻜﺴﻴﯿﺔ ﻋﻠﻴﯿﻬﮭﻢThe centralized Ministry does not trust teachers. Therefore, all
decisions are against them]. [twitter post]. Retrieved from
https://twitter.com/TrbawyQ8/status/235440169858240512
Trochim , W. (2006). Convergent & Discriminant Validity. Retrieved from
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/convdisc.php
Uhl-Bien, M. (2006). Relational leadership theory: exploring the social processes of
leadership and organizing. Leadership Quarterly, 17(6), 654–76
United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization & International Bureau of
Education. (2011). World Data on Education. Retrieved from
http://www.ibe.unesco.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Publications/WDE/2010/pdfversions/Kuwait.pdf
Villiers, E. De & Pretorius, S. G. F. (2011). Democracy in schools  : Are educators ready for
teacher leadership  ?. South Africa Journal of Education, 31(4), 574–589.

124

Wallach, C. A. (2010). Distributed leadership and decision making in high school
conversion. (Doctoral Dissertation). Available from Dissertation and theses database
Proquest (UMI No. 3421994). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezaccess.libraries.psu.edu/docview/756539703
Walumbwa, F. O., Orwa, B., Wang, P., & Lawler, J. J. (2005). Transformational leadership ,
organizational commitment , and job satisfaction  : A comparative study of Kenyan
and U .S. Financial Firms. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16(2), 235–
256. doi:10.1002/hrdq.1135
Watfa, A., & Alrmidi, K. (2008). [ ﺍاﻷﺩدﺍاء ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻮﻱي ﻟﻠﻤﺪﺭرﺳﺔ ﺍاﻟﻜﻮﻳﯾﺘﻴﯿﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻈﻮﺭر ﻋﻴﯿﻨﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﻬﮭﺎTeachers’
perspectives toward Kuwaiti school performance]. Journal of Arabic University
Union for Education and Psychology, 6(2), 55–101.
Woods, P. A., & Gronn, P. (2009). Nurturing democracy: The contribution of distributed
leadership to a democratic organizational landscape. Educational Management
Administration & Leadership, 37(4), 430–451. doi:10.1177/1741143209334597
Youngs, H (2007, October). Having the presence and courage to see beyond the familiar:
Challenging our habitual assumptions of school leadership. Paper presented at
ACEL and ASCD conference, Sydney, Australia Retrieved from:
http://unitec.researchbank.ac.nz/handle/10652/2242
Zeinabadi, H. (2010). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as antecedents of
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of teachers. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 5, 998–1003. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.07.225
Zhu, C., Devos, G., & Li, Y. (2011). Teacher perceptions of school culture and their
organizational commitment and well-being in a Chinese school. Asia Pacific
Education Review, 12(2), 319–328. doi:10.1007/s12564-011-914

125

Appendix A
Survey Instrument
Survey Consent Form

My name is Amal Alsaleh. I am a graduate student in the Educational leadership
Program at the Pennsylvania State University. I am conducting a survey as part of
requirement to complete my doctorate degree dissertation. If you are at least 18 years old,
you are eligible to participate in the survey.
The survey involves answering some general demographics questions and some
questions about your attitudes toward distributed leadership in your school, your
involvement in educational decision-making, and organizational commitment. The survey
takes about 10-15 minutes to complete. The purpose of the survey is to learn more about
your personal perception about the research topic. Your participation is completely
voluntary, and your responses will be completely anonymous. The data I collect will be
analyzed only by me. You do not have to answer any question you’d rather not answer.
There are no consequences if you decide not to complete the survey.
If you agree to complete the survey, please do NOT write your name on it. After you
finish filling it out, please put the survey in the envelope and then place the envelope in the
box provided. By filling out the survey you are consenting to participate.
If you do not want to complete the survey, just return the blank form and envelope to
me please.
If you have any questions about the survey, you can call me at 965-97819244.
Research department in Kuwait Ministry of Education has approved this survey.
The results of my project will be available after July 2013. If you would like a copy
of the results of my research or have any questions, please contact me by email
aaa5530@psu.edu.
Please keep this letter for your records. Thank you for your participation.

Amal Alsaleh
Phd candidate
Educational leadership department
Pennsylvania State University
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Section A: Background Information
In this section of the questionnaire, we ask you to provide background or biographical
information. The information will allow us to compare groups of respondents. Once again,
we assure you that your responses will remain anonymous. Your cooperation is appreciated.
1. Gender:

Male

Female

2. Years of Experience:

<5

3. Highest Level of Education:

5-10

10-15

>15

Baccalaureate Degree

Master’s or Doctoral Degree

Section B
In this section of the questionnaire, we ask you to indicate your level of agreement with each
of the following statements. Please indicate your answer using the following 5-point scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Neutral

4 = Agree

Organizational Commitment
Commitment to the school
1. My school inspires me to do the best I can .
1

2

3

4

5

2. I am proud to be part of this school team.
1

2

3

4

5

3. I really care about the fate of this school.
1

2

3

4

5

4. My values and the organization’s values are very similar.
1

2

3

4

5

5. I regularly talk to friends about the school as a great place to work.
1

2

3

4

5

5 = Strongly Agree
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6. I am really unhappy that I chose to work for this school.
1

2

3

4

5

Commitment to the Ministry of Education
7. I believe that the Ministry’s decisions are good for all students and teachers.
1

2

3

4

5

8. The Ministry of Education makes decisions without prior study.
1

2

3

4

5

9. I feel that my experience is appreciated as a professional teacher in the Ministry of
Education as an organization.
1

2

3

4

5

10. I believe that the goal of Ministry of Education reforms is to improve the field of
education.
1

2

3

4

5

11. If I had a chance, I would move from education to another occupation.
1

2

3

4

5

12. I do the best I can to achieve Ministry of Education goals.
1

2

3

4

5

Distributed Leadership
Cooperation of the leadership team
1. There is a well-functioning leadership team in our school.
1

2

3

4

5

2. The leadership team tries to behave as well as possible.
1

2

3

4

5

3. The leadership team supports the goals we would like to attain in our school.
1

2

3

4

5

128

4. All members of the leadership team work together on the school’s core objectives.
1

2

3

4

5

5. In our school, the right person is doing the right job, based on his or her
competencies.
1

2

3

4

5

6. Members of the leadership team divide their time properly.
1

2

3

4

5

7. Members of the leadership team have clear goals.
1

2

3

4

5

8. Members of the leadership team know what tasks they must perform.
1

2

3

4

5

9. Members of the leadership team are willing to execute good ideas.
1

2

3

4

5

10. Authority among members of the leadership team is clear.
1

2

3

4

5

Participative decision making in school
1. Leadership is delegated for activities critical to achieving school goals.
1

2

3

4

5

2. Leadership is broadly distributed among the staff.
1

2

3

4

5

3. We have adequate involvement in decision making in the school.
1

2

3

4

5

4. There is an effective committee structure for decision making.
1

2

3

4

5

5. Effective communication among staff is facilitated.
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1

2

3

4

5

6. There is an appropriate level of autonomy in decision making.
1

2

3

4

5

Leadership Support
Please rate the level of involvement of the principal, assistant principal(s), and teacher
leaders in the following:
School Principal

Assistant Principal(s)

Teacher Leaders

Very Low

Low

Medium

High

Very high

Very low

Low

Medium

High

Very High

Very Low

Low

Medium

High

Very High

1. Presents a
long term vision

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2. Debates the
school vision

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3. Compliments
teachers

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4. Helps
teachers

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

5. Explains
reasons for
criticism to
teachers

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

6. Is available
after school to
help teachers

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

7. Looks out for
the personal
welfare of
teachers

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

8. Encourages
me to pursue my
own professional
learning goals

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

9. Encourages
me to try new
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practices
consistent with
my own interests
10. Provides
organizational
support for
teacher
interaction

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Section D
This section of the questionnaire explores your perceptions of participation in MoE decision
making. Using the scale below, circle the response in each column that most reflects your
actual and desired levels involvement in each decision. (Questions adapted from Gunal,
2005).
Actual Level of Involvement

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Usually

Always

Decision related to testing
content

Always

Setting guidelines for student
testing and student grading
practices

Usually

Decisions related to students
discipline

Sometimes

Decisions related to staff
professional development

Rarely

Determining curriculum
distribution

Never

Choosing content of
curriculum and book

Desired Level of Involvement

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Factor Analysis matrix
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